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Economic Development and Local Governance
of
Galveaton Bay

I. INTRODUCTION

The Galveston Bay syatem is comprised of Galveston,
Trinity, Eest and West Bays and related eatuaries, and is
the largest estuarine system on the Teaxaa coast. In recent
years, this system hse become the latest focal point in the
continuing battle over the uses and neads cof varioua
interests for fresh water, land, and other natural
resources. Most of these battles have been fought in the
state legislative arena, with subseguent public referenda,
as indiceted by Texaa’ attempts to pass atatewide water
conatitutional amendments in 1969, 1975, 1981, 1983, and
finally culminating in 1585 with the succesaful passage of
the 19685 Omnibuas Water Amendment,

Although the 1985 Water Plan provided the foundation
for some possible soclutions to many of the issues facing
bays and estuaries, there still remains somne unanswerasd
queations regarding fresh water inflowa, land use, and water
gquality. Many studiesa have been conducted dealing with
these issueas, but have primarily focused con the state and
federal levels of government, and for good reason.
Historically, Texas’ fragmented system of governmant has
divided control and jurisdiction of the many factors .
affecting bays and estuaries among no less than twelve atate
sgenciea (Texas Coaatal Resources Management Program, 1973).
However, not many studies draw attention to the multitudes
of local governments which may provide not only some of the
solutions to the problems, but may actually be contributing
to the problems as well.

Local governments play a crucial role in our natiomnal
ayetem of governance, for it is at the iocal level that most
relationahips with the other governmental players converge.
Because of the somewhat autonomous and very independent
nature of local governments and the aheer numbear of the
local governmental arrangementsa, the potential for conflict
and the necessity for cooperation is the greatest
{Glendening and Reeves, 1984). As of December 7, 1987, there
were over 600 local governing entities within the four
counties surrounding Galveston Bay alone, not including
echool districts (U,S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, Dec. 7, 1987). Thus, while the bay syatem is, and
will always remain, an important natural rescurce and hone
to various industries of its own, the surrounding four



counties have alec become a highly complex and demanding
aystem inhabilited by approximately 3.Z million people, ’

Therefore, the main purpose of this study 18 to focus
attention con Galveston Bay area locai governina entitles,
and thosa duties and act:i:cons which may affect anc pe
affectaed by the (Galiveston Bay aystem. Specifically, we are
intarested in activitias referred to as “economic
development®™ and to activitiea primarily directed at
enhancing or protecting the natural rescurces of the bay.
How does economic development aifect the bay syatem and, in
turn, condition and restrict the need to protect bay
resources? Do the instituytional structures at the local
level provide the kinda of information and opportunities
needed for individuals and groups to make their preferences
for the use of the bay’'sas resources Known and considered?
What are the relationships between various local governing
entitiea and economic development groups? Is economic
developmant compatible with protecting the rescurces of the
bay complex? What reguletory strategies or progrems, if
any. ara emploved by local governing entjities which may have
an impact upon bay polluticon?

To answer these gqueationsa, it will be neceasary to
first expand upen our knowledge of the problem at hand,
including recent major issuea involving Galveaton Bay, and
our understanding of eccnomic development in general. In
part II, we will describe a few of the tools which
iocalities may incorporate into their developmesnt
atrategiea, followed by a brief deacription of how sone
localitieas organize and pursue economic developmant around
the bay. In part 111, we will discuss the various ayatenmns
of local governance, including regulatory regionsa, and their
poasible affect on the Galveston Bay complex. {For a brief
discusaion of the hiamtorical development of the area, aee
appendix I.?

The Problem Perceived

While it is not usuvally the case to talk about the bay
and ita surrcunding area as two aseparate eystems, conflict
in recent yeara over the various uaes of the bay and
proposed major projeacts or activities have taended to
polarize variouas intaerests into warring camps.
Pro-develcpment interests tend to favor purpceeful
modificationa of Galveston Bay’s natural state in the
pursuit of sconomic growth and to accomodate resultant
population incresses. Environmental intereata, on the other
hand, feavor uses which tend to protect and enhance the
overall acosyestem of the bay proper.

Two axamples of theae conflicts can be seen over plans
to dredge the Houaton Ship Channel and to conatruct the
Wallisville Reserveoir. In an effort to increase the



import/export business utirlizing tne Houston Ship Channel,
the Army Corpe of Engineers haa proposec to widen and deepen
the channel to the alleged detriment of the bay’as fisning
ijndustries and wilalife habitats {Wooda, Houaton FPost, June
1, i98b), The Walligvilie Reservolr, 1mhmnediately above the
mouth of the Trinity River, is also opposed for the
potentiai camage itla construction would impoae upon the
Galveaton Bay ayatem, The reservolr ia designed to supply
the City of Houston with the fresh water it neads for future
growth, to provide a galinity barrier for farmera, and to
prevent land subsidence from overuse of groundwater. The
building of the reaevolr, however, would allegedly decreasas
the amount of freahwater inflows and nutrients criticel to
the health of the bay’a ecosyatem. (Houaton Chronicle, June
14, 1987; Dawson, Houston Chronicle, June, 27, 1987)>.

Two plaeces of recent legialation have also focused
pecpla’s attention on the bays and estuaries of Texas and
nave also contributed to the polarization of various
interests. 1In 1585, Texas passed i1ts first comprehanaive
ststeawide water plan. During the formulation processa of the
bays and estuaries section of the plan, conflict developed
ovar the rights and needs of the many users concerning fresh
water inflows. conservation, and environmental goals. The
participating actors took opposing positions under the
banners of those favoring development and those referred to
simply as environmentalists (Causey, October 1, 1987). In
addition, the National Estuary Program (NEP) provisions of
the Water Quality Act of 1987 also drew attention to the
problems threatening Texas’ bays and estusaries and Galveston
Bay in particular. However, as Lauriaton King pradicta,- it
is quite likely that hiastorical, institutional, and
political constraints will limit Texaa’ involvement 1in
issueas of estuarine management (King, 1987).

Part of the resmon for this limited involvement in
estuarine management may be attributed to the historically
pro-developnent attitude toward water reacurces in Texas,
Reflective of this attitude is the requirement in the Texas
Water Code that the executive director of the Texas
Department cof Water Reaocurces (aa of 1985, the Taxas Water
Development Board) formulate a comprehensive state plan for
the orderly development and management of water rescurces in
order that sufficient water will be available at a
reasonable coat to further the economic development of the
entire atate (House Study Group Report no. 86, 1982),
During the formulation of the unsuccesaful 1983 Water Bill,
many local and regional water agencies, a=s wall as economic
development, financial, and agricultural interesats preferred
and supported the Texas Department of Water Resources’
propecsal for increassd spending on water development
projects (House Study Group no. 87, 19a43). This asemingly
uncontrollied urge for water quantity versus quality or
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conservation are gsome of the things that have concerned
environmentaliats abpout Texas’ water resource dpolicies in
recent decades. This mandate, combinea with the fact that
domestic and municipal uses and industrial (processing) yaes
have Deen retalnead as the TOP two priorities for the
aliocation of water resources 1n the state’'sa new wWater Coce,
strongly reflect the maintainenance of this pro-development
attitude.

Economic development is not a new concern for many
localities. Ae a matter of public policy, all levela’ of
government have been involved in some form of economic
developrent activity since their creation because the
revenues they receive from taxes and other fees are
infivenced by the wall being of their constituents and iocal
businesses or induatrial enterprisea. However, the need for
@economic developmnent activities is probably perceived to be
the most accute at the local level. Historically, state and
national governmnents have ancouraged localities to purasue
economic development activities through a variety of
programs and financial aid. For many vears, Texasa’ state
government offered training, information, marketing, and
financial aid programs to municipalitiea through its
Economic Developmant Commission, as well as the Department
of Community Affairms in the Governor’s ocffice. These
agencies and others were reorganized intoc the Texas
Dapartmant of Commerce in 1987. The federal government has
also encouraged lcocalities to increase and upgrade eConomic
developrent activities through such programs as its Urban
Development Action Grant Programs, Community Development
Block Grants, and other programa through auch agenciea as
the Economic Develcpment Administraticon, Farmers Home
Administration, and Small Buaineas Administraetion.

Kecent circumstances have alsoc increased localities
perceived need to pursue enhanced economic developmrent
activities, As8 federal grants-in-aid have been reduced and
the petroleum and agricultural economic sectors have been
devaatated by low prices and foreign market control,
ijocalities have locked increasingly at esconomic developrent
ag a means of alternative revenues. Thua, the intensity
with which economic development is being pursusd today can

ba seen bI the increasing numbers of public and privats
Until recently, local economic deveiopment was pursuea

in an attempt to achieve an optimum city size in order to
produce services in the most efficient manner posaible. The
goal now, however, ia to enhance the economic position of
the city taken as a whole (Swanatrom, 1986). Because cilties
are limited as to what they can do, they typically pursue
developmental policiea with the hope of increasing their tax
bases, number of jobs, and ultimately revenue. According to
Peterson, developmental policies are those which enhance the



economic poaltion ot the community 1n 1ts compeCltlOon with
OLhers. (Peterason, 1981). Economic development has alao
pean defined i1n a broader aense a3 the planning and
implementation of Aactivities designed to stimuate drowth in
tne lLocal economy (Weaver, 1986 . It 13 The procesa oI
creating wealth through the mobilization of human,
financial, capital, physical, and naturalil resourcesa to
generate marketable goods and services, The ultimate
misaion of the economic developer is to bring toc an area {(or
cetain within it) the fullest gainful employment and the new
inveatment neceasary to continue desirable aconomic growth
(Rasic Economic Development Course, College Park, Maryland,
1987>.

Many of the conflictas concerning the Galveston Bay
complex, as exhibited in our two previous examples of the
ship channel enlargement and Wallimaville resevoir projects,
are concerned with activities which are designed to keep up
with and encourage economic growth. While economic
development and economic growth are two diatinct processes
(Flamang:; Conroy), the two are invariably intertwined., Qur
two examples regquire development or structural changes to
the existing infrastructure on the one hand, while hoping to
achieve somne scort of growth 1n the economy on the other.

The very nature of economic developsent is to attract
resources. Thus, many of the purposes or goals for pursuing
economic development activities are to achieve a
corresponding increase in some definition of the term
growth. People often equate this increase in growth in
vague terms such as an increase in the guality of life,
Here, however, they may refer to such things as an 1ncrease
in jobs or an increase in per capita income, amoeng othera.
Albeit the accomplishment of these goals can have a positive
affeact on a community’s economy, the potential negative side
of economic development 1s that there may be sone portiona
of the area econonmy that actually decline in the proceas.
The lomera in our caae would tend to be those who often fall
outside the jurisdictional, or deciasion-making, areas of the
local governmaent, most notably the Galveaton Eay aystem and
those businesses or industries which derive their existence
directly from the bay (i.e., comnmercial or aport fishing,
plessure boating, recreation, touriam, etc.).

