GALVESTON COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT
UNITED BOARD OF HEALTH

9850-A.106 Boardroom Emmett F. Lowry Expressway, Texas City

AGENDA
Wednesday, July 31, 2019 – 6:00 PM
CONSENT AGENDA: ALL ITEMS MARKED WITH A SINGLE ASTERICK (*) ARE PART OF THE CONSENT AGENDA
AND REQUIRE NO DELIBERATION BY THE UNITED BOARD OF HEALTH. ANY BOARD MEMBER MAY REMOVE
AN ITEM FROM THIS AGENDA TO BE CONSIDERED SEPARATELY.
PROCEED TO BOTTOM OF THIS DOCUMENT FOR APPEARANCE & EXECUTIVE SESSION GUIDELINES
In accordance with the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), persons in need of a special accommodation to
participate in this proceeding shall, within three (3) days prior to any proceeding, contact the Executive Office at 9850-A.108
Texas City, Texas 77591 (409) 938-2401.
ANY MEMBERS NEEDING TO BE REACHED DURING THE MEETING MAY BE CONTACTED AT 409-938-2288.

REGULARLY SCHEDULED MEETING
Meeting Called to Order
Pledge of Allegiance
*Item #1 ACTION ...........................................Agenda
*Item #2 ACTION........................................... Excused Absence(s)
*Item #3 ACTION ...........................................Consider for Approval Minutes from June 26, 2019
*Item #4 ACTION............................................Annual Policy Reviews
a) Employee Complaint/Issue Resolution Policy
b) Hiring Policy
c) Communications Policy
d) Purchasing Policy
*Item #5 ACTION ...........................................Consider for Approval Appointments to the Animal Services
Advisory Committee as Recommended by the City of Kemah
and City of Hitchcock
*Item #6 ACTION ...........................................Consider for Approval Quarterly Investment Report
*Item #7 ACTION ...........................................Consider for Approval Quarterly Workers’ Compensation Report
*Item #8 ............................................................Informational Reports
a) CHW May 2019 Financials
b) Morbidity Report
c) Letter of Support for Gulf Coast Center’s Permanent Supportive
Housing Program
d) Letter of Support for City of Texas City’s Effort in Eradicating
Rodents in Low Income Areas of the City
Item #9..............................................................Executive Report
Item #10............................................................Overview of Public Health Accreditation Board Standards
Item #11 ACTION...........................................Consider for Approval June 2019 Financial Report
Item #12 ACTION...........................................Consider for Approval Quarterly Compliance Report

Item #13 ACTION............................................Consider for Approval Replacement of GAAA Supervisor Vehicle
Item #14 ACTION............................................Consider for Approval Resolution Supporting Galveston Bay Estuary
Program’s The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition, The Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plan for the Galveston Bay Ecosystem
Item #15…………............................................Presentation on Recent State Legislative Changes Regarding Certain
County and Public Health District Fees
Item #16 ACTION...........................................Consider for Approval the County Hiring an Outside Company to
Evaluate all the Executive Positions in The District
(Submitted by John Hackbarth, DDS)
Item #17 ACTION..........................................Consider for Approval Sending United Board of Health Members to
National Association of Local Boards of Health 2019 Annual Conference
in Denver, CO from August 14-16, 2019
(Submitted by Eric Froeschner)
Item #18...........................................................Comments from Board Members
Adjournment
Next Meeting: August 28, 2019

Appearances before United Board of Health
A citizen desiring to make comment to the Board shall submit a written request to the Chief Executive Officer by
noon on the Wednesday preceding the Wednesday Board meeting. A statement of the nature of the matter to be
considered shall accompany the request. The Chief Executive Officer shall include the requested appearance on
the agenda, and the person shall be heard if he or she appears.

Executive Sessions
The United Board of Health may recess into closed meeting (Executive Session) on any item listed on this agenda
if the Executive Session is authorized under the Open Meetings Act pursuant to one or more the following
exceptions: Tex. Gov’t Code §§ 551.071 (consultation with attorney), 551.072 (deliberation regarding real
property), 551.073 (deliberation regarding a prospective gift or donation), 551.074 (personnel matters), 551.0745
(personnel matters affecting County advisory body), 551.076 (deliberation regarding security devices or security
audits), and/or 551.087 (deliberations regarding economic development negotiations). The Presiding Officer of the
United Board of Health shall announce the basis for the Executive Session prior to recessing into Executive
Session. However, the United Board of Health may only enter into the Executive Session on any agenda item for
which a separate Executive Session has not been separately posted if, prior to conducting the Executive Session, a
majority of the Board votes to go into Executive Session. This motion requirement does not apply to any agenda
item that has been previously noticed to constitute or include an Executive Session.
The steps for enacting this procedure shall be as follows:
1. A Board member recommends that the discussion, so long as it pertains to one of the
permissible exceptions noted above, be moved to a closed forum;
2. Additional detail about the subject-matter and why it should be discussed by the Board in
private be provided to citizens in attendance, and citizens be offered the opportunity to ask
questions about the matter which are to be answered at the discretion of the Board; and

GALVESTON COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT
UNITED BOARD OF HEALTH

9850-A.106 Boardroom Emmett F. Lowry Expressway, Texas City

3. An action or vote to commence for moving into Executive Session be passed by a majority
Board members.
The Galveston County Health District Boardroom is wheelchair accessible. Persons with disabilities who plan to
attend this meeting and who may need accommodations, auxiliary aids, or services such as interpreters, readers,
or large print are requested to contact GCHD’s Compliance Officer at 409-938-2492, or via e-mail at
rmosquera@gchd.org at least 48 hours prior to the meeting so that appropriate arrangements can be made.

Back to Agenda

GALVESTON COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT

Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

Galveston County United Board of Health
June 26, 2019
Board Members
Present: Ben Raimer, MD

Staff
Present: Kathy Barroso

Ronnie Schultz
Patrick McGinnis, MD
Sharon Stonum
Mary Jo Godinich , MD
Ashley Tompkins
Eric Froeschner
Richard Mosquera
Holly Lilley
Cheryl Golla
Della Brown, RN
Amber Adams
John Hackbarth, DDS
Paula
Compton
Dr. Chad Clause
Kenna Pruitt
Dr. Annette Jenkins
Barry Terrell
Philip Keiser, MD Local Health Authority

Staff
Present: Amy Weber

Stacey Bouse
Andrea Cortinas
Amanda Wolff

Excused Absence(s): Curtis Klages, DVM and Dewey H. Brunt III, P.E.
Unexcused Absence(s): Tripp Montalbo
Items # 1-5 Consent Agenda
A motion was made by Dr. Hackbarth to approve the consent agenda items one through five. Dr. Godinich
seconded the motion and the Board unanimously approved the consent agenda items one through five.
Item # 6 Executive Session
The United Board of Health will enter into Executive Session as
permitted under the Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551 of the Texas Government Code, pursuant to Section 551.074
of the Government Code, Personnel Matters: specifically, to facilitate annual board evaluations.
Item # 7 Executive Session
The United Board of Health will enter into Executive Session as
permitted under the Open Meetings Act, Chapter 551 of the Texas Government Code, pursuant to Section 551.074
of the Government Code, Personnel Matters: specifically, to conduct the Chief Executive Officer’s annual
evaluation.
Item #8 Reconvene Regular Open Meeting
The meeting was reconvened at 7:10.
Item #9 Possible Action from Executive Session
Dr. Raimer announced that both the Board and CEO were reviewed in Executive Session. He reported that both
reviews had good outcomes and things are going extremely well according to the evaluation numbers. Mr.
Froeschner made a motion to approve Dr. Raimer’s assessment. Dr. Godinich seconded the motion and the Board
unanimously approved.
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Item #10 Executive Report
Kathy Barroso, Chief Executive Officer, presented the June 2019 Executive Report to the Board.
Item #11 Consider for Approval May 2019 Financial Report
Andrea Cortinas, Controller, presented the May 2019 financial report to the Board. A motion to approve the
monthly financial report as presented was made by Dr. Hackbarth and seconded by Mr. Froeschner. The Board
unanimously approved the May 2019 financial report.
Item #12 Consider for Approval FY20 GCHD General Fund Funding Request to Galveston County
Andrea Cortinas, Controller, presented the FY20 GCHD General Fund funding request to Galveston County to
the Board. A motion to approve the budget request as presented was made by Mr. Froeschner and seconded by
Dr. Hackbarth. The Board unanimously approved the FY20 GCHD General Fund Funding Request to Galveston
County.
Item #13 Consider for Approval FY20 GAAA Funding Request to the City of Galveston and Galveston
County
Andrea Cortinas, Controller, presented the FY20 GAAA funding request to the City of Galveston and
Galveston County to the Board. A motion to approve the GAAA funding request to the City of Galveston as
presented was made by Dr. McGinnis and seconded by Dr. Hackbarth. The Board unanimously approved the
FY20 GAAA funding request to the City of Galveston. A motion to approve the GAAA funding request to
Galveston County as presented was made by Dr. Hackbarth and seconded by Dr. Godinich. The Board
unanimously approved the FY20 GAAA Funding Request to Galveston County.
Item #14 Consider UBOH Nominations to serve in the position of Secretary/Treasurer through December
31, 2019
Dr. Raimer asked the Board to consider nominations to serve in the position of Secretary/Treasurer on the
Board through December 31, 2019. Dr. Hackbarth nominated Eric Froeschner to fill the position and Dr.
Godinich seconded the motion. The Board unanimously approved.
Item #15 Consider Nominations for Appointment to the UBOH Finance Committee
Dr. Raimer asked the Board to consider nominations for appointment to the UBOH Finance Committee. Dr.
McGinnis nominated Tripp Montalbo. Dr. Hackbarth made a motion to nominate Eric Froeschner and Tripp
Montalbo to serve on the Finance Committee. Dr. Godinich seconded the motion and the Board unanimously
approved.
Item #16 Comments from Board Members
The following comments were made by Board members.
Mr. Froeschner commented that it was a good first board meeting with all the new members and a good path
has been set moving forward. The Board is moving in a great direction.
Dr. McGinnis commented that although the Board members don’t interact with staff too much, Board members
are aware of how hard all staff and managers are working and moving things forward. He thanked all staff for
their hard work.
Dr. Hackbarth encouraged all new Board members to visit the Animal Resource Center.