Summary

In summary, while there are many other factors which
have contributed toc thia prevailing pro~-development attitude
in Texas, the ultimate problem as perceived by
environmentalistas haa bean the lopsided approach favoring
development and economic growth. As mentioned by an
enployee of the Texaa Parka and Wildlife Department, the
purauit of economic develcpment has alwaya been pro-active,



in contrast to the reactive approsach taken toward the
protection of natural rescurces anc env.ironment (intervaiew
with fiela personnel, TPWD, 1987). Tnis proactive,
pro-develiopment approach i1s further emphasized when
examining some of the eccnomic deveiopment 1ncentive tools,
or powers, alilocated to local governments Dy tne state in

recent years,



introduction

As previously mentioned, ecOnomic development is not
new for locai govarnmenta. Numercus acholiars have tfound
that citlea typically follow davelopmental policies as
opposed to redistributive and mllocational policies. In
fact. one of the primary goals of cities is to maximize land
values within their communities (Peterson, 1981). Over the
yeara, citiea in Texas have been able to sclicit aid from
the state in the form of legislation which enhances local
efforta to pursue economic development activities.

Since 1979, the Texas legisiature has enhanced local
governments’ arsenal of economic development tools. Four
separate pieces of legislation have provided municipalities
with the opportunity to provide incentives for developrent
within certain areas of the community. As ocutlined by the
Lynden B. Johnaon School of Public Affairs’ Policy Ressarch
Project Report, no. 63, The Effects of State Governmrent on
Economic _Development in Texas Cities, the four development
tools inciude the eatablishment of industrial development
corporationa, tax abatement, tax increment financing, and
entaerprise zonesa.

Local Economic Development Teoola

Induatrial Development Corporations: The Industrial
Development Corpeoration Act was passed in June 1979 by the
Texas Legislature. It:

%, ....granted citiea the authority to create nonprofit
industrial development corporations (IDCa) which can
jasue tax-exempt revenue bonds (IRBs) to finance
commercial and induastrial projecta. The intent of this
legiaslation was to limit the IDC to the role of conduit
for financing of projscta which benefit the public
purpose of the autherizing entity. The proceeds of
IRBs issusd by the corporation may be loaned directly
to the user or may be uaed by the corporation to buiid
or finance a project which will then be leased or mold

TO TNE USEr . FMW Al MEY Ve Wi el e e w— =
project" (Policy Research Project Report, no. 63,
1985).

Tax Abatement: The Property Redevelopment and Tax
Abatemant Act, passed in 1981 and later amended by Texas
votera, became law in November of 1982 and grented local
governments with taxing authority the pover to abate ad

valorem property taxes in certain instances. This act



aliows & governing entity to designate an eligible aree
within 1ta boundaries as a reinvestiment 2cne and to enter
into contractual aareements with the owners of taxable
property in that zone to exenpt all or part of the vaiue of
the property from taxation.

“This 1a done on the condition that the property owner
make specified improvemant Or repairs to tha property,
in conformance with the comprehensive plan of the city.
The designation period may not exceed fifteen years, at
the end of which the property returns to the tax rolls
at ita full appraised value and at the full tax rate"
(Policy Research Project Report, no. 63, 1985,

Tax Increment Financing: The Tax Increment Financing
Act (TIF) of 1981 also became law in November, 1982. Thias
act allows cities to finance certain public projects in
targeted areas.

“To finance these projects, sunicipalities freeze
property tax asaesaments for all overlapping diatricts
at the value for the yvear in which the zone was
designated a tax increment district (TID>. The value
of this asseaament forms the tax increment base for the
zone. Each taxing authority continues teo collect
revenues on the base amount. Any increase in the ad
valorem tax then accrues to the municipality, and is
earmarked for the tax increment fund. Meney in the tax
increment fund may be used for direct financing of
renewal projecta (the "pay as you go" method), or it
may be used to service bond debt and interest. Thias
amount is known a&s the captured appraised value. The
bonda, which are tax exempt, are payable only out of
the tax increment fund.™

As of 1985, there were no financing projects under
development, but saverasl citiea surrounding Galveston Bay
have created tax increment districts. These cities are
Houston, Galveston, and Bellaire (Policy Research Project
Report, no. 63, 1985).

Enterprise Zonea: The Texas Enterprise Z2one Act was
approved in May, 1983, and went into effect Septamber 1,
1983. This act authorizes local governments to nominate
qualified areas as enterprise zones, creates a state
Enterprise 2one HBeard, allows stste and local tax and
requlation exemptiona for buainasses iocating in the zones,

and promotes neighborhood self-help asscciationa.



“nder the Act-, twe types of zones, urpan and rural,
and two leveis of zohes, ioca: (Level 1) and state
(Level Ii), were eataplilshed. Authorization of the
ieveli 1I zone. has not yvet been approved by Congress,
State participation in locali zones is iimited To
authorizing Lower clty taxes and fees and lifting etate
reguiations TO increase local autonomy. Local
governments can refund local sales and use taxas to
retailera to purchaae equipment, machinery, or
materials for remodeling. rehabilitation, or
construction withain the zZone. In addition, local
governments can auspend zoning, licensing, Or building
codes, subject to restrictiona set by atatute,. iThese
zoneal gualify for tax increment financing and tax
abatement, snd businesses gqualify for industrial
development bonds. Enterprise zones also double as
foreign trade zonea, whare buainesses can assemdle,
atore, procesas, and display goods from abroad without
paying tariffa” (Policy Reasarch Proj)ect Repori, no.
63, 1985).

-

According to the Project Report, snterprise zones are
much more comprehensive than either of the tax incentive
pProgramna. Moreover, it is not clear that tax incentives
aiona actually have any effect on firm’s location decisions.
It also appeara that, of the four tools examined,
“induatrial development corpcrations have the moat to offer
a community in terms of net taxes generated and enployment™
(Policy Research Project Report, nc. 63, 1985).

Pursuit of Local Econonic Development: Varying
Organizational Structurea

Texmas communities have utilized many different
organizational structures in the pureuit of economic
development. According to Robert Weaver, the atructures
found in Texas can be clesasified into six models based on
(1) the way in which they were initiated, (2> the community
sector exercising primary control, and (3) their modes of
operation (See table IV, Weaver, 1986). While these nodaels
allow us to classify the basic structure of development
a comprehénsivée viaw 5f rne compiléx-IIfNradksidacrek.sive o
between the public and private players. When wae talk about
the community sector excercising primary control, these
linkages become even more important. It is the local
governing entity that poasesses the power to utilize and
inplement the development tocls mentioned earlier, and it is
thesae sana entities which are ultimately responsible for



providing the changes and improvements tc the local
infrastructure neceaasary for development to occur,

The distincrtions pbetween Weaver’s models 13 a matter of
degreae. (For a brief description of these moaels, see
Appendix Ii» c£acn organizetlion encountered in our
investigation of a purposive, or selected, samplie of pay
area cities and economic development entities incorporatad
aspects of each model. A number of interviaews also
uncovered nct just one organizational entity, but seaveral
oparating in given communities. In an attempt to undératand
the organizational structures, iinkages, and prograns
employed by bay area communities in the pursuit of economic
developmnent, we will highlight key activities in several
comrunities.

Houston: The largest city in the Bay area, Housten,
poassesses many of the characteristics contained in esach of
WVeaver’as models. Through several interviews with an
enployee of the Houston Economnic Devslopment Council’s
Research Department and Mr. Roger Heord of the Houston
Chamber of Commerce, ws ware able to pisce together a briaef
description of some of the organizations which sxist in the
Houston aresa.

The Houaton Chamber of Commerce (HCC) was created in
1840 and has performed economic development functiona for
Aany yearas, In 1982, however, the Houaton Economic
Developmnent Council (HEDC) was formed as an independant
entity. According to the 1987 HCC President, Mr. Gerald
Griffin, "“HEDC was formed in response to hard timea and was
made a separate entity, at least in part, to send a signal
to the coutside world and to the inside Houston business
community that this was not business aa usual--that 1t was a
new thrust, & new intensity" (Sallee, Houaton Chronicle,
1-15-87).,

The connecticn between the HCC and the HEDC is somewhat
complex. Since the creation cof the HEDC, conflicts have
arisen over alleged attempts by a former president of HEDC
to broaden the HEDC’s aganda into areas traditicnally
performed by the HCC (Sallee, Houaton Chronicle, 1-15-87).
According to our interviews conducted in late 1987, it
appears that some of these conflicts have been resolved.
While HEDC is a separate SOlc nonprofit corporation and
poasanses itas own leagal identity, it functiona as a
subsidiary of the HCC. HEDC’s policy board is basically a
subset of the HCC’s board of directors. However,
technically, decisions wade by the HEDC board do not require
the approval of the HCC’a board (or executive board). To
keaap the two organizeations functioning smocthly at arm’s
langth has bean the duty of a apecial joint coordinating
committee. HEDC has thus become the marketing arm of the
HCC. The HCC’a main function ia to provide the necesasary

10



environment conaucive for iocal development to occur.
(Interviews with Koger Hord, Director of Regional Systema,
roumston Champer of Commerce and an employee of the HEDC
researcn department, November, 1987).

funding for each organization i85 alao different ang
thua reguirea that both organizations remain separate
ancities, It was noted by Mr. Hord, as well as Hr. Griffin,
that the HCC relies primarily on membership dues for
revenus, whiie HEDC molicits funds from HCC member firms, as
well as the general business community. HEDC also contracta
with the City of Houston to provide economic developnent
activities for the communaity. This provides approXinately
cne gquarter of HEDC’s revenus (Rogar Hord, 1987: Sallee,
Houston Chronicle, 1987>. 1In 1986, for example, the Houaton
City Council agreed to provide $1.25 million a year in
matching funds to HEDC. Reflective of HEDC’s area approach
to economic development, Harris County Commissioner’s Court
also approved a %500,000 allocation and the Port of Houston
agreed to give $150,000 over two years (Crown, Houston
Chronicle, 4-2-86).

Also reflective of & regional orientation is the fact
that approximately seven county governments are represanted
in HEDC and its marketing dats incorporates the general area
asurrounding Galveston Bay. HEDC works closely with other
development organizationa around the bay, auch as thoae in
the Clear Lake area, in attempting to attract rescurces and
businesses focusing on NASA. HEDC has alao helped Texas
City and the varioua organizations in that area to attract
Mitaubiahi’s copper smelting plant (Roger Hord, 1987y .

The linkages between HEDC and HCC, aa well as local
governing entitiea, can be seen through HEDC’s financial®
support and the memberships of various local officials on
the HEDC board. The mayor of Houstcn and the Harris County
Judge, as well as meveral other public officials from other
counties, participate as members of the HEDC executive
poard. These officials, however, are not members of the HCC
board (Roger Hord, 1987: HEDC research employee, 1987).

In addition to the many activities performed by HEDC
and HCC, the City of Houston also maintains a planning and
eccnomic development department. This department functions
primarily as a one-atop permitting office and handles cother
governmental programs, such as grant solicitation and
implenentation. There is some interaction between this
department and the private &conomic development
crganizations through the nayor’s office, However, thia
department is not actively involved in promotion activities
(Roger Hord, 1987).

The Harris County-Houston Ship Channel Navigation
District, more commonly called the Port of Houston
Authority, aleo conducts economic developrant activities.
Created in 1927 by a special act of the Texes legislature,

11



~ne Port Authority 1s allowed by statute to use five percent
of i1ts annual opereting revenuee for promotion and
development activities (Benedict, Houeton Chronicie, Dac,,
1986: Interview with Jack Horn, Nov. 1987: Report of the
Harris County Eome Rule Commismaion, 1957). While conaiderea
ts be a atate agency by some, the seven member Port
Authority governing board is appointed by the Harris County
Commismsicners Court (2), City of Houston (2), City of
Pasadena (1), and cther cities along the Ship Channel (1),
with Harris County and Houston jointly appeinting the'
remaining member ¢(and chair) of the board (Article in the
Houaton Chronicle, Jan., 1987;: and a later undated articie’.
The Port, and the industriesa utilizing it, account for
approximataely one-third of Houston’a econoamic vitality
(Kennedy, Houaton Pcst, Aug., 1986&).

Seabrook: While the city of Seabrook, a bay community
southeast of Houston, is & relative nawcomer to organized
aconomic development efforta, the city haa aggressively
epplied its approach to ita comprehensive plan. 1In an
effort to effectively control growth within its city limitas,
the city has annexed territory extending out into the bay
and haa implemented atrong zoning ordinances to restrict
offensive industry location and pollution. This approach
has enablied Seabrook to capitalize on the tourist and
boating industry by being able to control the construction
of piers and boathocuses. The Clear Lake area, which
includes Seabrook, is currently the third largest boating
center in the nation behind San Diego and Miami with
approximately S00C vessels (Lanny Lambert, City Manager of
Seabrook, Nov. 1987). Another article placeas the estimnate
of pleasure boats in the Clear Lake-Seabrook-Kemah basin at
betweesn 7,000 and 8,000, with 500 more added each year
(Myler, Houston Chronicle, June &, 1986). Seabrook’s
neighbor to the mouth, Kemah, is alac capitalizing on this
claim by aggressively developing ita waterfront with an S8
nillion marina (Krepa, Houaton Chronicle, Sept. &, 1987).
Seabrook has viewed its participation in economic
development as an obligatiecn mancdated by ita charter, which
requires the utilization of long range comprehensive
planning. In conjunction with this plen, stepa have been
taken to become more responsive to development by reducing

canital reacpvery f . “A new restaurant that once might
have bpeaen cﬁarged §!§.ooo on waiar-use projactiona nougwouaq

be billed only 31,500" (Lanny Lambert in Houaton Chronicle,
Sept. 6, 1987).

Participation by the city was further viewed as
necessary since there was no active local chamber of
commerce. While the Clear Lake Chamber of Commerce
reprasents nine cities within the area, it was felt that
this organization waa not promoting Seabrook’s interesats.

12



in Septemper, 1985, Seabrook’s city councl] eatablishea an
economic development councli to begin identitying thosze
industriea which would penefit and compliment the cCcity’s
pian. The primary industries targeted are recra&ation and
tourlam. A numbey of new Marinas are currentily being
considered ana constructed. Growth is alsc sxpected to
occcur because of the NASA decision to build the new space
atation, with asome 4000 new area jobs projected (Interview
with Lanny Lambert, CM, Seabrook, Nov, 19687).

Wwhile many residenta have concluded that develbpnent
18 necessary for them to continue their existence in
Saeabrook, many disagree. Due to the large influx of new
people aince the opening of NASA, many pecple feel that the
“laid-back, comfoertable life" in Seabrook is changing for
the worae (Krepa, Houston Chronicle, Sept. 6, 1387).

Baytown: The City of Baytown, located on the northwest
shorea of the bay, Pecame formally interesated in eaconomic
developrent with the formation of its Strategic Planning
Commmittae as a component of ita city council in 1986. 1In
1987, the committee developed the “Baytown 2000" report,
which proposed ten projects to further citizens’ visiona of
what they would like their city to become. The starting
point and firat project to be implemented calls for
improving the city’s inage. Accordingly, 270,000 of the
city’s 1987-88 budget wea allocated for bruah and heavy
traah collectionas; 50,000 for removal of delapidated
atructures; %15,000 for mowing vacant lots; 815,000 for
litter removal: and S10,000 for a public relations effort to
boost the city’a image. Future plans call for conatruction
of a tourist center and five major public building proj)ects.
These projects include a $3.5 million luxury marina, a 82
million 18-hole municipel golf course, a regional airport
for buainess jeta, a special events center, and a Goose
Creek river walk (Horswell, Houston Chronicle, Sept. 6,
19873 .

Shortly after an A&M engineering research study in 1978
which indicated the feasability of a marina, the Army Corpa
of Engineers cited potentisl environmental cbatacles (partly
related to dredging), which put the project on hold.
Believing that these cobataclea could bes overcons, howvever, a
formal permit appliication haa been made by the city to the
Galveston District of the U.S. Corp of Engineers. The
project plan calla for the dredging of a gquarter-mile long
strip so that bigger boats, auch as larger pleasure craft
and cabin cruisers, can reach the Houston Ship Channel and
gain acceaa to Galveston Bay. The snvironmental obstacles
which muat be overcome also involve critical wildlife
habitats which exiat in the area. According to Mike
Shieldsa, director of the new Baytown aconomic development
foundation, the U.S, Fiah and Wildlife Service has expressed
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1ts oppo=1ition to the project. in order for the project to
progress, 530,000 has been allocated by the city to conduct
an archasclogical study and other proceguresa neceLsary to
secure the permit (Horswell, Houston Chronicie, 1987),

According to the Houston Chronicie, progress has aiaso
peen made on the regional airport project. This progreas 18
peing puahed by a coalition of supporters from Baytown ana
Chambers and Liberty counties. Thease three governmental
entities have formed the Grand Parkway Aviation Committees.
Baytown has already allocated $10,000, or ten percent’' of the
cost, for a feasibility atudy (Horswell, Houston Chronicle,
19873,

The city council’s strategic planning committes has
recently relinguished many of its duties to a newly created
Baytown Economic Developmant Foundation. The city, however,
atill maintains its primary control over the entity, with
council members sitting on its board of directors,
designating its chairman, and appeinting private citizena to
the board, Suppert for the organization comes from the city
by utilizing matching funda, and from the county, private
corporationa (such as Exxon, the community’s largest
enployer), and cother community groups (Interview with Mike
Shielda, Director of the Economic Davelopment Foundation,
Nov, 1S587).

Nassay Bay: According to an employee of the City of Naasau
Bay, southeast of Houston, pursuit of econcomic development
is currently being handled by the local area’s chamber of
commerce. While touriam is important to the city, limitad
public access to Clear Lake (meat lakashore property is
privately owned) and the absence of local regulatory
controlas prevent the city from significantly impacting area
development (Interview with an employee of Nassau Bay, Nov,
1987).

Galveston: in an interview with an employee of the city’as
planning department, we found that, like Houston, the City
of Galveston ia involved in economic develcopment in a myriad
of fragmented ways. The city helpa support activities of
the local chamber of commerce, as well as & new businesas
development center. Start-up funds for the businsss center
were provided by the chamber and Galveston College, which
rnaintains an office within chambar headguarters (city
anployes, 1987).

The city also provides staffing for ten reinvestaent
zones, or tax increment financing districtas, within the
city. These zones were eatablished to help develop vacant
land within the city and to redevelop certain downtouwn
areas. Several of these zones which have besen able to
attract development projects during the paat seversl]l years,
but the decline in the sconomy has affected a few of the
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other zones. Une aresa that nhas been asuccesaful is the well
xnown Gaiveston on the Strand, aituated at the ecge of
downtown. Part of this redevelopment has a.so ocCurred aue
to the work of private citizens and the Downtown
Revitalization Committee, another part of the development
syatem (city employee, 1987).

According to our interviewee, there 1s the neecd for a
morae centralized affort in economic development in
Galveaton. Each development group stresses different areas,
Maintaining a balance between the various groups is achieved
by the fact that the city has represantatives who serve in
positions in all groups. There are many formal connections.
As an example, cur interviewvee serves on the Downtown
Revitalization Committas (city employee, 1987).

Moat of the economic development affort has focuased
upon attracting new, small businesaes and working with
already established businesses in the ares of governaent
procurement. However, when it becamne known that the U.S.
Navy was looking for a home port for the bettieship
Wiaconsin, a major state-level effort was made to attract it
to Galveston. In addition, public and private entities in
the Galveaton area put together a “$9.9-million package of
locally fineanced infrastructure improvements, including
conatruction of road, sewer, and gas linesa,' as well as
several million dellars in low interesat housing loans,
industrial development bonds, and other incentiveas. On July
2, 1985, the Navy announced that two guided-missile frigates
and three mineaweepers were acheduled to be based in
Galveaston at Fort Point (House Study Group, Special
Legislative Report. no. 124, 1986). Local governmental
officials and area devaelopment intereate were subsequently
disappointed when a apecial military facility cloaing
commiaaion approved a plan to cease construction of the
project.