______________________________
Chair/Vice-Chairperson

_______________________________
Secretary/Treasurer

______________________________
Date

_______________________________
Date
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Employee Complaint/Issue Resolution

-Approved
UBOH
07/31/19
-Effective 03/28/03

Audience
This policy applies to all Galveston County Health District, Galveston Area Ambulance Authority, and
Coastal Health & Wellness (collectively “the District”) employees.
Policy
The District, in compliance with applicable federal and state laws and regulations, does not discriminate
against individuals on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, age, religion, disability, sexual
orientation, veteran status, or genetic information. This includes, but is not limited to, employment and
access to District programs, facilities, and services. In some circumstances, the District may be required
to notify state and federal offices of discrimination allegations and/or complaints.
The District recognizes that individuals may have differences that require prompt and appropriate
resolution. The District is committed to the establishment and operation of an internal complaint/issue
resolution process that allows for resolution of work-related issues at the lowest appropriate level of
supervision.
Use of the complaint/issue resolution processes will not affect an employee's at-will status and is not
intended to interfere with the ability of supervisors to process corrective actions according to the
Corrective Action policy.
Informal Complaint/Issue Resolution
The informal complaint/issue resolution process is available to provide employees an opportunity to
present work-related complaints or issues that do not involve illegal activities such as discrimination,
sexual harassment, or theft.
Supervisor and Employee Responsibilities
Problems and misunderstandings are expected to be worked out when possible between employees. If
the employees have attempted to discuss the problem and do not feel the problem is resolved, either
employee may go to the next lowest appropriate level of supervision to discuss and try to resolve the
issues.
To this end, the District endorses an “open door” policy. Supervisors are instructed to be available to
employees under their span of management and if an employee requests an appointment to discuss
work-related issues. It is the supervisor and employee’s responsibility to try and resolve work-related
issues as they arise.
An open door policy promotes things such as:





early on-site problem solving;
timely answers to questions;
flexibility; and
the sharing of information on options available to the employee.
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Since employees and supervisors are usually closer to the situation, they may already be aware of the
problem(s) and can provide new facts or a different perspective that may be helpful.
Employees are expected to follow the chain of command when utilizing the informal complaint/issue
resolution process.
The supervisor(s) to whom the informal complaint or issue is directed must investigate the matter, meet
with the employee, and respond to the employee’s complaint or issue in a timely manner. Supervisors at
all levels are expected to utilize the GCHD Investigation Form whenever possible to document any
complaint or issue, investigation notes and other pertinent information to ensure conformity and
consistency in the resolution of documentation. Upon resolution, the Investigation Form shall be given
to Human Resources for appropriate archiving. If an employee is not satisfied with the supervisor’s
response and wants to talk to someone else, he/she may take the concern/issue to the next higher level of
supervision.
Human Resources is available to provide counseling and/or technical assistance to supervisors and
employees in an attempt to resolve work-related issues at the lowest possible level.
Formal Complaint/Issue Resolution
The formal complaint/issue resolution process is available for addressing complaints involving illegal
activities such as discrimination, sexual harassment, theft, retaliation/intimidation, other alleged
violations of employment law, or violations of policy and/or procedure.
Employee Responsibilities
The employee is to complete the Employee Formal Complaint form and submit it directly to the Human
Resources Director, or the Chief Compliance Officer.
Time Frames
An employee may file a complaint in a timely manner from the date of the occurrence that caused the
issue in dispute or when the employee becomes aware of the issue in dispute. The filing date will be the
date the complaint is received by the Human Resources Director or Chief Compliance Officer. The
Human Resources Director and/or Chief Compliance Officer will review the information and a
determination will be made as to whether the complaint is substantiated or unsubstantiated within ten
(10) business days from the date on which the complaint is received.
Confidentiality
Information related to the complaint resolution process and issues discussed with the Human Resources
Director and/or Chief Compliance Officer will be treated as confidential. However, the ability to
maintain such confidentiality may be limited by law or by the best interests of the District, the employee
or other employees.
False Reporting
Any employee who makes an intentionally false accusation of harassment or discrimination is subject to
corrective disciplinary action up to and including suspension or dismissal.
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Investigation of Complaints
All investigations of formal complaints will be conducted as discreetly as possible. Investigations will
be conducted by the Human Resources Director and/or the Chief Compliance Officer. The investigation
may include, but is not limited to, interviews with witnesses and discussions with the involved parties.
After the investigation is completed, if necessary, immediate and appropriate corrective measures will
be taken based on the GCHD Corrective Action Policy.
If findings support the charge against the accused employee, that employee will be subject to corrective
disciplinary action up to and including suspension or dismissal.
Retaliation
An employee will not be retaliated against for using the complaint resolution process. Any District
employee who retaliates against another employee for this reason will be in violation of District policy
and subject to corrective disciplinary action up to and including suspension or dismissal.
Appeals
Since the District complaint process is an internal process, final actions are not subject to appeal and
employees may not file multiple complaints based upon the same set of facts.
Forms
- Employee Formal Complaint
- GCHD Investigation Form
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-Approved
UBOH

Hiring

07/31/19

Deleted: 07/25/18

-Effective 03/19/03

Audience
This policy applies to all Galveston County Health District, Galveston Area Ambulance Authority, and
Coastal Health & Wellness (collectively “the District”) employees and those seeking employment with the
Health District.
Policy
The District will recruit and select qualified applicants for each position in compliance with applicable
federal and state laws and regulations and will not discriminate against individuals on the basis of race, color,
national origin, sex, age, religion, disability, sexual orientation, veteran status or genetic information. This
includes employment policies, practices, and procedures, including, but not limited to, hiring and firing;
compensation, assignment, or classification of employees; transfer, promotion, layoff, or recall; job
advertisements; recruitment; testing; use of company facilities; training and apprenticeship programs; fringe
benefits; pay, retirement plans, and disability leave; or other terms and conditions of employment.
In some circumstances, the District may be required to notify state and federal offices of discrimination
allegations and/or complaints.
The District believes that hiring competent and qualified employees is a fundamental business need that must
be met in order to effectively perform its mission. Nothing in this policy alters the District’s status as an atwill employer, or the status of all District employees as at-will employees.
Vacant positions will be marketed as extensively as possible and financially feasible. Vacant position
notices will be posted for a minimum of a one-week period (5 business days). Exceptions to the posting
requirements may include but are not limited to internal positions that are specific to the District and will be
approved by the Human Resources Director based on business requirements.
All selected candidates will receive a contingent offer of employment, pending background checks and prehire drug/alcohol testing. Background checks will be conducted by the Human Resources department and
may include criminal history, credit history, and motor vehicle driving record, depending on the position.
Formal offers of employment will be made by the Human Resources Director, or designee, upon satisfactory
completion of required background checks and testing.
Applications and resumes received for vacant positions posted will be kept on-site for the remainder of the
calendar year in which they are received. Human Resources will follow all state record retention laws for
applications and resumes.
Violation
Violation of this policy may result in appropriate corrective disciplinary action, up to and including
suspension or dismissal.
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Communications

-Approved
UBOH
Effective
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Audience
This policy applies to all Galveston County Health District, Galveston Area Ambulance Authority,
Coastal Health & Wellness and Animal Resource Center (collectively “the District”) employees,
volunteers, students and contractors (business associates).Policy
Employees are expected to communicate accurately and appropriately and to address their work-related
complaints and issues at the lowest possible level and through the District’s supervisory chain.
(Reference: Employee Complaint/Issue Resolution policy)

This policy refers to communication in the workplace by employees in their official employee capacity.
Employees should realize that when they articulate their opinions, while not on official duty at the
District, these opinions might be construed as official opinions of the District.
Official Communication
The District maintains an open environment in which employees can feel comfortable communicating
unofficially throughout the organization. However, formal and official business and administrative
issues should be communicated accurately and appropriately through official channels.
Elected Officials
Those employees/managers who receive calls from elected/county officials or board members, etc., are
required to document the call by writing a brief summary of the call and then forwarding this
information to the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) or designee.
Media
The Director of Communications serves as the official District spokesperson and conveys the official
District position on issues of significance or a controversial or sensitive nature.
Management may receive and respond directly to media inquiries of routine nature, including, but not
limited to:
•
General questions about a department's function;
•
Meeting times and locations;
•
Special events planned by a department; or
•
Questions about a particular program offered by a department
Following the interview, the department manager shall provide the Director of Communications a brief
written summary of the interaction via e-mail.
In cases of critical significance to the District, the Director of Communications will work with
department managers to develop a "fact sheet" to detail the known facts of the situation and summarize
the District’s position. (Reference: Risk Communication Guidelines)
In the event of a crisis or emergency situation, the CEO may designate the Director of Communications
to handle all contacts with the media, which will coordinate the information flow from the District to the
public. In such situations, all departments should refer calls from the media to the Director of
Communications.
1
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E-mail
E-mail is considered an official means of routing communications among internal and external parties
that have access to e-mail. Those employees without access to e-mail will receive communications
through their supervisor. Confidential personnel or patient information must be marked confidential
and/or a confidentiality statement must be included in the body of the e-mail. In addition, all employees
with the designated encryption functionality must encrypt all emails that are sent to external recipients
outside the organization that may include confidential, sensitive or protected information. An out of
office message may be set up on e-mail to inform customers/employees when an employee is out of the
office for an extended period of time. The message should also state who to contact in case of an
emergency. (Reference: Computer and Digital Communications Usage policy and HIPAA policy)
Telephone and Voicemail
The District’s telephone and voicemail systems are used for both internal and external communications.
Unless other notification measures are taken, an out of office message may be recorded on voicemail to
inform customers/employees when an employee is out of the office for an extended period of time. The
message should also state who to contact in case of an emergency. (Reference: GCHD Voicemail: Standard
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Voicemail Procedures)

District issued cellular phones and pagers are issued to assist those employees with a job-related need
and should only be used for business purposes only. Those employees are expected to respond to public
health disasters and emergencies and are expected to keep their cell phones on and batteries charged at
all times to respond to calls. (Reference: Computer and Digital Communications Usage policy)
Memorandum/Letter
Official letterhead is considered an official means of communication among internal and external
parties. The official letterhead is created for use by the Executive Office and can only be changed by the
Executive Office. It can be located on the District’s extranet site.
Internet
The District’s Internet site consists of factual, accurate, public information to assist the public in getting
answers to their questions. The Internet is updated as needed. Employees are encouraged to review the
District’s Internet site periodically for updates.
Extranet
The District’s extranet site consists of useful information for employees to assist them in carrying out
their jobs. The extranet site is for employee use only and is updated as needed. Employees are
encouraged to review the District’s Extranet site periodically for updates.
Social Media
Use of social media for official District purposes raises legal issues that are unique to public agencies
and generally do not affect private persons or entities. Therefore, all District use of social media shall be
in accordance with: this policy and all applicable local, state and federal laws; policies of the District
pertaining to the use of computers, electronic communications and respectful workplace; and all other
applicable District policies and procedures.
Background
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Social media refers to media designed to disseminate content (information, images, audio or video)
through social interaction, created using highly accessible web-publishing techniques. The term
includes social network sites that allow individuals and organizations to construct a profile and create
and share content with others. Examples of social media include, but are not limited to:
• video-sharing sites, such as YouTube;
• blogs;
• photo-sharing sites, such as Flickr, Instagram and Snapchat;
• podcasting;
• social networks, such as Facebook, MySpace, LinkedIn and Snapchat;
• microblogging and short messaging, such as Twitter; and
• online discussion groups
Establishing a Social Media Presence
Use of social media shall support the objectives of the District and present the District in a positive and
professional manner. The Director of Communications is responsible for overall management of
District social media presence and strategies for engagement. To ensure consistent and appropriate use,
departments that wish to establish a presence in social media must request approval from the Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) through the Director of Communications. Information to be provided
includes:
• Goals and objectives for the social media platform;
• Intended audiences;
• Social networks or social media venues to be used;
• How the social media presence supports the District’s social media goal;
• Personnel assigned to implementation and ongoing support (posting, monitoring, etc.); and
• Department heads must read and ensure compliance with all terms of use for any social media
site or service prior to establishing a presence.
Posting Information
Only the Director of Communications and employees authorized by the CEO, ARC Director, CHW
Executive Director or designee are authorized to post content on a social media venue on behalf of the
District. Staff posting content may only post content that has been approved for public dissemination
and is within that staff member’s areas of expertise and departmental role. Staff using social media on
behalf of the District must be truthful at all times about who they are and their role with the District.
The tone of social media content is often informal; however staff is encouraged to adhere to a
professional writing style whenever possible. Linking to related District web pages is strongly
encouraged whenever practical and appropriate.
The District must either own the copyright to or have a valid license (written permission) to use content,
including images, videos, sound records, etc., posted to its social media sites.
Prohibited Content
All content posted by District staff to social media sites shall support the District’s social media goals
described in this Policy. Staff is prohibited from posting content about:
• Potentially controversial issues;
• Actual or potential legal claims, lawsuits or other legal issues;
3
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•
•
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Personnel matters;
Budget planning and priorities;
Personal opinion on public health issues or any other issue;
Political issues, including opinions about elected officials or candidates for elective office and
issues appearing on an election ballot;
What a board member might think about an issue or speculation about a potential decision they
might make; or
Emergency situations (unless the person authorized to post content represents public health
preparedness or emergency medical services)

District posted content may not include content that promotes religious beliefs or philosophies, is illegal
under federal, state or local laws, or is defamatory (i.e. slander or libel) or indecent, or promotes hate,
tobacco, alcohol, profanity, obscenity or pornography.
District staff may not make disparaging remarks about municipal staff or officials nor post content that
would tend to discredit municipalities or officials.
Open Records Act
All content posted on social media sites may be subject to the Texas Open Records Act.
Personal Use of Social Media
Employees are reminded that information posted on personal websites or social media venues can be
viewed by members of the public, by others in the District, by taxpayers, and customers or clients of the
District. Employees are encouraged to be respectful and avoid disparaging remarks or images about
these individuals, the District or co-workers. Employees who use personal websites or social media are
expected to refrain from presenting themselves as representatives of the District or from portraying the
District in a negative manner. Employees are encouraged to show a duty of loyalty and respect to the
District and co-workers. Excessive personal use of social media during work hours is prohibited.
The District is not responsible for any repercussions the employees’ content may generate.
Employees are prohibited from sharing confidential and sensitive information, particularly that is found
within the District internal networks, to the outside online community. Divulging information that is
financial, operational, related to clients and legal in nature is prohibited. This includes sharing
information (text or photo) on social media platforms.
Dishonorable content such as racial, ethnic, sexual, religious and physical disability slurs are not
tolerated.
Internal Emergency Situations Communications
In the event of an emergency situation, information about District delayed openings or closures will be
disseminated to employees using any of the following methods: E-mail, employee inclement weather
phone line (409) 938-2489 or automated phone calls. Employees should tune into local media, including
KTRH 740 AM, for information regarding disaster conditions, etc. (Reference: All Hazards Plan)
Employee Responsibilities
Every employee is responsible for:
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understanding and following this policy;
adhering to and signing a confidentiality agreement; and
consulting with his/her supervisor for guidance on the information addressed in this policy.

Supervisor Responsibilities
Every supervisor is responsible for:






understanding and following this policy;
ensuring that this policy is carried out in a uniform manner;
counseling an employee who needs guidance or redirection in these areas;
assuring that all employees under his/her supervision sign a confidentiality agreement; and
taking or recommending appropriate corrective action when necessary.

Violation
Violation of this policy may result in appropriate corrective disciplinary action, up to and including
suspension or dismissal.
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Purchasing Policy
AUDIENCE
This policy applies to all Galveston County Health District, Galveston Area Ambulance
Authority, and Coastal Health & Wellness (collectively “the District”) employees.
PURPOSE
The purpose of the District Purchasing Policy is to comply with the laws and procedures
governing District purchasing in order to provide reasonably priced, high-quality goods and
services to end users, while preserving organizational and financial accountability. This policy
is applicable to all procurements regardless of funding source.
STATEMENT OF GENERAL POLICY
It is the policy of the District that all purchasing shall be conducted strictly on the basis of
economic and business merit. To avoid violation of or the appearance of violation of the
policies, District officials and employees are prohibited from:
•

Seeking or accepting, directly or indirectly, any loans, services, payments,
entertainment, trips or gifts of merchandise or money in any amount from a
business or an individual doing or seeking to do business with the District.

•

Participating in the selection, award and administration of a contract if he or she
has a real or apparent conflict of interest. A conflict of interest would arise when
the employee, any member of his or her immediate family, his or her partner,
or an organization which employs or is about to employ any of the parties
indicated herein, has a financial or other tangible personal benefit from a firm
considered for a contract.

It is important to remember that the District Purchasing Department operates in full view of
the public. The District intends to maintain a cost effective purchasing system conforming to
good management practices.
PURCHASING AUTHORITY
Authority to make District purchases resides in the appropriate Board(s) or in Administration
as delegated by the Board(s). The Purchasing Department is responsible for making purchases
1
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of supplies, materials, equipment and for negotiating and making contracts for services and
repairs to District owned and/or leased property. Purchases made using competitive bids shall
be reviewed by the GCHD Chief Executive Officer or designee in accordance with the
purchase contract.
GENERAL PURCHASING GUIDELINES
A. A central supply for the use of all departments will be maintained to warehouse
generally used office and operating supplies. Departments may obtain items directly
from Central Supply by requisition, without the necessity of a purchase order. If an
item is not stocked in Central Supply, the purchasing department staff will use the
appropriate purchasing method to obtain the item.
B. Items not normally stocked in Central Supply and not requiring competitive bids will
usually be purchased through the Purchasing Department.
C. Competitive bidding is mandatory on any purchase or combination of purchases of like
items and/or component purchases, separate purchases and sequential purchases which
will equal or exceed $50,000. This applies to all contractual agreements and/or services
and purchases or annual accumulative purchase of $50,000 or more. Any purchases
made with vendors listed through the Texas Procurement and Support Services
(TPASS) will satisfy the bid requirements, as will purchases which are purchased
through legally constituted shared services agreements that have completed the
competitive bid process including, but not limited to, HGAC, TACHC or TALHO.
D. Competition
All procurement transactions must be conducted in a manner providing full and open
competition. Some of the situations considered to be restrictive of competition include
but are not limited to:
• Placing unreasonable requirements on firms in order for them to qualify to do
business
• Requiring unnecessary experience and excessive bonding
• Noncompetitive pricing practices between firms or between affiliated
companies
• Noncompetitive contracts to consultants that are on retainer contracts
• Organization conflicts of interest
2

•
•

Specifying only a “brand name” product instead of allowing “an equal” product
to be offered
Any arbitrary action in the procurement process