In addition to the development groups already
mantioned, & regiocnal effort waas establiashed in 1383 by
iandowners, business pecople, and cther intereated citizens
in Brazoria and Galveston countiaea. Known aa the
Galveston-Alvin-Pearland Corridor Aassociation {GAP). the
organization has concentrated its efforts on attracting
industries that would enhance Texas’ agricultural interests;
mainly in food processing. According to ita founder, Tom
Bowman, GAP has met little opposition from officials in
Galveston snd Brazoria counties. In an effort to develop
23,000 acreas near Hitchcock, GAP officiala were able to
convince county commissionersa from both counties to create
two agricultural development corporations which can offer
low-interest, tax-free financing (Mark Tochey, Houston
Chronicle, April 20, 1986: Antosh, Houston Chronicile, March
13, 1%98e6).
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GAP’'s efforts i1n economic development do not stop with
juat attracting food processing companies. Airport and
shipping terminals which wouid give the reqicon and state
international diatribution capabllities area alac on the
crawing board. Couplec with tnese activities 18 the
proposed Graend Farxway, a new causewvay and high-elevation
nighway from the west end of Galveaton Isiland to the south
side of Housten. The plan has the support of Texas
Agriculture Commissioner Jim Hightower, as well as officisls
of the City of Galveston. Accerding to our interviewase with
the City of Galveston, the new caueeway and highway would
shorten commuting time from Houston to the weat end of
Gmlveaton and would provide an alternative evacuation route
in the event of a hurricane (Mark Tochey, Houston Chronicle,
4-20-86; city employee, 1887).

Because of the complex and large scale nature of the
activities puraued by GAP, a epinoff organization was
created to help develop the tranaportation network needed to
fuifill the goala of the parent organization. Thias
organization, known as the Galveston-Alvin-Pearland
Transportation Corporation, was created through special
state legislation which amended the Texas Tranasportation
Act. This organization was formed to assist the State
Departmaent of Highways and Public Transportation in a
feasability study of the proposed Grand Parkway. The
organization is thus provided formal authority and direct
linkages with the Highway Department. Any activities the
corporation pursuea must be undertaken with the approvel of
the State Department of Highways. Other linkages with
governmental and private entities exist through
contributions for the highway study of $25,000 each from
Galveaton and Brazoria counties and $150,000 from the
Galveston-based Mcocody Foundation (anonymoua interview with
employee of GAF Tranaportation Corporation, Nov. 19875.

LaMargue_ and Texas City: Within the leat three years, the
City of LaMarque located in the southern region of the wast
banks of Galveaton Bay has alao become actively involved in
the pursuit of economic development with the formation of an
economic development commission housed within the city’s
adainistration. Promotion of the city and the tourism
industry is conducted by contracts with the local chamber of
commerce. The city has confirmed its decision to
participate in development activities by dadicating a 4Xx
hotel/actel tax to the chamber for use in promoticnal
activitieas. The use of this type of tax by cities was
authorized in the early 1980°’s (Interview with Gary Jackson,
City Manager, LaMarque, Nov. 1987).

Closely connected with the City of LaMarque’s economic
developrent efforte is the Greater Texas City-LaMarque
Economic Development Committee (Taxaa City ia LaMarque’s
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aocouthern neighbor?. Createad 1n 1985 ams a private regional
sctivity of the local champer of commerce, Lhia Organization
seeks to 1ncrease jops and improve the guaiity of life for

area clitizens. Whiie there is no financial support from the
various local governing entities, local mayors do
participate as inaividual members of the chamber. Ralph

Holms, committee chalr and local manager of the Texaas-Naew
Mexico Power Company, described the organizestion’s
relationship with the various cities, Galveston county,
Houston-Gaiveston Area Council of Governments, and the state
as very asupportive (Interview with Ralph Holms, Chairman,
Nov. 1987).

Dickinson: As of November, 1987, the City of Dickinason,
located to the south of Houston, is not actively involved in
the purauit of economic development. However, promotional
and economic development activities are being considered by
a recently formed chamber of commerce (Anonymous interview
with employee of the City of Dickanson, Nov. 1987) .,

County Economic_Development: Up to this point, we have
exanined economic development activities in the Galveaton
Bay area aa pursued by cities and private davelopaant
organizations. While some of the linkages and support for
these organizationa has come from the varioua counties
surrounding the bay, we muat note that the counties
themaalves are becoming organized to pursaue economic
deveiopment activitiea as part of a regional plan by the
Houston-Galveston Ares Council of Governmenta (H-GAC).

In 1979, H-GAC and ita member citiees and counties -
created the Regional Economic Development Coordinating
Committee for the Gulf Coast Region. The thruat of this
action waa to eatablish economic development committees at
the county level for each of ita 13 county members., The
fulfiliment of this goal would provide each county with the
opportunity to be designated aa a redevelopment dietrict by
the federal Economic Development Adminiatration (EDA). This
designation would qualify those counties for grants from the
EDA for special economic developrent programs {Interview
with Richard Wiltz, H-GAC emplioyes, September, 1987).

In order to be designatad as a redevelopment diatrict,
each county has to submit a five yaar plan aof action.
According to Richard Wiltz, an employee of H-GAC and chair
of the coordinating committes, this plan of action ias not a
planning document, but a very comprehensive and apecific
strategy for econcmic development. This strataegy includes
goals and objectives, as well as designations of who will
perform certain functions and when they will ba performed.
The Economic Davelopment Administration must then approve
the pian before a county can be designated as a
radevelopment area. In late 1987, Chambers county was one
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of the last countiea around the bay sttempting to receive
this designation (Wiltz, Interview, September <4, 1987).

rrivate Econom:ic Leveiopment: Pursuit of economic
cseveiopment has long been an activity of the private sector.
As early as 196Z, 1t waa noted by the Texas Keaesarch League
thet.

“a resource of major import but little recognized, 1s
the wealth of private industrial development that
exiats in Texaa’ banka, railroads, utilities, chambers
of commerce and industrial site location firma, It is
bpelieved that Texas leada all other atates in thias
resource, and has a larger private industrial
development program than all her neighboring atates
combined. Confidentjial estimates place the annual
expenditure at rmore than 10 million*"™ (TRL, 1962),

Hiatorically, Texas’ utilities have formed the
foundation of private and local efforta directad at economic
development., Many utilities maintain area research and
developnent departments which compile up-to-date economic
and social data to perform analyses which can indicate
induatrial aite locations for the communities in which they
serve. A local network has also been established acrosa a
utility’s service region via the various local managers
within their organization. Many cf these managers provide
some of the local leaderahip in other economic developament
organizations as exhibited by Ralph Holms, chair of the
Greater Texas City-LaMargue Economic Develiopmnent Committees
and local manager of Texas-New Mexico Power Company (TRL,
1971i).

While interviews with these private utilities and
pusinesses were not conducted for this report, the reascns
for their invelvement are fairly straight forwvard. Ffrom an
earlier report by this author, thesae industries pursue
development activities not only for the corporate benefits
of increased searvices and revenuea that occur with new
industries, but alac for the goocd will and publicity
geherated from auch activity (Causey, May, 1987}. According
to & former deputy director of the Texas Economic
Development Commisasion, the "“economic development philosophy
(anonymous interview with past TEDC deputy director, 1987).

Sumnmary
In aummary, economnic development is pursued in a number
of different ways by both public and private entitieas. The

toola available for this purasuit is growing as mcocre and mcre
cities seek to enhance their development capabilities. In
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+hne few cities inciuded ain our analys:s., the efforts
expended in pursuit of economic development are extensive,
in addéition, the citles surrounding the Galveston bay
complex do not limit these activities ToO withain thelr own
poundaries. AS we have Seen, economic development 1s often
pursued regionally through cooperative efforts between
cities and counties, private sector entities, and in many
cases, with the aid of the atate and federal governments,

In comparison, the extent to which local governments
pursue effective environmental policiea appears to be' very
amall. In the next section, wa will examine some of the
efforts related to enhancing water quality, the authority
availapie to local governmenta to implement auch policies,
and the problems which may exiat in the process.
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i1i. LOCAL GULOVERNANCE UF GALVESTON BAY
introduction

AS we have mentioneg earlier, the Caiveston Bay area
has become a highly complex system inhabited Dy
approximately 3.2 million pecple. To a large extent. how
these pecple utilize and protect the resources of the bay
depend 1in many ways upon the various local and interlocal
governmnental arrangements in the area. As Peter Rowe
explains, “environmental laws do not aclve envirconmental
probliens; they merely map ocut strategies for solving them,
In moat inatancea, however, federal laws are carried cut (or
not) at the local level in specific day-to-day episocdes
where decisions are made or altered in accordance with the
atrategies set out in law” (Rowe, 1978).

in the previous sections, we have discusaed the powers
and activitiea of private organizationa and local
governmenta asa they pertain to economic development. In
this section, we will address those "other™ duties,
activities, and powers which local governments possess and
perform which may affect the resources of the Galveston Bay
area and, more mpecifically, water quality. Important to
our assessmnent of these renaining programn, or policy, areas
is the underlying question of how these governments view
their role in protecting the natural reaocurcea of the bay
and how this role ias implemented.

According to the U.S. Department of Commerce, Census of
Governmentsa in December, 1987, there were 618 local .
governments within the four counties surrounding Galveston
Bay (not including achool districta). These governments
inciude 4 counties; 71 cities; and 543 special districtas.
Table I1 on page 21 indicates that this is a 32.4% increase
in local governments since 1982, Thie increase is primarily
due to a 40% increase in apeciasl districts within Harrais
County alone. While some of theee local governments, such
as 15 rural fire prevention districts and 7 hospital
dietricts, do not have any noticable effect on Galveaton
Bay, 596 other local governments do have the authority to
perform activities which can have direct and indirect
affecta on the bay. Table IIl on page 27 outliines the
various types cof locel governmente in the four countiesa
surrounding Galveaton Bay.

General Purpose Governments
Counties and cities comprise the general purpose local
governments in Texasa. Each of these unita of government

have been authorized to conduct various water programs.
Howaver, legal conatraints on environmental management
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peLween the two governmental unita vary qgreat.y (Rowe,
AS78) .

Counties;

Counties noszesa only very restricted powersas. They are
granted speciilc statutory powers, but have limited general
legialative suthority compared to their municipal
counterparts. Thus, counties are primarily administrative
units of the state with authority specifically defined by
the State constitution and by legislative statute. Counties
have no ordinance making authority. County revenue sources
are aleoc rigidly controlled by astate law, with the ad
volorem tax (maximum ratea prescribed by the atate)
providing counties their main source of income (Texas
Advisory Commimsaion on Intergovernmental Relationa, 1973;
Rowe, 1978).