The District prohibits the use of statutorily or administratively imposed state, local or
tribal geographical preferences in the evaluation of bids or proposals, except in cases
where applicable Federal statutes expressly mandate geographical preference.
Vendors will be selected with regard to dependability and service record, nature of
guarantee and warranty of product (when applicable), price and quality. The District
will utilize small businesses, minority-owned firms, women’s business enterprises and
labor surplus area firms when possible, provided this involves no sacrifice in quality,
service or price.
E. Pursuant
to
Texas
House
Bill
89
https://capitol.texas.gov/tlodocs/85R/billtext/html/HB00089I.htm and Senate Bill 252
https://capitol.texas.gov/tlodocs/85R/billtext/html/SB00252I.htm, the District must
certify and verify that any business, parent company, company, affiliate, subsidiary, or
“Vendor Companies” with which we have a contractual relationship:
1. Does not boycott Israel currently;
2. Will not boycott Israel during the contract term;
3. Is not identified on the Texas Comptroller’s list of companies known to
have contracts with, engaged in business with, or provide supplies/services
to, Iran, Sudan, or a foreign organization designated as a Foreign Terrorist
Organization by the U.S. Secretary of State. (See Texas Government Code
§ 2270.808 and 2252.151-2252.154.
Contracting for-profit entities, providing goods and services, must submit a HB 89
Certification Form (see Appendix A) which provides written verification that the
company/vendor does not and during the term of the contract will not boycott Israel.
The Purchase Order Terms and Conditions (see Appendix B) include a certification
clause that the vendor certified that it is not a company identified on the Texas
Comptroller’s list of companies known to have contracts with, or provide supplies or
services to foreign organization designated as a Foreign Terrorist Organization by the
US Secretary of State. The Vendor further certifies and verifies that neither Vendor,
nor any affiliate, subsidiary, or parent company of Vendor, (if any the “Vendor
Companies”) boycotts Israel, and Vendor agrees that Vendor and Vendor Companies
will not boycott Israel during the term of this Purchase Order.
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F. Under Section 2252.908 of House Bill 1295, any business entity that enters into a
contract with the District that requires Board approval must submit a “Disclosure
of Interested Parties” form (see Appendix C) to the Purchasing Department. This
form is mandated by the Texas Ethics Commission.
https://www.ethics.state.tx.us/whatsnew/elf_info_form1295.htm
G. All goods, supplies, equipment and services will be purchased with prior appropriate
approval.
H. The Purchasing department will maintain records sufficient to detail the history of
procurement. These records will include rationale for the method of procurement,
justification for the contractor selection/rejection, selection of contract type including
justification when bids are not obtained, and the basis for the contract price.
I. Special procedures are available for and applicable to the purchase of particular goods
and services, summarized under Special Purchases.
PURCHASE REQUISITIONS
Purchase requisitions prepared by the requesting department are required for all purchases. All
purchase requisitions must be approved prior to issuing a purchase order. A purchase order is
required prior to placing an order for supplies, goods, equipment and services unless preapproved by the GCHD Chief Executive Officer or designee. Details for processing purchase
requisitions are outlined in the Purchasing Procedures Manual.
PROCUREMENT METHODS
Materials and supplies not available from Central Supply are acquired through the Purchasing
Department. Additionally, contracts for maintenance and repairs to facilities and equipment
used by the District are handled by the Purchasing Department. Procedures for acquisitions
through the Purchasing Department are outlined in the Purchasing Procedures Manual.
The District will use one of the following methods of procurement depending on the
specifications of the purchase. The procurement methods are based on federal regulations, but
with lower dollar thresholds to better accommodate the District’s needs.
A. MICRO-PURCHASES (Purchases less than $3,000):
4

1. Procurement by micro-purchase is the acquisition of supplies or services in
which the aggregate dollar amounts does not exceed $3,000.00. To the
extent practicable, the District will distribute micro-purchases equitably
among qualified suppliers.
2. Open market purchases of less than $500.00 do not require quotes. Such
purchases require staff to use their best judgement and the most appropriate
and cost-effective method of acquisition on each requisition.
3. Open market purchases of $500.00 – $2,999.99 may be made after obtaining
three verbal quotes, with the exceptions referenced below in Vehicle,
Equipment and Facility Maintenance and Repair.
4. Vehicle, Equipment and Facility Maintenance and Repair: Open market
purchases for vehicle, equipment, and facility maintenance or repair do not
require three verbal quotes if the service performed is less than $3,000.
Because of the administrative cost of requesting quotes would likely be
more than the amount saved on quote comparison, considering personnel
time, types of services needed, immediacy of the circumstances, etc.,
obtaining three verbal quotes is not required. Purchases must still be
consistent with purchasing ethics and even though quotes are not required,
purchases must still be in GCHD’s best interest
B. SMALL PURCHASES (Purchases in excess of $3,000 but less than $50,000):
1. Small purchases are those relatively simple and informal procurement
methods for securing services, supplies or other property that do not cost
more than the Simplified Acquisition Threshold. For the District’s
purposes, this threshold has been lowered to $50,000.
2. When using this method, open market purchases of $3,000.00 - $4,999.99
may be made after obtaining three properly documented verbal quotes.
3. Open market purchases of $5,000.00 and less than $50,000.00 may be made
after obtaining three written quotes.
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4. Waiver of Requirements: GCHD Chief Executive Officer or designee, at
his/her discretion, may, depending on the circumstances surrounding a
request, authorize a waiver of purchase requirements outlined in this policy
for purchases less than $5,000. It is anticipated that such authorization is
granted on limited occasions due to the special circumstances such as an
emergency or unforeseeable circumstance.
C. SEALED BIDS AND COMPETITIVE PROPOSALS (Purchases of $50,000 or more)
1. If the capital expenditure is budgeted and the item is $50,000 or more, it
must be competitively bid or purchased through state approved vendors,
such as TPASS, HGAC, or Buy Board. Such purchases will be made after
obtaining sealed competitive bids or sealed Requests for Proposals.
2. A sealed bid is a procurement method in which competing contractors,
suppliers, or vendors are invited by openly advertising the scope,
specifications, and terms and conditions of the proposed contract as well as
the criteria by which the bids will be evaluated. Competitive bidding aims
at obtaining goods and services at the lowest prices by stimulating
competition, and by preventing favoritism.
3. A request for proposal (RFP) is a procurement method in which a
solicitation is made often through a bidding process, by an agency or
company interested in procurement of a commodity, service or valuable
asset, to potential suppliers to submit business proposals. Proposals seeks
the most advantageous good or services considering the price and other
factors. A proposal is handled the same way as a sealed bid with the
exception of the negotiation with vendor after the opening and the bid sheet
states name only, no dollar amount.
4. General Information – The Procurement Agent or designee will ensure
publication of the legally required notice at least twice in one or more
newspapers of general circulation in the county which the work is to be
performed. No specifications or unreasonable requirements will be written
with the intent to exclude a potential bidder. Competitive bidding can be
either lump sum or on a unit price basis. If unit price bids are solicited, the
needed quantities of each item are to be estimated in the bid specifications.
These estimates are to be based on the best available information. The
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successful bidder’s compensation, however, will be based on the actual
quantities supplied, furnished or contracted.
5. Bid or Proposal Opening – Bids/proposals will be received by the
Procurement Agent or designee until the date and time specified in the
bid/proposal advertisement. Bids/proposals may be submitted in hard-copy
format or through electronic transmission ensuring the identification,
security, and confidentiality of each response and the electronic
bids/proposals remain effectively unopened until the assigned time. On the
specified time, date and place, the Procurement Agent or designee will open
all sealed bids/proposals. The bids/proposals will be opened in an open
public forum. Anyone may attend. Bids will be read aloud and recorded
on a bid receipt.
6. Emergency or Unanticipated Events – In case of an emergency or
unanticipated event causing GCHD to close for business on the date of a
Bid/Proposal submission deadline, the bid closing will automatically be
extended to the same time of day specified in the provisions on the first
business day in which normal GCHD processes resume. If conditions or
any other unforeseen event causes delays in carrier service operations,
GCHD may issue an addendum to all known Bidders interested in the
project to extend the deadline. It will be the responsibility of the Bidder to
notify GCHD of its interest in the Bid if these conditions are impacting their
ability to turn in a submission within the stated deadline. GCHD reserves
the right to make the final judgment call to extend any deadline.
7. Cost or Price Analysis – A cost or price analysis will be performed for
procurements of $50,000 or more, including contract modifications. The
method and degree of the analysis will depend on the facts surrounding the
procurement. In addition, GCHD will make independent estimates before
receiving bids or proposals.
8. Evaluations – Evaluations will be based on a written method and applied to
all bids and proposals received and for selecting recipients.
9. Recommendations – After examining all of the bids or proposals, the
Procurement Agent or designee will make recommendation to award to a
vendor. The final recommendation to award will then be forwarded to the
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GCHD Chief Executive Officer or Chief Financial Officer for final
approval.
10. Appeal – Any actual or prospective bidder who is allegedly aggrieved in
connection with the solicitation or award of the contract may appeal. The
appeal will be submitted in writing to the Chief Compliance Officer within
ten (10) business days of the action or decision being appealed. The
protester may appeal the decision of the Chief Compliance Officer to the
GCHD Chief Executive Officer who will defer policy matters to the United
Board of Health. Any such appeal shall be submitted in writing within ten
(10) business days of the action or decision being appealed. The decision of
the Board will be final. The Galveston County United Board of Health will
not consider any protests unless this procedure is followed.
11. Exceptions To Bid – Any exception to the bid specifications must be
submitted in writing and attached to the bid. The GCHD Chief Executive
Officer or designee will have the final decision on accepting or rejecting
any exceptions, alterations.
12. Award –In determining and evaluating the best bid/proposal, the District
will award to those whose bid/proposal is most advantageous. Factors that
will be considered may include, but not limited to, cost, quality, equality,
efficiency, utility, general terms, delivery, suitability of the service offered,
and the reputation of the service in general use will also be considered with
any other relevant items. In addition, consideration will be given to such
matters as contractor integrity, compliance with public policy, record of past
performance, and financial and technical resources.
a. When the District only receives one bid/proposal, the bid/proposal
may be accepted if such purchase is: recommended by the
requesting Department and the Procurement Agent or designee;
after reviewing the specifications to determine if they were
restrictive; and the bid/proposal packets were sent to all known
prospective bidders.
b. If two or more responsible bidders/proposers submit identical bids,
the bid award may be made by drawing lots.
13. Bonds – A vendor who is awarded a contract may be required to post bond.
If it is required, the requirements will be included in the advertisement.
8
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Requirements of a bond will be in accordance with requirements of the
funding source or state laws as applied to Local Governments, whichever is
most stringent.
14. Acquisition of Item After Award – Following award of a contract, the
requisition is processed in the manner described in the Purchasing
Procedures Manual.
15. Change Orders – A change order may be required when it becomes
necessary to make changes after commenced contract has been made. The
GCHD Chief Executive Officer or designee is authorized to approve
increases to the original contract price of $5,000.00 or less. Change orders
requiring increases to the contract price of more than $5,000.00 must be
approved by the appropriate Board. However, the original contract price
may not be increased by 25% unless the change order is necessary to comply
with a federal or state statute, rule, regulation, or judicial decision after the
contract was made. The contract price may not be decreased by 18% or
more without the contractor’s consent. All change orders must have the
written consent of the District and the contractor.
SPECIAL PURCHASES
A. Unbudgeted Capital Expenditures – Purchases of $5,000.00 or more not authorized in a
Department’s current budget, or purchases necessitating an increase in Department’s
current budget must be authorized by the appropriate Board and/or funding source prior to
the purchase.
B. Noncompetitive Proposals – Items otherwise required to be competitively bid may be
exempted from the competitive bid process by the appropriate Board if:
1. A prompt purchase is required, due to a public calamity, to meet a necessity of
the citizens or preserve public property.
2. The purchase is necessary to preserve public health or safety of Citizens.
3. An After Hours Emergency – In such instances the Department must take the
necessary action to obtain the needed goods or services. If, however, the
Department is aware that the purchase involves an expenditure of $5,000.00 or
9

more, a reasonable effort should be made to contact the Chief Executive Officer
or Chief Financial Officer and/or Procurement Agent for notification that an
emergency exists. The next working day, the Department should contact the
Procurement Agent or designee for procedures to secure payment of the goods
or services.
4. A Sole Source Item - An item available from only one source may be purchased
without competitive bidding, with the approval of the GCHD Chief Executive
Officer or designee. Typical items in this category include, but not limited to,
patented or copyrighted material, secret processes, natural monopolies, utility
services, captive replacement parts or components for equipment, and films,
manuscripts or books. A Sole Source letter must be attached to the Purchase
Order.
C. Work in Progress – This may be exempted by the appropriate Board and paid for by the
day, after it is performed
D. Land and Right-Of-Way Acquisition – The District generally does not purchase land. In
the case that it becomes necessary, the intent to purchase must be approved by the Board
and/or funding source. This is exempted by the Board from competitive bidding
INSPECTING, TESTING AND RECEIVING
Merchandise will be received at the receiving department before it is sent to or picked up by
the ordering department. It is the responsibility of each Department to see that all purchased
items conform to the specifications, quality and quantity on the order. Technical equipment,
needing installation at that location, may be shipped directly to the department, per the
direction of the IT Department. If the merchandise is not acceptable as determined by the
requesting department or by receiving, the Procurement Agent or Buyer will then take action
to obtain the correct merchandise.
PHARMACEUTICALS
All pharmaceuticals purchased by the District or transferred to the District for patient use, may
not be given away, loaned or sold to any individual or entity.

10

Deleted: Controller

HEALTH DISTRICT PROPERTY
A. Receipt/Tagging of New Property – the Purchasing Department will attach a property tag
to all property as defined in the Fixed Asset Guidelines. An Asset Record Form will be
completed and forwarded to the Accounting Department along with a copy of the
applicable Purchase Order.
B. Disposal of Surplus or Salvage Property – An Asset Disposal Form will be completed for
requests to dispose of equipment or property, with original being forwarded to the
Accounting Department.
1. Surplus property (in excess of needs, but still useful) may be disposed by
competitive bids, auction, donation, or transfer to another local government
with the approval of the GCHD Chief Executive Officer or Chief Financial
Officer. The Purchasing Department will attempt to realize the maximum
benefit to the District in selling or disposing of surplus property. If efforts to
sell or dispose of the property fail, property may be disposed of in the manner
most advantageous for the District. Asset tags will be removed from property
sold, disposed or transferred. District employees will be given the same
opportunity afforded to other persons to bid on and purchase surplus property
offered by competitive bids or auction.
2. Salvage property (valueless property of no use) may be disposed of by the
Procurement Agent or designee, with the approval of the GCHD Chief
Executive Officer or Chief Financial Officer, in the manner most advantageous
to the District.
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GALVESTON COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT
Protecting and Promoting the Optimal Health and Well-Being of Galveston County
Kathy Barroso, CPA
Chief Executive Officer

Ben G. Raimer, MD
Chair, United Board of Health
Philip Keiser, MD
Local Health Authority

Appendix A

HOUSE BILL 89 AND SENATE BILL 252 CERTIFICATION AND VERIFICATION FORM:
I_____________________(Authorized Representative’s Name), the undersigned representative of
(Vendor / Company Name) __________________________________ (Hereafter referred to as Company). Being an
adult over 18 years of age, after being duly signed by the undersigned notary, do hereby certify and verify under oath
that the company named above, under the provisions of Government Code 808.51c and 2252 that the Company or any
affiliate, subsidiary, or parent of the Company, or “Vendor Companies”:
1. Does not boycott Israel currently;
2. Will not boycott Israel during the contract term;
3. Is not identified on the Texas Comptroller’s list of companies known to have contracts with, engaged in
business with, or provide supplies/services to, Iran, Sudan, or a foreign organization designated as a Foreign
Terrorist Organization by the U.S. Secretary of State. (See Texas Government Code § 2270.808 and 2252.1512252.154.
Pursuant to Section 2270.001, Texas Government Code:
1.

“Boycott Israel” means refusing to deal with, terminating business activities with or otherwise taking any
action that is intended to penalize, inflict economic harm on or limit commercial relations with Israel or with a
person or entity doing business in Israel or in an Israeli-controlled territory, but does not include an action
made for ordinary business purposes; and
2. “Company” means a for-profit sole proprietorship organization, association, corporation, partnership, joint
venture, limited partnership, limited liability partnership or any limited liability company, including a wholly
owned subsidiary, majority owned subsidiary, parent company or affiliate of those entities of those entities or
business associations that exist to make a profit.
By accepting this contractual offer, I hereby consent that the entity which I represent is not barred from contracting
with the Galveston County Health District or any of its affiliated entities, collectively known as “The District”, as a
result of these stipulations. Furthermore, I acknowledge that should the entity become disqualified from working with
The District at any point during the duration of this contractual agreement due to these terms, a representative of the
entity shall immediately notify the District’s Procurement Officer, at which point the District attains the right to
immediately void this agreement (as well as any other agreement the District and the entity are engaged in).
________________________
DATE

____________________________________________________________
SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED COMPANY REPRESENTATIVE

Public Health Services · Coastal Health & Wellness · Emergency Medical Services · Animal Resource Center
The Galveston County Health District (GCHD) is the local public health agency for Galveston County, Texas.
GCHD provides services and programs that protect the everyday health and well-being of Galveston County.
P.O. Box 939 La Marque, Texas 77568 • (409) 938-7221