Hiatorically., Texas counties were authorized to clear
and improve streams for navigation and to make drainage and
flood control improvements. However, constitutional
provisions requiring a special assesament tax to finance
theae improvementa limited county government’s abiliity to
perform these activitiea. These special assessnent taxes
invariaply failed to gain the approval of votera., In 1904,
the state lagislature amended the constitution to permit the
creation of apecial districts and, aince that time, many of
the county’s duties in the area of water improvements have
been aasaumed by these special purpose districta (Thompsorn,
1960, 15). For our purposes, these special purpose
governnents will be discussed later. However, given its
close relaticonship toc one bay area county, a special
diastrict must be discussed here.

The Harris County Flood Contreol Diastrict wae
established under the conservation and reclemation district
iaw to provide drainage, flood control, and reclamation
aervicea, It is not considered a aeparate government
because it is governed by the county commiesionera of Harria
County (Census of Governments, 1982).

Like aomne of the other special diastricts in the atate,
the Harria County Flood Control District can isaue bonds
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Harris County Flood Contrel District continue with a flood
control plan which would improve drainage between Clear Lake
and Galveston Bay. The #80 million project was subsequantly
joined by the Army Corpa of Engineers and Galvesaton County
in a new coat-sharing partnership, where local authorities
take reaponaibility for part of the project’s coat and
maintenance (Kimball, Houston Post, 1986).

Active participation by counties in water pollution
prograns appears to be very limited. Except for Harris
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Jeounty, no other county (Lo our Knowliedge! in the Bay regaion
has implementen any organized zorm of poliution control. As
explained by & Conservation Foundation study in 1872,
however, even Harris County’s program was limltea by legaj
constraints (Conservation Foundation, 197Z).

In otner progranm areas, counties stiil retain the
authority to cooperate with the federali gcovernment in
navigation and flood control progranms. In addition, Article
963b and article 2351 of the Texas constitution authorize
counties to contract with any c¢ity or town for the purpose
of supplyaing water. They may also sell and deliver water
{rom subterranean scurces to any public or municipel
corporation (Thompason, 1560, 163.

Countiea in Texaa do not poaseas the authority to
utilize zoning regulations and land use controls. However,
the state haa granted counties the euthority to adopt
iimited subdivision regulations. Thesa regulations only
pertain to roads, the width of streets, and drainage systenss
\Policy Research Project Report, 63, 1985).

Municipalities:

A city’a primary concern in water issues is in the
conatruction and maintainence of public facilities and in
the proviaion of public utilitiea. These duties include the
provision for planning, constructing and operating water and
sever systens, and, like counties, astorm water control and
dreainage. Many citiea finance their basic infrastructure
needs through the sale of municipal bonds which have been
approved in local popular elections (Texaas Advisory .
Commiasion on Intergovernmental Relations, 1973; Thompson,
1960) .,

While the provision of basic infrastructure and its
operational effectiveness ia important to the water guality
and environment of Galveston Bay, the legislative or
regulatory authority which Texas cities posseaa is more
pertinent to the main sudpject examined in thias paper. This
authority is generally referred to aa a city’s police power.
This power allowa & community to protect the health, safety,
and welfare of its citizena from various externalities
inherent in offensive land uses (Pugh, 1987: Rowe, et.al.,
1978). The activities, or tools, with which ve are
concerned involve a city’s ordinance making authority
generally, and its nuisance law and land use regulations in .
particuler.

Nuisance law refers to a method of controlling land use
activitieas of a property cwner which conatitute a
aubstantial and unreasacnable interference with the use and
enjoynent of ancther’a property. In such cases, private
individualas and public entitiea (cities) may sue for
injunctive relief. ©Only private citizens, hovwever, nay aue
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for polh lnljunctive reiierf and damages, The mmyor propiem
with nulisance law 18 the requirement that acrtion can only be
rtaken after the nulsance has slreadcy occured. Nuisance lay
18 thus reactive ana not proactive (Pugh, 1947, In 1944,
the City of Houston pegan to utiliize & proviaion that can be
claasified under this general heading. In tryina to
reguiate adverse actions of waatewater treatment pianta
within the city’s extraterritorial juriadiction, the City’s
Health Director, Dr. James Haughton, revesled a provision in
EPA regulations that allows health inapectors teo file suit
as “citizena' (Carreau, Houston Poat, Jan. 27, 1984),

Another tool which cities may use to protect natural
resources are zoning ordinances. Cities are the only
governmental entities in Texasa suthorized to have Zoning
ordinances. These ordinances are also claimed to be legally
valid under a city‘s police power. Zoning regulations are
applied at the moat general level of development and perhaps
have the greateat potential for protection of the natural
environment. However, in many cities, zoning techniques may
be applied based purely on sccial considerations without any
consiceration to the protection of natural resocurces or the
environment. Zoning typically is aimed at spetially
separating reaidential, commearcial, and industrial lend uses
within a community (Rowe, et.al., 1978: Pugh, 1967: Bish,
1982>.

O0f those cities interviewed for this study, only
Galveatcon, Nassau Bay, Texas City, and Seabrook utilize
zoning ordinencea to control land uee activitias, Nessau
Bay and Seabrook have both claimed that their zohing
ordinances are very strong as opposed to moderately satrong,
weak, or non-existent. Galveston’s ordinances were rated
moderately atrong. Each of the city’s representatives
interviewed viewed the use of zoning as a means of
contrelling offensive industrial location (interviews with
the Planning Director of Galveaton, City Manager of
Seabrook, and the City Secraetary of Nassue Bay, and Ralph
Holimea, 1987).

Other cities were alsc asked sbout the use of zoning.
La Marque has voted upon the proposition, but the issue has
failed (City Manager of La Marque, 1987). Likewise, the
pecple of Anahuac on the northeastern shorea of the bay
complex have also decided to oppose it (City Administrator
of Anahuac, 1987). While the City of Dickinson does not
have zoning et this time, its respondent feels that zoning
ahould be implemented (Sacretary to the City Administrator,
1987). Houston, the largest city in the Bay area, also does
not have a zoning ordinance. According te Roger Hord of the
Houston Chamber of Commerce, economic developrent marketing
efforts have emphasized thae abscence of zoning to
Proapective businesses and induatriea aa a sign of “freedom"
from government entanglements and regulationa (Hord, 1987).
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Gne other tooi wnich Tex&s CilirLies may use Lo protect
<he natural rescurces within their Jurlisdiction 13 & Clty’'s
cenersl ordinance making abiliity. Wnii.e the city of Houston
coes not embrace the use of zoning ordinances, Houston coesg
nave several local orcinances which helip to eliminate
several scurces of poliution to its stréeams andg bayous that
feed into Galveston Bay. One such ordinance, approvea in
November of 1984 and inplemented in February of 1985,
“e~ontroles the dispcsal of grease trap waestes from the city’sa
10,000 restaurante and fast food ahops, wastes from meptic
tanka, and aewage aludge from utility district planta." It
ia balieved that thia ordinance will save the city
approximately $10-12 million dollars that is budgeted
annually to clean ocut grease-clogged sever lines.
Originally, the maximum penslty for vioclation of the
ordinance was #200. Now, the meximum fine is S1000 a day,
with & 8500 a day minimum (Scarlett, Houston Post, Decembar
20, 1985).

Another ordinance pertains to those businesses that
discnarge industrial waateweter into the city sevage
treatment aystem. On June 17, 1986, notices were sent to
several electroplating firms that their city weter supply
vould be turned off if they failed to comply with
pretreatnent regulationa. Discharges of the industrial
vestewvater in question contain heavy metals, acid, cyanide
and organic sociventa which can be toxic to marine life and
harmful to huwman health. Other businesse=z which have been
affected by these regulations include radiator shops and
other sutoc repair facilities, laundries and washeterias, and
food processing plants. The enforcement of these ordinagces
is neceasary 1f the city is to achieve full compliance with
the U.S. Environmental Protection Service’s order on
Houaton’a pretreatment program. The city would face
substantial penalties itself if eppropriate action wvere not
taken (Scarlett, Houaton Poat, June 17, 19867 .

Other control mechanisms include developnent codea (or
subdiviaion regulations) and building codes. Subdivision
regulationa apply to a given type of devalopment and utilize
specific aite and atructure controla. This type of control
is typically used to avoid negative social impacta upon
public infreatruture investment. Building codes usually
refer to certain safety aspects of specific structures
(Rowe, et.al., 1978&).

Spacial Purpose Governments

As mentioned esrlier, special districts have accounted
for the largest increase in local governmentsa in the four
counties murrouding Galveaton Bay asince 1982. There are
many reascns why this increase in special districta mey have
occurred. One reason often cited is thsat it is & neceasary
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responee 1in MESLING ACdlTlonal reguirements foy government
(kowe, et.al., iS%7&,. Wooaworth Tnhrompley explieains that, 1n
many 1nstances, Lné appropri:ate geographicai ares
appropriate for certain functions may be larger or smaljier
Than any exXistTing governmental unit. Almso, many liocal
governmenta are not financially capabie of performing addec
serviceas. Thrombiey adas that "pelitical expediency and tne
desire to isclate a governmental function from the alleged
machinationa of local politicsa™ have alsc lead to the
creation of mome special diatricts (Thrombley, 1959)." The
imposition of tax limitations and specific lack of authority
to provide certain besic public servicea are other factors
which may cauase local governments to turn to special
districts as a sclution to their problemsa (Hemm, 1986), For
whatever the reascna, the ares aurrounding Galveston Bay
easily contains one of the largesat concentrations of apecial
purpose governments in Texas.

Types and_ functjion: Many different types of apacial
districtas exist in Texas and they have been created in
different ways. Thrombley has identified some 21 different
districts which may De created under the genersel laws of
Texas. Water districts may be created under the gesneral
laws of Texas or by special act of the legislature. Thirteen
types of water diastricts which may be created under the
general laws of the state are:

"Water Contrel & Improvement Water Powsr Control

Water Improvemant Water Supply .
Water Control & Presarvation Fresh Water Supply
Underground Water Prainage

Conservation Navigation
Municipal Water Conservation &
Irrigation Reclamation™
Levee Improvement (Thrombley, 1378)

In addition, river authorities, regional water improvement
diatricta, water recreation diastricts, navigation and port
districta, sanitation authorities, water and sotl
conaervation diatricts and authorities, and municipal and
industrial authorities are created sclely by the state

1‘°‘T§BTS’SIiTSE€$E#=§'té27§&£1ous types ©f special

districta found in the four counties surrounding Galveston
Bay. The various types of districts were obtained by
manually counting each district by name from a computer
printout furnished by the U.S, Department of Comnnerce,
Cenasua of Governments, December, 1987, The exact type of
district according to the astatute under which it was created
was not determined, since not enough time was available to
ascertain the exact origin of each cof the 543 districts.
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Local Governmenta:

County

Cities

Special Districts
Total

Special Diatricte:
Water

Types (by nase)

Veter control & isprovesent
Watear isprovement
drainage

levee improvesent
aevigation

freshwater supply
municipal water (NUD)
vater supply

conservation & reclamation
flood control

other

Soil conservation
Hoapital

Bousing authority

Urban renewal authority
Rurel fire prevention

Transportation
Other

Total

Note:
County and is 8ot included

Table 111

Total

Brazorfia Chesbers Galveston

1 1 1
23 S 14
24 3 25
48 9 41

1 4

1

S S

1 1 i

1 1

9 1 12

1 1

1 1
.1

3

2
24 <] 25

Harris County Flood Control District is a eubunit of Harrie
in this total.