www.gchd.org

TERMS AND CONDITIONS
Appendix B
1. COMPLETE AGREEMENT: This Purchase Order, which consists of these terms and conditions, the
conditions contained within the referenced bid number, the contract entered into between
Galveston County Health District (“GCHD”) and Vendor (if any) and any other attached terms,
conditions, and specifications of GCHD, is a binding contract which is the sole and exclusive
agreement between the parties. It supersedes all other writings and is expressly conditioned
upon Vendor's agreement to the conditions hereof. In addition, nothing herein shall be
construed to be an acceptance of any terms of Vendor. In the event of any conflict between the
term and conditions of this Purchase Order and any Contract entered into between the GCHD
and the Vendor, the terms of the Contract shall prevail.
2. MODIFICATION: No modification of this Purchase Order shall be effective without GCHD’s prior
written consent. No course of prior dealings, no usage of the trade and no course of
performance shall be used to modify, supplement, or explain any terms used in this Purchase
Order. GCHD will not be bound by any oral statement, verbal agreement, or other
representation contrary to the written specifications, terms, and conditions of this Purchase
Order.
3. CANCELLATION: GCHD reserves the right to cancel this Purchase Order anytime or for default in
all or any part of this Purchase Order, if Vendor breaches any of the terms, conditions, or
requirements hereof, or if the Vendor becomes insolvent or commits acts of bankruptcy, or at
any time for any reason or no reason prior to acceptance of delivery by GCHD. If this Purchase
Order is cancelled pursuant to Vendor’s default, then GCHD may obtain similar goods or services
elsewhere, and charge the Vendor for any damages incurred. Such right of cancellation is in
addition to and not in lieu of any other remedies which GCHD may have in law or equity.
4. TERMINATION: The performance of work under this Purchase Order may be terminated in
whole or in part by GCHD in accordance with this provision. Termination of work hereunder
shall be affected by the delivery to the Vendor of a "Notice of Termination" specifying the extent
to which performance of work under the Purchase Order is terminated and the date upon which
such termination becomes effective. Such right of termination is in addition to, and not in lieu
of rights of GCHD set forth in Paragraph 3 above.
5. DELIVERY: Time is of the essence in this Purchase Order and if delivery of conforming goods or
performance of services is not completed by the time(s) promised, GCHD reserves the right, in
addition to its other rights and remedies, to cancel this Purchase Order to reject nonconforming
goods or services in whole or in part on reason able notice to Vendor, and/or purchase
substitute goods or services elsewhere and charge Vendor with any loss incurred. If delay in
promised delivery is foreseen, Vendor will give written notice to GCHD, and the delivery date
may be extended by GCHD for valid reasons. Vendor must keep GCHD advised at all times of
status of Purchase Order. No substitutions or cancellations will be permitted without prior
written approval of GCHD’s Purchasing Department. Delivery shall be made only on weekdays
from 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M., unless prior approval for other delivery times has been obtained.
Any provisions herein for delivery of goods or performance of services by installments shall not
be construed as making the obligation of Vendor severable. C.O.D. shipments will not be
accepted.
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6. ACCEPTANCE OF PRODUCTS AND SERVICES: All products furnished and all services performed
under this Purchase Order shall be to the satisfaction of GCHD and in accordance with the
specifications, terms, and conditions of the Purchase Order and any applicable contract. GCHD
reserves the right to inspect the products furnished or the services performed, and to determine
the quality, acceptability, and fitness of such products or services.
7. INVOICING AND PAYMENT: Vendor shall submit an itemized invoice showing GCHD Purchase
Order number. Invoices must agree in all respects with this Purchase Order. Payment will
normally be remitted within thirty (30) days after receipt of a properly submitted invoice. Failure
to submit invoices in accordance with the requirements herein may delay payment. All cash
discounts offered will be taken if earned. Cash discount will be calculated from date of receipt
for properly submitted invoice at the Invoice Address specified on the face of this Purchase
Order.
8. TITLE & RISK OF LOSS: The title and risk of loss of the goods shall not pass to GCHD until GCHD
receives and takes possession of the goods at the point or points of delivery.
9. ASSIGNMENT/DELEGATION: The rights and responsibilities of the Vendor to furnish the goods
and/or services specified herein shall not be subcontracted, assigned, transferred, mortgaged,
pledged, delegated, or otherwise disposed of or encumbered in any way by the Vendor. Any
such assignment or delegation by Vendor shall be wholly void and totally ineffective for all
purposes.
10. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR: In performing any services hereunder, Vendor is, and undertakes
performance thereof as, an independent contractor, with sole responsibility for all persons
employed in connection therewith, including without limitation, exclusive liability for the
payment of all Federal, State, and local Unemployment and Disability Insurance and all Social
Security and/or other taxes and contributions payable in respect of such persons, from and
against which liability Vendor agrees to indemnify, exonerate, and hold harmless GCHD.
11. INSURANCE: If this Purchase Order requires the presence on GCHD premises of Vendor's
employees, subcontractors or others under Vendor's control, Vendor agrees, prior to
commencement of any services hereunder, to transmit to GCHD certificates of insurance as
specified in the contract between parties.
12. INDEMNIFICATION: Vendor shall indemnify, exonerate, hold harmless and defend GCHD from
and against any actions or suits and any claims, liability, damage, loss, cost or expense as a result
of bodily injury or death and/or property damage arising out of, or in connection with this
Purchase Order, unless caused by the sole negligence of GCHD.
13. WARRANTES: In addition to all warranties established by law, Vendor hereby warrants and
agrees that:
(a) All goods and services covered by this Purchase Order shall conform to the specifications,
drawings, samples, other descriptions set forth herein or otherwise furnished or adopted by
GCHD, and shall be merchantable, fit for the purpose intended, of best quality and
workmanship, and free from all defects. GCHD shall have the right of inspection and approval,
and may, at Vendor's expense, reject and return nonconforming goods or require re-
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performance of services, which are not in compliance with the requirements of this Purchase
Order. Defects shall not be deemed waived by GCHD’s failure to notify Vendor upon receipt of
goods or completion of services, or by payment of invoice.
(b) All articles and/or services provided hereunder meet or exceed the Safety Standards
established and promulgated under the Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(Public Law 91-596) and its regulations in effect or proposed as of the date of this Purchase
Order.
(c) All goods delivered pursuant to this Purchase Order shall conform to standards established
for such goods in accordance with any applicable Federal, State, or local laws and regulations,
unless otherwise indicated herein.
(d) The use or sale of any goods delivered hereunder, or any part thereof, does not infringe any
adverse existing patent, trademark, copyright, or other intellectual property right.
Vendor shall indemnify, exonerate, and save harmless GCHD, its customers, users of its
products, and its and their successors and assigns. or any of them, from and against any and all
liability, damage, loss, cost or expense incurred in connection with any claim, sui t or action for
actual or alleged infringement of any such rights, and Vendor shall defend, at its expense, any
such claim suit or action brought against GCHD, its customers, users of its products and its and
their successors and assigns, or any of them.
The foregoing warranties shall survive acceptance of goods and performance of services
hereunder.
14. NON-DISCLOSURE: Unless required by law or consented to in writing by GCHD, no disclosure,
description, or other communication of any sort shall be made by Vendor to any third party
regarding GCHD’s purchase of goods or services hereunder, or of the details and characteristics
thereof. Anything furnished to Vendor by GCHD pursuant to this Purchase Order, including and
without limitation, samples, drawings, patterns, and materials shall remain the property of
GCHD, shall be held at Vendor's risk, and shall be returned upon completion of the work. No
disclosure or reproduction thereof in any form shall be made without GCHD’s prior written
consent.
15. FORCE MAJE URE: Neither party hereto shall be liable for delays or failure to perform any term,
condition, or covenant of this Purchase Order due to causes beyond its reasonable control
including, but not limited to, acts of God, strikes, epidemics, war, riots, flood, fire, sabotage,
material or labor restrictions by any government authority, any other natural disaster, or any
other circumstances of like character which are beyond the reason able control of either party.
In the event of such delay or failure to perform, the period specified for performance hereunder
may be extended for a period equal to the time lost by reasons of the delay, or the total
Purchase Order may be reduced by the performance (or portions thereof) omitted during such
delay. The provisions of this paragraph shall be effective notwithstanding that such
circumstances shall have been operative at the date of this Purchase Order.
16. GOVERNING LAW: This Purchase Order shall be governed in accordance with the laws of the
State of Texas. Venue shall lie in Galveston County.
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17. COMPLIANCE WITH LAW AND CERTIFICATIONS: Vendor shall comply with all applicable
federal, state, and local laws, statutes, ordinances, standards, orders, rules, and regulations,
including, as applicable, workers’ compensations laws, minimum and maximum salary and wage
statutes and regulations, prompt payment and licensing laws and regulations. Vendor certifies
that Vendor is fully informed about and in regulation with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
as amended (42 USC 2000(D)), Executive Order 11246, as amended (41 CFR 60-1 and 60-2),
Vietnam Era Veterans Readjustment Act of 1974, as amended (41 CFR 60-250), Rehabilitation
Act of 1973, as amended (41 CFR 60-741), Age Discrimination Act (42 USC 6101 et seq.), Nonsegregated Facilities (41 CFR 60-74 1), Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Provision, Section 952,
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, Sections 6, 7, and 12, as amended, Immigration Reform and
Control Act of 1986, and Utilization of Small Business Concerns and Small Business Concern
Owned and Controlled by Socially and Economically Disadvantaged Individuals (pl96-507), the
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 USC .12101 et seq.) and all federal laws and
regulations, executive orders, state laws, and local laws as are applicable.
Vendor also understands that Vendor is ineligible to receive a purchasing award with the GCHD
if Vendor or its principals are listed in the government wide exclusions in the System for Award
Management (Debarment and Suspension Orders Executive Orders 12549 and 12689).
As applicable, Vendor hereby certifies that it is not a company identified on the Texas
Comptroller’s list of companies known to have contracts with, or provide supplies or services to
a foreign organization designation as a Foreign Terrorist Organization by the United States
Secretary of State. Vendor further certifies and verifies that neither Vendor nor any affiliate,
subsidiary or partner company of Vendor, if any (the “Vendor Companies”):
i)
boycotts Israel, and Vendor agrees that Vendor and Vendor Companies will not boycott
Israel during the term of this Purchase Order. For purposes of this Purchase Order, the term
“boycott” shall mean and include terminating business activities or otherwise taking any action
that is intended to penalize, inflict economic harm on or limit commercial relations with Israel or
with a person or entity doing business in Israel or in an Israeli-controlled territory.
ii)
Has not engaged in business with Iran, Sudan, or a foreign terrorist organization
identified on a list prepared by the Texas Comptroller (See Texas Government Code § 2270.808
and 2252.151-2252.154.
18. BUYER'S PREMISES RULES: lf this Purchase Order requires presence on GCHD’S premises of
Vendor's employees subcontractors or others under Vendor's control, Vendor shall comply with
all applicable rules of such premises, including without limitation those relative to
environmental quality, safety, fire prevention, no smoking, traffic, and parking.
19. ASSIGNMENT OF OVERCHARGE CLAIMS: Vendor hereby assigns to GCHD any and all claims for
overcharges associated with this Purchase Order arising under the antitrust laws of the United
States, 15 U.S.C.A., Sec. 1 et seq. (1973), or arising under the antitrust laws of the State of Texas.
Texas Business and Commerce Code Annotated, Sec.15.0 I , et seq. (1967).

TERMS AND CONDITIONS
20. VENDOR 'S AFFTRMATIONS: By acceptance of this Purchase Order and/or furnishing any of the
products or services specified. herein, Vendor affirms the following:
(a)
That Vendor has not given, offered to give, nor intends to give at any time hereafter any
economic opportunity, future employment, gift, loan, gratuity, special discount, t rip favor, or
service to a public servant in connect ion with this Purchase Order.
(b)
That Vendor has not violated the antitrust laws of this State, codified in Section 15.0I, et
seq., Texas Business and Commerce Code, or the Federal antitrust laws.
(c)
That no relationship, whether by relative, business associate, capital funding agreement,
or any otl1er such kinship, exists between Vendor and any current GCHD employee, or any
person previously employed by GCHD within the immediate twelve (12) months prior to this
award. If such relationship does exist, full disclosure must be made to the GCHD Purchasing
Agent prior to acceptance of Purchase Order for appropriate administrative review and
approval.
(d)
If Vendor is a corporation, that its Texas franchise taxes are current, or that the
corporation is exempt from the payment of the franchise tax, or that the corporation is an outof-state corporation that is not subject to Texas franchise t ax, whichever is applicable.
21. OPEN RECORDS: All information, documentation, and other material submitted by
Vendor in response to any solicitations or under any resulting contract thereof may be
subject to public disclosure under the Texas Public Information Act (TX Gov't Code, Chapter 552).
Vendors are hereby notified that GCHD strictly adheres to this statute and the interpretations
thereof rendered by the Courts and/or Texas Attorney General's office. Vendor shall be deemed to
have knowledge of this law and how to protect their interest under it. Exceptions to disclosure of
information as provided by this statute are intended to protect legitimate interests of the GCHD or
Vendor, and are not intended to serve as a means to withhold or delay disclosure of information
not covered by these exceptions.
22. NON-WAIVER OF DEFAULTS: Any failure of GCHD, at any time or from time to time, to enforce
or require the strict keeping and performance of any of the terms and conditions of this
Purchase Order, or to exercise a right hereunder, shall not constitute a waiver of such terms,
conditions, or rights, and shall not affect or impair same, or the right of GCHD at any time to
avail itself of same.
23. SEVERABILITY: In the event that any provision of this Purchase Order, or the application thereof
to any person or circumstance, is determined by a competent Court of Law to be invalid,
unlawful, or unenforceable to any extent, the remainder of this Purchase Order, and the
application of such provision to persons or circumstances other than those to which it is
determined to be unlawful, unenforceable, or invalid to any extent, shall continue to be valid
and may be enforced to the fullest extent permitted by law.