None of the River

Authorities gre inciuded in this total.

Compiled foram U.S. Dept. of Cosmerce
computer printout--Deceaber 7, 1987,

+ Cansus of Goveraments

27

Harxis

491
s21

»wea R

Ut A e

= s s (A

491

Total

71
S44
613

w
oo 2

i
[
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Thue, we wili o©oniy provide a general discuss:ecn of special
Cilatricts and for our pPurpoSeEs NEre, wWe wil, Cconcentrate
cnly on water diatricts.

Aa outlinea in the State Constiturion, tne Texas Water
Code permits COUNLY COMMIESIONersS coOurts to estaniisSh Tha
folliowing types of water C13TTICTS Serving a sindie county

(functions provided):

“Freah water aupply diatricts--water supply and fire
protection; ’

underground water conservation districts--conservation
and development of water supply:

water control and improvement districts--water supply,
severage syatemns, irrigation, flood control,
drainage, electric light and power, and navigation:

water improvenent districts--jirrigation and watar
supply;

water supply districta--water saupply and conservation,
and slectric light and power (Census of Governmenta,
1982).

In addition, "the Texes Water Code persits the Texas Water
Commission to eatabliah the folliowing types of wataer
diatricta serving twe oy more counties:

municipal utility water districts--water supply,
sewerage aystema, and flood control:
underground water conmservation districta -

(nulticounty’-- conservation and developrent of water
supply;
water control and improvement diastricta-- water supply,

sewvaerage aysteme, irrigation, flood control,
drainage, elactric light and power, and navigation:

water improvement dietricts-- irrigation and water
aupply" (Cenaua of Governments, 1982).

As shown above, special districts are created to
perform particular functions or aervicea. Few are
regulatory in nature. An exception would be the
Harris-Galveaton Coastal Subsidence Diatrict (HGCSD)., This
district was creaated by the 64th Legislature to regulate the
withdrawal of grocundwater within Harria and Galveston
Counties to eliminate ground subaidence (HGCSD, Dimtrict
Plan, 1985). .

According tc the Census of Government’s classification
by function (Table IV srovides & comparison of the varicus
special districts found in Harrias County by type of district
by name and by function as designated by the Cenmus of
GCovernments type by function), there are 101 districts
involved in flood control: but by type, there are none.

Only the Harris County Flood Control District was created
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TABLE 1V

HARRIS COUNTY SPECIAL DISTRICTS
.Function & Type

County i
Cities 29
Special Districts 490

total 520

TYPE (by nase)
Specisl Diatricta

Water control & isprovesment
watar isprovament

drainage

lavea improvesent
.navigation

freahvatar supply

aunicipal water <NUD) 4
watar aupply

river suthority

vatershed

underground water
conservation & reclamation
watar pover control
ssnitation

gy

#OOOOOOODNOOMNH‘R

Soil conservation
Hoepital
Housting authority
Urban renewal authority
Rurel fire prevention
Noxious weed coatrol
Vaste dieposal
Subsidence
Transportation

other

[y
[ N e

[T SV arvy

total 490

ROTE: Haris County Flood Control District
is a subunit of Harris County and ie not included
in this total,

River Authorities sre not included in this total.

29

FUNCTION
SINGLE FUNCTION DISTRICTS

Fire protection

Hospitals

Housing and comsunity davelopaant
Drainage

Flood coatrol

Irrigation

Sewerege

Vater trenaport & terainals
5011 & water consarvation
Vater utility

Cthers

Transit utility

EULTIPLE FUNCTION DISTRICTS

Severage
Others

88 .

-
-
2 [ W

HH:PNWF""“

207
101

450



Boiely IOr Lhe DUTINOSEe O I L00QG CONLro! ana tnis cisivries ia
not considerea A arecial GiLAaLriIoL By tne Census o=
Governments. Ae MenTtionec €&rliey, This Glatrict 14
conesildered to pe e esubuniT of Harris County since 1t 1s
governea by the narris County Commisaioner’s Court. Many of
the 101 specias districte are actually municipai utility
diatricts (MUD’s) which have the authority to provide water
aupply, sewerage systems, and flood control. As & city
annexes these districts, the proviaion for water aupply and
sewarage systens may become the reaponsibility of the'city.
The only function left for the MUDa to perform is flood
control. In many cases, it is pomsible that theaes districts
become dormant and are naver removed from the public
records.

Creation: In genaral, wmach district is established on
petition of the landownwrs (within the affected geocgraphical
area) to the appropriate governing entity; either the county
or the Texaa Water Commission (Thrombley, 1978; Canaus of
Governments, 1982, Thoae districts which fall inte the
extraterritorial juriasdiction (ETJ) of a particular city
auat alasoc have the consant of that city. As an examnple,
Houston reguiresa that all ETJ construction adhere to itas
standards. This regquirement “has inposed little hardahip on
developers,... who build a subdivision with the anticipation
that 1t will bea annexed to the city within a few yeara"
(Perrencd, 1981>. Approval of the district’s creation is
then obtained through a local referendum. Each diatrict is
governed by an elected board ranging from three to five
rembers (Thrombley, 1978; Census of Governments, 1982). It
is important to note that in some sjtuationa, aa few asa
three or four votersa may eatablish a district and authorize
millions o©f dollares in bonded indebtedness (FPerrenod, 13881).

in additicn to the many different typea of apecial
districts, & diatrict may be eatablished under a number of
different statutes. Each atatute varies in the amount of
authority that each diatrict may have. Aa an examnple, water
improvement, drainage, and levees isprovement districts may
be gatabliished under the variocue atatutea for each
particular district: or they may be established under the
statutes governing conservation and reclamation districts.
As Thrombley explains, indebtedness under the former
etatutes is limited, while under the conservation statutes,
there is no legal limit to its indebtednaas or itas taxing
authority (Thrombley, 1978).

Other Special Dimtricts & Local Governmenta: Up to thia
point, we have axamined special districts in general termns.

We have not mentioned any names, except a few, because there
are simply too many to cover in this paper. It would not be

appropriate, however, to conclude ocur diacuassion of apecial
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C18TTAICTS WiITHOUT Mentioning Tthe Gulr Coast Waaste Disposal
Autnority (GCWDA), one ot the rew diatricts Located in the
tav area That was creaiec Icor the purpese of prov:icding for
anvironmental poliution control. ‘

The GCWDA was creastea 1n 1963 by Senate B1ll No. 235 of
tne 6ist ledisliature in accorcance with the state
conservatlon anc reclamation law to serve as “an
instrunentality for developing and effectuating for
Chambersa, Galveston, and Harxris Counties a regional water
guality management program including proviasion of waqte
dispoaal ayatems and regulation of disposal of wvaastes®
(Article 7621d-2, Vernon’a Texas Civil Statutea). In
additicon, GCWDA has the power to pursaue its activitiea in
contiguous counties giving it, in effact, an eight-county
service ares. The GCWDA cooparates with both municipalities
and private enterprises toc create and implement
anvironmental improvement and pecllution contrel prograas
throughout the three countiesa. Jt’s board ia comprised of
nine membars, three from each principal county. The
governor, county commieaioners courta and a group composed
of the mayors in each county appoint one membear each to the
Authority Boerd., Although GCWDA wae granted a large range
of powers, including a regulatory function, it has never
utilized them in full. Soocn after its creation, the
Authority Board "determined that ita policy would be that of
an implenenting agency rather than a regqulatory hody and
eyxercised ita unigue powers to own and operate waste
treatmnent facilites" (Information furnished by GCWDA upon
requaat, November, 1987), Thia is poasibly due to the fact
that "in an election held November 3, 1970, propeaearty N
taxpaying votera within the district failed to approve an ad
valorem tax for maintenance of the Authority"™ (GCWDA Audit
Report, 1972). For more information on the GCWDA, see
Appendix .

Another governmental entity that should be menticned is
the Houston-Galveston Area Council of Governments <(H-GAC).
We have already mentioned this organization aa providing the
necesasary guidance for counties in economic development.
Other aress in which H-GAC is involved include community and
environmental planning, and data accumulaticn and
disaenination.

H-GAC’s primary concern in environmental planning is
with water quality. Section 208 of the Federal Water
Pollution Contral Act. Amendmenta of 1972 providea for
areawide water quality planning and managemasant in local
ragiona. EPA ia prohibited from awarding conatruction
granta without a certified plan by affected local
governmenta, the state, and the EPA. Federal mandatea
reguiring that implementation muat folliow area planning
linka the variocua local governmeénts to the federal
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government via the regional councila (Texae Acviascry
Commliaaion on intevrgovernmental kelations, JDec. 197%),

H~GAC’s dutieas i1nciude such acrivities as raciiities
pianning and projecting waste loads based on posnulation.,
H-GAC’s inveoivemerit 1n thie sres has helped it to develop
the firat sclid waste plan approved by the Texaa Heaith
Department. H-GAC’s work in water gualility was desiqned to
anulate the Texas Water Commission’s (TWC) water quality
model. Because of this connection, it has asked to be
included as a participant in any management studies. ’H-GAC
aiready participates in the TWC’s parmitting system through
the Texas Review and Comment procedure (Masterson & Taebal,
H-GAC, August 19, 19&7)>.

In addition to atudies already completed in the Clear
Lake areas concerning non-point aocurces of pollution, H-GAC
is anticipating increasing its role aven more becauvae of the
lateat National Estuary Program (NEP) regulations passed
under the new Water UQuality Act. In anticipation, H-GAC has
oestabliahed the Natural Resources Advisory Committee. This
committea ias uaed as a public participation forum (Masterson
& Taebai, H-GAC, August 19, 1987).

Another important function that H-GAC performs for
environmental planning, and ia msgually shared with ita
economic development functions, is coordination. Regional
councils provide their member governments with the
opportunity to focums on quesations of growth and land use
over large gecographical areas.