GALVESTON COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT
Protecting and Promoting the Optimal Health and Well-Being of Galveston County
Ben G. Raimer, MD
Chair, United Board of Health

Kathy Barroso, CPA
Chief Executive Officer

Philip Keiser, MD
Local Health Authority

Appendix C
Business Entity: Disclosure of Interested Parties – Texas Government Code § 2252.908
The Texas Legislature adopted House Bill 1295 in 2015. HB 1295 added Section 2252.908 to the Government
Code. Under this law, A governmental entity or state agency may not enter into certain contracts with a
business entity unless the business entity submits a disclosure of interested parties to the governmental entity
or state agency.
Specifically, any business entity that enters into a contract with Galveston County Health District (“GCHD”)
or Coastal Health and Wellness (“CHW”) that:
1) requires an action or vote by the United Board of Health and Governing Board before the contract
may be signed; or
(2) has a value of at least $1 million,
must submit a “Disclosure of Interested Parties” form to the GCHD/CHW Purchasing Department prior to
contract execution.
The following contracts are exempt from the Disclosure requirement:
• a sponsored research contract of an institution of higher education;
• an interagency contract of a state agency or an institution of higher education;
• a contract related to health and human services if:
o the value of the contract cannot be determined at the time the contract is executed; and
o any qualified vendor is eligible for the contract;
• a contract with a publicly traded business entity, including a wholly owned subsidiary of the business
entity;*
• a contract with an electric utility, as that term is defined by Section 31.002, Utilities Code;* or
• a contract with a gas utility, as that term is defined by Section 121.001, Utilities Code.*
Texas Ethics Commission mandates the “Disclosure of Interested Parties” form (Form 1295) must be filed
electronically. Form 1295 is filed through the Texas Ethics Commission’s online reporting system
(handwritten forms are not allowed).
The Texas Ethics Commission’s website is: www.ethics.state.tx.us. The area of the website pertaining to Form
1295 is: www.ethics.state.tx.us/whatsnew/elf_info_form1295.htm.
Once the business entity has completed the electronic filing of Form 1295, then the business entity must print
out, and sign the form. The person completing the filing must also complete an “unsworn declaration.” Once
Form 1295 is signed and unsworn declaration completed, the business entity must submit the completed Form
1295 and unsworn declaration to the GCHD/CHW Purchasing Department.
Please mail all required documents to:
Mailing Address:

Galveston County Health District/ Coastal Health & Wellness Clinics
Attn: Purchasing
P.O. Box 939
La Marque, Texas 77568
The above process must be completed before the contract can be executed. No portion of the Form 1295
process commits GCHD or CHW to any type of award of contract.
After the Purchasing Department receives the completed, signed Form 1295 and unsworn declaration, the
Department will, within 30 days, go the Texas Ethics Commission website to submit the electronic
confirmation of the County’s receipt of the completed 1295 process. We hope this summary information is
helpful to you. However, this information is not exhaustive, and all business entities are encouraged to visit the
Texas Ethics Commission website, which contains Frequently Asked Questions, instructional videos, and
much more information on HB1295/Section 2252.908 requirements and/or to consult with their own counsel.
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Public Health Services · Coastal Health & Wellness · Emergency Medical Services · Animal Resource
Center
The Galveston County Health District (GCHD) is the local public health agency for Galveston County,
Texas.
GCHD provides services and programs that protect the everyday health and well-being of Galveston
County.
P.O. Box 939 La Marque, Texas 77568 • (409) 938-7221
www.gchd.org
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Galveston County Health District
Investment Report
For the period ending June 30, 2019
General Fund
Beginning Balance
Deposits
Withdrawals
Interest Earned
Ending Balance

$

Current Yields
Previous Quarter Yield (1/2019 to 3/2019)

1.41%
1.41%

Galveston Area Ambulance Authority
Beginning Balance
Deposits
Withdrawals
Interest Earned
Ending Balance

$

Current Yields
Previous Quarter Yield (1/2019 to 3/2019)

FY19 Summary
October 1, 2018 to December 31, 2018
January 1, 2019 to March 31, 2019
April 1, 2019 to June 30, 2019
July 1, 2019 to September 30, 2019
YTD Totals

Money Market Account
April
May
2,632,630
2,094,551
49,600
1,229,300
(590,300)
(835,000)
2,620
1,695
2,094,551 $
2,490,545 $

Interest Earned
13,754
15,462
17,065
46,281 $

1.41%
1.41%

$

1.41%
1.41%

Money Market Account
April
May
2,312,097
2,264,600
100,000
385,000
(150,000)
(875,000)
2,503
1,763
2,264,600 $
1,776,363 $
1.41%
1.41%

$

1.41%
1.41%

June
2,490,545
42,000
(458,500)
2,750
2,076,796

Tex Pool Investments
April
May
1,342,552
1,345,239
500,000
2,686
3,695
1,345,239 $
1,848,933 $
2.43%
2.39%

June
1,776,363
2,044
1,778,407

$

1.41%
1.41%

Tex Pool Investments
April
May
2,058,624
2,062,743
750,000
4,119
5,634
2,062,743 $
2,818,376 $
2.43%
2.39%

General Fund
Avg Balance
3,346,501
3,498,110
3,704,551

Yield
0.41%
0.44%
0.47%

Interest Earned
18,404
19,693
21,579

3,517,821

1.32%

$

59,677 $

General Fund
Interest Yield Year to Year Comparison
FY2016
FY2017
FY2018
FY2019 (Current year)

Q1
Oct 1-Dec 31
0.13%
0.13%
0.14%
0.41%

Q2
Jan 1-Mar 31
0.12%
0.12%
0.21%
0.44%

Q3
Apr 1-June 30
0.12%
0.12%
0.30%
0.47%

Q4
Jul 1-Sept 30
0.13%
0.13%
0.35%

YTD Comparison
Total as of 9/30
0.50%
0.50%
1.00%
1.32%

Galveston Area Ambulance Authority
Interest Yield Year to Year Comparison
FY2016
FY2017
FY2018
FY2019 (Current year)

Q1
Oct 1-Dec 31
0.13%
0.13%
0.14%
0.41%

Q2
Jan 1-Mar 31
0.12%
0.12%
0.21%
0.46%

Q3
Apr 1-June 30
0.12%
0.12%
0.30%
0.47%

Q4
Jul 1-Sept 30
0.13%
0.13%
0.35%

YTD Comparison
Total as of 9/30
0.50%
0.50%
1.00%
1.34%
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BOH FY19 GF, GAAA Investment Report Period ending 30 Jun 2019

2.40%
2.40%

2.40%
2.40%

June
1,848,933
3,619
1,852,552
2.38%
2.42%

June
2,818,376
5,516
2,823,893
2.38%
2.42%

GAAA
Avg Balance
4,333,154
4,237,199
4,367,067

Yield
0.41%
0.46%
0.47%

4,312,473

1.34%

Workers’ Compensation Report
Quarter 3 – 2018/19 Fiscal Year

Claims Reported
30

25

20

15

10

5

0

2015-2016

2016-2017

2017-2018

2018-2019 (Q3)

2018-2019 (YTD)

GCHD/CHW

5

6

8

2

8

GAAA

11

21

18

2

7

Total

16

27

26

4

15

DENOTES TOTAL NUMBER OF WORKERS’ COMPENSATION CLAIMS FILED.

Lost Time
30

25

20

15

10

5

0
Medical Only

2015-2016

2016-2017

2017-2018

2018-2019 (Q3)

2018-2019 (YTD)

10

18

16

4

11

Lost Time

6

9

10

0

3

Total

16

27

26

4

14

DISPLAYS VARIANCE AMONGST CLAIMS RESULTING ONLY IN MEDICAL ATTENTION AGAINST THOSE
RESULTING IN LOST TIME.
Galveston County Health District
United Board of Health – 07/31/2019

Workers’ Compensation Report

Workers’ Compensation Report
Quarter 3 – 2018/19 Fiscal Year

Cost of Claims

$120,000.00

$100,000.00

$80,000.00

$60,000.00

$40,000.00

$20,000.00

$-

2015-2016

2016-2017

2017 - 2018*

2018-2019 (Q3)*

2018-2019 (YTD)*

GCHD/CHW

$1,138.08

$30,700.49

$2,351.04

$620.08

$6,854.39

GAAA

$31,481.68

$66,308.00

$111,195.39

$709.33

$15,787.36

Total

$32,619.76

$97,008.49

$113,683.51

$1,329.41

$22,641.75

*INCLUDES OPEN CLAIMS WHICH MAY RESULT IN AN INCREASE OR DECREASE (THROUGH
SUBBROGATION) OF FINAL COST.
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Galveston County Health District
United Board of Health – 07/31/2019

Workers’ Compensation Report

COASTAL HEALTH & WELLNESS
Governing Board

FINANCIAL SUMMARY
For the Period Ending May 31, 2019

June 27, 2019
GCHD Board Room | 9850-A Emmett F. Lowry Expy. | Texas City, TX 77591

CHW - BALANCE SHEET

ASSETS

as of May 31, 2019
Current Month
May-19
$5,339,944
1,860,771
(1,170,684)
66,643
(18,121)
$6,078,553

$5,247,063
$2,307,182
($1,530,869)
$85,853
$37,706
$6,146,936

$92,881
(446,411)
360,185
(19,210)
(55,828)
($68,382)