Special Dimtricts in Summary: There are a numbar of -
advantages that special districts have over other
governmental units. As emphasized by numerous acholaras,
apecial districts are easily created, can encompasa aeversl
exiating governmental jurisdictions without destroying their
integrity, can circumvent limitationa placed upon other
iocal entities, and can be deaigned to accomplish a
multitude of servicea and functions.

A potential disadvantage, however, iz functional
diaintegrastion and the many coordination and performance
problemsa crested for the other gensaral purpose local
governing entities. The single-function approach to solving
governnantal problems is denying any one local unit of
general purpose govarnment the ability to deal with problems
in a comprehenaive integratad faashion. The protection of
our natural resources reaquires and amphasires consideration .
of interdependencies (Rowe, et, al., 1978). This may not be
the only disadvantage of special districts, but for our
purposes, it is probably the most important.
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iv. CONCLUSIONS

in this paper, we nave diviaded Galvesrton Say and 1tsg
aurrouncling area 1nto tWo Separate systems which were
cneracterized by conflilct petween economic cevelopment andg
environmental protection (wWwater quality?. This waa done in
ordsr te simplify our discussion of a very complex ayatem of
economic and political interactiona found in our study area.
Local governments, however, perform both econom:ic
development and environmental serviCces; but the manner 1in
which they are pursued ia completely different.

As describped above, aconamic development i1s not a
passive activity. It is becoming incresasingly organized and
very proactive. In contraat, however, envirconmental
protection at the locel level is very reactive. This
response ia poasibly due to the active role the faderal and
atate governments have assumed in lagimslating environmental
regulations,. leaving local governmenta in oniy & raeaactive
position. Thus, local governments have not typically tahen
the lead in envarconmental endeavors (Rowe, et.al., 1978).

In some cases, they have even been significant contributors
to bay poliution.

There are aeveral conatrainta on local governments
which may also preclude them from providgdging efficiant
environmental management. Some entitiea lack the necessary
legal authority to provide any regulatory functiona. 3Sone,
can provide only a single-function analysia of a problenm
which may call for a more comprehensive and functionally
interdependant aclution. Alao, many local governmenta lack
the neceseary fiscal and human rescurcea necessary to carry
out large acale cooperstive, envirconmental efforts,

Finally, “the faiiure of local government to embark upon an
aggreasive role in environmental management often reflects
local political preference'" (Rowe, et.al., 1978),

The irony of the aituation is that those smervices
provided by local governments to ensure water guality are
alao counted as economic development activities and
eaxgeantial to economic growth. Indeed, cities, counties, and
‘apecial diatricts provide the infrastructure neceasaary for
developrent to occur. Water districts in perticular, were
determined to have more impact on ecoriomic developnent than
countieas in & Policy Research Project Report by the LBJ
School of Public Affaira {(no. 63, 1985).

In conclusicn, then, we must sak those guestions with
which we began this analysis. How doea aconomic development
affect the bay? As shown, aconomic development is a very
progresajive activity. It is a very coxpetitive action which
promotes the use of certain rescgurces for one activity over
the uae of those same resocurces for other activities. It
necesaarily ia accompanied by a certain amount of spillover,
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Ay uvnlintendea conseguences. Many <1 thnose interviewss pave
agreed tnat certein Types of economic ceveiopment activities
can have & negative afrfect on the bay.

Do the instituticonal atructures at the locai level
provide the Kinds of information and opportuniti:es necaasary
for individusmias and groups tc mamke thelir preferencea known
and considered? The fear that this cpportunity does not
exiat has been presented by thcoae favoring the environment.
This feeling ia bamed on the fear that "local decisions will
pa self-interested, narrow in viewpoint, and more subject
to the influence of prodevelopment interests than would

octher levels of government.” Their response has been to
favor an increase in the federal and satate regulatory
functiona (Rowe, et.al, 1978). This viewpoint may not be

toc far off bhase. An employee of the Houston-Galveston Area
Council of Governments responded to the queastion of who or
what local governing entities were trying to balance
economic deveiopment intereats with environmental issuss by
saying there is no balance. “Everything is in favor of
develospnant™ (Masteraon & Taebal, interview, 19687).

What are the relaticnships between varioua local
governing entities and economic developmsnt groups? As we
have seen, the linkages between the various development
organizationa and local governments are quite extensive.
Whether these relationships will overpower the abjility of
ioccal governmants to sgually weigh environmental concerns is
guestionable.

Ia econcmic development compatible with protecting the
reascurces of the bay complex? As shown by some city
responaes to uncontrolled growth problema, develcpment
activities do not have to be incompatible. Alac, explained
Ken Kramer, representative of the Siarra Club, the two
functions do not necesaarily have to be incompatable.
Certain types of economic development and growth are
compatable with and dependent on the bay and estuariea. The
Sierra Club and Audubon Society have joined forces with
groups interested in promoting touriam, as well as the
commercial and sport fishing industries. The problem now,
howaver, ias that thare are no rescurces, institutional
franevorks, or attitudesa to balance the two activitijes
(Kraver interview, November, 1987).
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Apvenciaix I

pevelioomant of the Galveston ey aAreas

Early settlers came to the Galveston Bay regicn becauae
of the natural ressurces that the eatuarine system could
provide. Despite aome unfavorable climatic conditions,
mosquitos, and tight eoils, settlera found a land with an
abuncdance of fish and wildlife, The protected waters of the
Bay by Galveston Island also provided a natural and logical
site for a harbor with acceas to the Bolivar roada and the
Gulf. Thus, Galvesaton became the cultural and social
center, as wall as the major port, for the State of Tewaas
(TWaB, 1969).,

While the natural resources of the Bay area provided
asttlere with acme cof the basics nacessary £for survival,
early uees of the Bay focused primarily on tranaportation.
Up until the 1830’s, very little in the way of port
developmnent tock place. In 1836, the Menard grant previded
the opportunity for the city to make advancements in its
port development by creating the Galveston City Company.

The policy of this company was $t©0 giva am much waterfront
property to citizena as they could develop. From 1817 to
1832, the population of Galveston grew to areund 300 people.
By 1840, Galveston had become an established port with =
population of 4000. The effacts of the Galveston City
Company’s policiea wera not fully realized, however, until
shortly after the Civil War. Due to the blockade of
southern porta by the Union, many of Texaa’ raw products,
espacially cotton, had been stored during the war. When the
blockade was lifted, Galveston’s trade began to thrive and
by 1880, Galvesten’e population had grown to over 22,000
(TWQR, 1969; Galveaton Chamber of Commerce, 1929).

The importance of the area located around Buffale
Bayou, which was later to become known as the city of
Houaton, was alow to develop., While Nathaniel Lynch
establiahed Lync¢hburg in 1822 at the confluence of Buffalo
Bayou and the San Jeacinto River and John Richardaon Harrias
established Harrisburg in 1826 at the junction of Buffalo
Bayou and Brey’s Bayou, moat of the agricultural developnent
waa taking place further weat in the rich soila of the
Brazos River bottom. Failure to tame the Brazos for
tranapsrtation of ¢rops such aas cotten and augar cane
provided entrepreneurs, such as Nicholas Clopper, the
cppertunity to further develop Galvesaton Bay’s importance in
water borne trade and commerce (Sibly, 1968),

Because Buffaloc Bayocu ran in an eaat-west direction,
the heart ¢of the Brazos agricultural region lay only twenty
milea Ffrom Harriasburg. In 1826, Clopper puchased half a
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ieague of lanc on tne north aide of Buffalce Bayou neer
Harriaburdg and later that yYear & s8trip of lanc tnac
separstec Sanr Jacinto enc Galveston Bays which wouia .ater
bpecome Morgan‘s point, in 1827, Nicholas Cioprer. and
several other individuals organized the Temxas Trading
Company which forged the trade routes that otners wouig
eventuaily take 1n the development of the Houston area
(Sibly, 1968),

One of the factors contributing to the growth of the
Galveston Bay area waa the subsequent addition of overland
tranaportation via the raililrocada. In 1853, the firat 20
miles of rail were placed along Buffalo Bayocu and were later
extended to Galveston. At one time, it was Galiveston’s
dream to become the major port facility on the Gulf of
Mexico with railroad lines radiating throughout the United
States. In the end, however, the reilrocads were Cohatructed
in en eesat-west direction with one of the major lines
pessing through the Houeton area in 1873. The primary
induatry in the aras was atill agriculturally based and
while Galveston had reached a population of cver 22,000 in
1880, Houaton had only grown to a little over 16,000. Even
up until 1900, more than 60 parcent of the population of
over 180,000 in the region remained rural (TWQB, 1969).

it waa not until the discovery of oil in the Galveaton
Bay aresa 1n 1902 that urbanization began to take place.

With the addition of a refinery at Texee City in 1908 and
the opening of the Houaton Ship Channel 1n 1915, the
region’s economy began to diversify and the population began
to grow in iaclated areasa around the bay. The cnly cities
in the region with more than 5,000 population in 13940 wers
Houaton, Galveaton, Baytown, Texas City, and West University
FPlace (TWGB, 1969).

According to a socio-economic atudy of the Gaiveston
Bay Area in 1565, the following factore aisc affected the
land umse in the bay ares and contributed to itas growth in
the early 1900'a;

1904 - Galveaton Seawall started
1308 - Texas Company corganized
1912 - Sulphur discovered in Brazoria County
1917 - Humble Cil & Refining Company chartered:; Gulf
0il cemea to Houston
1918 - Sinclair atarted first refinery on the ship
channel
1934 - Intracoastal Canal completed intc the area*
(TWUAB, 1969)

Acceleration of urban land use and incresmsmsed
divereification of the area’s economy begen during the
1940’a. The onaet of World War II proevided the atimulus for
one of the moat important contributing factors for this
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arowth: the petro-cnemicai inoustry. wWhiie muehn of the
garowth 1n this i1ncuetry tooxk place sil 8icona Thne Houaton
Ship Channel, most iocated nesy Texas City giving that areg
"perhaps the largest single. concentration of heavy induatry
in the State" («(TwWlb, 1969,

Ancther factor affectaing the cdevelopment ana drowth os
the bey area heas peen attributed to NASA. “In 1940, 1t ;s
eatimated that the population in the area within five or six
miles of NASA was leaa than 5,000. In 196%, this aresa had
an estimated population of 65,000™ (TWAB, 1969). *

From thia point on, I will not go into any detail in
trying to explain the further development of the bay region
cther than to mention one or two basic trends.

Demographic information from the U.S. Bureau of the
Census shows that in 1985, the population in the bay area
had grown to approximately 2.3 millicon people. This large
in-migration may be partially attributed to a dramatic
increaae from 1972 to 1982 in mining {(primarily
petrochemical) activities. These activities also include
©oil refining and production. Increases in manufacturing
activities between 197Z and 1982 alsoc account for this large
increase in population. Following these trends, aervice
industries, retail end wholesale operations aiso increasad.



ADppenalix 11

Beiow 13 a brie: cescri:piLion oI €ACh moce: as exbDlained by
Kopert Weaver :n h.s pbook Local Economic Development _an
Texaa, 1986,

The Public-Amssisted Model: Sometimes referred tq as
the traditional organizational structure for economic
develcpment, this model is satili found in almoat half of ail
Texams citiea. In this model, the city may provide some form
of financial support to a private organization, typicaliy
the chamber of commerce or an afiiliated subunit. The
primary activities involve attempta to attract new busineass
and industry to the area and usually contains a convention
and tourism component. Primary control for the prograa
rests with the private organization and local government
tends to remain pasasive except when asked to become involved
in specific projects. Experience, expertise, and the
viability of the program remaina within the private sector
but is enhanced with the amount of support given by the
local governmant. The disadvantages of this model for the
local government ias that its goals may not be represented
within the program and opportunities to target activities to
apecial connunity problems may not ariase.

The Public Propriety Model: This model depicts those
structurea within local governments designed during the
1960’a to implement the federally funded urban renewal amd
suCcceasor programs. Thesea organizational atructuras were
encouraged based on the assumption that government could
stimulate economic growth within a community just by
providing suitable sitea for development. Because of the
poor resulta obtamined by many local efforte, theme programs
have been acknowledged aa "fatally flawed" due to the lack
of private sector involvement.

The Private Proprietary Model: This model is

characterized by economic developmnent activities carried on
scley by private sactor organizations. These organizations
have a fairly limited scope and remain truly private in all
respects of the word. The advantage of this particular
model is that the private organization retains complete
control of the program. The disadvantage of thia
organizaticnal form for the public eector is agaein that of
not being allowead to pursue its goals and target activities
.to special problems. Another dissdvantage will be explained
in the next model, the private political model.
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Appendax 11

The Privete, Foliticel Modei: Thia mnodei is very
aimilar to The private proprietary mocel. The onliy
difference 1s that cnce the program is implemented, the
pPrivate organization pPeriiticaliy preasures the local
government  into adopting and financing part or all of the
project.

a

The Praivate-initiasted Partnership Model:
Traditionally, the private msector has been nore active in
developing the expertise and pursuit of economic development
than local governwment. As much, the private saector
initiatea a partnerahip with localities which have becomne
more intereated in undertaking a more active role in
econonic develcopment activities. Many of theae governmentas
desire to mold development activities in such a mannher as to
adhere to community gosls. In forming this partnership,
local gqovernments will often create staff poaitions to work
with private efforts. This active interesat in economic
development requires the local government to justify public
support of apecial-interest activitiea.

The Public-Initiated Partnership Model: According to
Weaver, thia mcodel uaually arises whaere therae haa been a
tradition of inveolvement in public proprietary eafforta. In
order to stimulate private intereat and involvemnant, local
governnenta may wish to incorporate private citizens or
organizationsa intoc the policy decision areas or they may go
a0 far as to create a naw public/private organization, asuch
as a Local Develcopnent Corporation. Control of the
organization uwaually remains with the city through the
appropriations procesas.
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APPENDIX II

Characteristics of Local Economic Development
Organizational Models
Organizational Degree of  Public Invest- Appropriate
Type City Control ment Required Goals

Pubiic Highest Highest tuba.nlshm dunnce in-
Proprietary
m mgma

Pastnership mde:ﬂ.::mt.
mixed private
historic preservation
growth management

j i Moderate Moderate downtown/commercial
Partnership revitalization
. tax increment/special as-
sessment districts
tax exempt financing
tax abatement

Private Low- Low- tax exempt ﬁnancmg
Political Moderate High major community
facilities
health & human service
improvements

Public-Assisted Low Low- convention/tourism
Private Moderate attracting new business/
industry

existing
usiness/industry

ProPdvate Lowest Lowest s cominercial
prietary opment

retail/service growth

individual property

improvment

Source: NEaver, Kobert. 19%E. TotaT ¢ Economic Development

in Texas.
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APPENDIX IIX

GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORITY

RESOURCES AND CAPABILITIES

DESCRIPTION

The Gulf Coast Waste Disposal Authority (Authority) is a three-county
wmit of local government engaged in waste disposal activities. The Authority
boundaries encompass Harris, Galveston and Chambers Counties. In addition,
it has the power to pursue its activities in contiguous counties giving it, in
effect, an eight-county setvice area. The Authority was created by the Texas |
Legislature in 1969.

GOVERNING BODY AND STAFF

The Authority Board is comprised of nine members, three from each
principal county. From each county, one member each is appointed by the
Governot, Commissicners Court and a consortium composed of the mayors
of each city in the county. The Board appoints a general manager, who has
the statutory respoasibility and authority to employ and supervise all employees,
tetain and direct all consultants, administer its financial affairs and emplement
policies set by the Board. The Authority currently has approximately 185 em-
ployees, one-fourth of whom hold technical or professional! degrees. The
staff includes engineers, chemists, accountants, administrators, operations/
maintenance i:eople, and clerical support. Outside legal and financial advi-
sors are also rerained.

POWERS AND FUNCTIONS

The Authority is authorized by statute to bwild, acquire, own and operate
waste treatment facilities and related appurtenances. It has the power of
eminent domain, taxation, regulation, rate setting, and other activities com- .
menly vested in governmental u-'ts. To accomplish its objectives, the Au-
thority can receive gifts and g :ts and issue its bonds to finance waste dis-
posal projects. It has the powe: to contract with both public agencies and
private parties for periods up to 50 years. The Authority is a self-supportmg,
nonprofit organization.

Reprinted from information provided by the Gulf Coast Waste Disposal
Authority.
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APPENDIX III

ACTIVITIES

The Authotity owns and opetates four industris] wastewater treatment
facilities which dispose of liquid wastes from more than 40 plants. These
centralized facilities are located along the Houston Ship Channel, in the
Bayport Industrial District, and in the Texas City area.

The Authority also operates 22 municipal wastewater treatment plants
and seven water treatment plants which serve approximately 44 water dis-
tricta/cities. One-third of these plants are slated to become large, regional
waste treatment facilities.

An ares of increasing activity involves the handling and disposal of solid
wastes from industrial and municipel generators. The Authority operates two
mobile filter presses which are available for on-site, municipal and industrial
sludge dewatering. In late 1979, the Authority opened its first Class I industrial
" waste disposal facility near Texas City. Ninety percent of the capacity of that
installation is committed to the four corporate pasticipants. Ten petcent of
the capacity is retained by the Authority for its own use for public purposes.
The Authority is elso pursuing projects aimed at regional approaches to re-
source recovery from municipal solid wastes; and projects to provide mumicipal
sludge disposal.

Another major activity centers on pollution control financing. Over the
past 14 years, the Authority has issued bonds totalling more than $800 million
for air, water, and solid waste disposal facilities. In many of these fundings,
the Authority has entered into supplemental service agreements for operational
assistance, facilities inspection, laboratory analysis, and compliance evaluation.

Other, on-going activities of the Authority include involvement in area-
wide planning, research and development, and educational support.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

Write 910 Bay Area Boulevard
* Houston, Texas 77058

or call 713/488-4115

1/85
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APPENDIX III

GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORITY

GALVESTON BAY AREA
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APPENDIX TII

ENTITIES WHO HAVE HAD POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES FINANCED
BY THE GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORITY

CITIES

Cedar Bayou Park (Utility District)
Columbus

Galveston

Houston

La Marque

League City

COMPANIES

Alr Products and Chemicals
American Hoechst

Amoco Oil

Amoco Chemicals

Armco Steel

Atlantic Richfield
Champion International
Charter Oil

Crown Central

Diamond Shamrock

Exxon Corporation

FMC Corporation

General American Transportation
Houston Lighting & Power
ICI Americas

Monsanto

Olin

Pennwalt

Quaker Qats

Rohm & Haas

Shell Qil

Tenneco

Union Carbide

United States Steel
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APPENDIX III

FACILITIES WHICH HAVE BEEN FINANCED
BY THE GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORITY

Water Quality

Activated Sludge Treatment

Ballast Handling Facilities

Carbon Adsorption Columns

Caustic Disposal Systems

Callectors, Sewers
-Bleed Gathering Systems
-Clean/Contaminated Sewers
~Transfer Pipelines

Cooling Towers (Effiuent)

Corrugated Plate Separators

Dissolved Air Fiotation Units

Grit Chambers

Equalization Basins, Tanks

Filters (Pretreatment, Tertiary)

Flow Measwring Devices

Injection Well

lon Exchange Unit (Chromate Removal)}

Labs, Analyzers

Oil Traps

Qil-Water Separators

pH, Nutrient Control

Sanitary Sewerage Systems

Sour Water Strippers

Spill Basins

Stormwater Treatment
-Cuverts, Curbs, Dikes
-Pumps, Piping
-Retention Basins




APPENDIX III

FACILITIES WHICH HAVE BEEN FINANCED
BY THE GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORITY

Sludge/Solid Waste Disposat .

Digesters
Filters

-Belt

-Pressure

=Vacuum
Incinerators
Landfarms
Mobile Siudge Dewatering Unit
MudCat Sludge Dredge
Preconditioning Systems
Thickeners
Lendfill

*ccwpa Enterprise Facilities

Environmental Improvement

($1,000,000 Limit Per Issue)

CO Boiler

Waste Heat Boiler

Floating Roof Tanks

Other Pollutant Preventive Devices, certified by appropriate State agency

Facilities include associated piping, structural supports, utilities, and controls.
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APPENDIX III

FACILITIES WHICH HAVE BEEN FINANCED
BY THE GULF COAST WASTE DISPOSAL AUTHORITY

Alr Quality

Amine Regenerators
Bag Filters
Canopy Hoods, Ducts, Blowers
Carbon Adsorption Units
Cyclone Separators
Electrostatic Precipitators
Evaporators
Flue Gas Coolers
Fugitive Dust Controls
Scaubbers
Stack Sampling Equipment
Tail Gas Incineration, Clean-up
Vapor, Vent Controls
~Collection, Knock-out Systems
-Chillers
-Filters
-Incinerators
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