Accounts Payable
Accrued Salaries
Deferred Revenues
Total Liabilities

$134,329
348,397
18,689
$501,416

$92,738
271,690
25,442
$389,870

$41,591
76,707
(6,753)
$111,545

Fund Balance
Current Change
Total Fund Balance

5,813,682
(236,545)
$5,577,137

5,813,682
(56,617)
$5,757,065

0
(179,928)
($179,928)

$6,078,553

$6,146,936

($68,382)

FUND BALANCE

TOTAL LIABILITIES & FUND BALANCE

CHW - REVENUE & EXPENSES

EXPENSES

Increase
(Decrease)

Cash & Cash Equivalents
Accounts Receivable
Allowance For Bad Debt
Pre-Paid Expenses
Due To / From
Total Assets

LIABILITIES

REVENUE

Prior Month
Apr-19

Current Period Assets
Liabilities
8%

Total Fund
Balance
92%

Total Fund Balance

Unreserved
$ 238,384

Reserved
$ 5,338,753

as of May 31, 2019
Actual
May-19

Budgeted
May-19

PTD Budget
Variance

YTD Budget
Variance

County Revenue
DSRIP Revenue
HHS Grant Revenue
Patient Revenue
Other Revenue
Total Revenue

$324,071
0
296,935
(181,614)
12,886
$452,279

$324,070
79,167
260,617
751,002
23,635
$1,438,490

$1
(79,167)
36,319
(932,616)
(10,749)
($986,211)

$2
(158,333)
102,332
(975,254)
(22,190)
($1,053,444)

Personnel
Contractual
IGT Reimbursement
Supplies
Travel
q p
p
Bad Debt Expense
Other
Total Expenses
CHANGE IN NET ASSETS

$655,960
85,984
0
140,796
5,398
(360,185)
104,254
$632,207
($179,928)

$680,896
85,808
37,500
121,986
2,519
417,493
92,289
$1,438,490
$0

$24,936
(176)
37,500
(18,810)
(2,880)
777,678
(11,965)
$806,284
($179,928)

$89,705
43,845
75,000
(69,353)
(3,598)
752,302
(138,007)
$749,895
($303,549)

Current Month
Revenue & Expenses
Actual
Revenue

$452,279

Expenses

$632,207

HIGHLIGHTS
● MTD decrease in Fund Balance of ($179,928) and YTD decrease of ($236,545).
● MTD revenues were underbudget by $986,211 due to change in recording Self Pay Revenue, and lower revenues in Private Insurance, Medicare and
Medicaid revenues, which offset higher HHS revenues.
● MTD expenses were $806,284 underbudget due to change in reporting Self Pay Bad Debt expense. Supplies were overbudget ($18,810) as well as
Other ($11,965) and were offset by savings in Personnel. Supplies included CARE Grant expenditures of $47,742 for computers and network upgrades.
Other expenses included final payment of $14,625 to BKD for audit.
● Total Fund balance is $5,577,137 as of 5/31/19.

Actual Revenue & Expenses in Comparison to Budget
$2,100,000
$1,900,000
$1,700,000
$1,500,000
$1,300,000
$1,100,000
$900,000
$700,000
$500,000
$300,000
$100,000
($100,000)

May-18

Jun-18

Jul-18

Aug-18

Sep-18

Oct-18

Revenue

Nov-18
Expense

Dec-18

Jan-19

Feb-19

Mar-19

Apr-19

May-19

Budget

Current Period Patient Revenue with Third Party Payor Contributions Identified

Medicaid $30,408

Medicare $21,081
Patient Self Pay $353,540

Third Party Payors
$83,722
Private Ins. $21,203
Title V $9,253

Contracts $1,777

Actual Patient Revenue Rec'd vs Budget
$1,500,000
$1,400,000
$1,300,000
$1,200,000
$1,100,000
$1,000,000
$900,000
$800,000
$700,000
$600,000
$500,000
$400,000
$300,000
$200,000
$100,000
$0

$100,000

Jun-18

Jul-18

Aug-18

Sep-18

Oct-18

Nov-18
Actual

Dec-18
Budget

Jan-19

Feb-19

Mar-19

Apr-19

May-19

$0

Patient Self Pay Revenue with Budget Line Comparison

$1,000,000
$800,000

$525,800

$600,000
$400,000
$200,000
$0
-$200,000

$53,034

$54,537

$57,218

$49,731

$58,138

$49,024

$48,614

$60,985

$70,695

$69,572

Jun-18

Jul-18

Aug-18

Sep-18

Oct-18

Nov-18

Dec-18

Jan-19

Feb-19

Mar-19

Apr-19

-$400,000

May-19

($353,540)

-$600,000
Actual

Budget

Title V Revenue with Budget Line Comparison
$25,000
$20,000
$15,000
$10,000
$5,000
$0

$4,302

$10,967

$12,002

$8,646

$10,724

$23,690

$6,340

$11,426

$11,901

$7,697

$8,362

$9,253

Jun-18

Jul-18

Aug-18

Sep-18

Oct-18

Nov-18

Dec-18

Jan-19

Feb-19

Mar-19

Apr-19

May-19

Actual

Budget

Pharmacy Revenue with Budget Line Comparison
$120,000
$100,000
$80,000

$104,486
$81,235

$73,293

$85,071

$75,264

$81,744

$88,577
$72,051

$79,296

$76,534

$88,204

$62,680

$60,000
$40,000
$20,000
$0

Jun-18

Jul-18

Aug-18

Sep-18

Oct-18

Nov-18
Actual

Dec-18

Jan-19

Feb-19

Mar-19

Apr-19

May-19

Budget

Private Insurance Revenue with Budget Line Comparison
$160,000
$140,000
$120,000
$100,000
$80,000
$60,000
$40,000
$20,000
$0

$12,195

$11,353

$13,088

$12,052

$10,266

$12,742

Jun-18

Jul-18

Aug-18

Sep-18

Oct-18

Nov-18
Actual

$19,971

$20,494

$20,740

$24,908

$31,280

Dec-18

Jan-19

Feb-19

Mar-19

Apr-19

Budget

$21,203

May-19

Medicare Revenue with Budget Line Comparison
$160,000
$140,000
$120,000
$100,000
$80,000
$60,000
$40,000
$20,000
$0

$26,158

$24,253

$27,079

Jun-18

Jul-18

Aug-18

$40,949
$18,891
Sep-18

Oct-18

$52,368
$32,007

Nov-18
Actual

Dec-18

$27,153

$25,301

$21,684

$24,414

$21,081

Jan-19

Feb-19

Mar-19

Apr-19

May-19

$47,209

$44,959

$37,616

$30,408

Feb-19

Mar-19

Apr-19

May-19

$1,971

$1,781

$1,597

$1,777

Feb-19

Mar-19

Apr-19

May-19

Budget

Medicaid Revenue with Budget Line Comparison
$200,000
$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
$0

$80,849
$17,366

$19,102

Jun-18

Jul-18

$38,955

Aug-18

$25,317

Sep-18

$45,489

Oct-18

$44,660

Nov-18
Actual

$35,295

Dec-18

Jan-19

Budget

Contract Revenue with Budget Line Comparison
$6,000
$5,000
$4,000
$3,000

$2,830

$3,189

$3,140

$2,000

$911

$1,000
$0

Jun-18

Jul-18

Aug-18

$2,946

$3,401

$1,178

Sep-18

$1,133

Oct-18

Nov-18
Actual

Dec-18

Jan-19

Budget

Total Number of Patient Visits
4000
3500
3000
2500
2000
1500
1000
500
0

Jun-18

Jul-18

Aug-18

Sep-18
Self Pay

Oct-18
Title V

Nov-18
Private Ins.

Dec-18
Medicare

Jan-19
Medicaid

Feb-19
Contracts

Mar-19

Apr-19

May-19

Coastal Health & Wellness
Statement of Revenue and Expenses for the Period ending May 31, 2019

Description
Grouping
HRSA
Patient Rev
Patient Rev
Patient Rev
Patient Rev
Patient Rev
Patient Rev
Other Rev.
Other Rev.
Other Rev.
County
DSRIP
Other Rev.
Other Rev.
Other Rev.
Patient Rev
Other Rev.
Other Rev.
Other Rev.

REVENUE
HHS GRANT REVENUE - Federal
GRANT REVENUE - Title V
PATIENT FEES
PRIVATE INSURANCE
PHARMACY REVENUE - 340b
MEDICARE
MEDICAID
LOCAL GRANTS & FOUNDATIONS
MEDICAL RECORD REVENUE
MEDICAID INCENTIVE PAYMENTS
COUNTY REVENUE
DSRIP REVENUE
MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE
OTHER REVENUE - SALE OF FIXED ASSET
INTEREST INCOME
CONTRACT REVENUE
LOCAL FUNDS / OTHER REVENUE
CONVENIENCE FEE
Fund Balance
Total Revenue

EXPENSES
Personnel SALARIES
Personnel SALARIES, Merit Compensation
Personnel SALARIES, PROVIDER INCENTIVES
SALARIES, supplemental
Personnel SALARIES, O/T
Personnel SALARIES, PART-TIME
Personnel Comp Pay
Personnel FICA EXPENSE
Personnel TEXAS UNEMPLOYMENT TAX
Personnel LIFE INSURANCE
Personnel LONG TERM DISABILITY INSURANCE
Personnel GROUP HOSPITILIZATION INSURANC
Personnel WORKER'S COMP INSURANCE
EMPLOYER SPONSORED HEALTHCARE
Personnel HRA EXPENSE
Personnel PENSION / RETIREMENT
Contractual OUTSIDE LAB CONTRACT
Contractual OUTSIDE X-RAY CONTRACT
Contractual MISCELLANEOUS CONTRACT SERVICES
Personnel TEMPORARY STAFFING
Contractual CHW CONTRACT BILLING SERVICE
IGT
IGT REIMBURSEMENT
Contractual JANITORIAL CONTRACT
Contractual PEST CONTROL
Contractual SECURITY
Supplies OFFICE SUPPLIES
Supplies OPERATING SUPPLIES
Supplies OUTSIDE DENTAL SUPPLIES
Supplies PHARMACEUTICAL SUPPLIES
Supplies JANITORIAL SUPPLIES
Supplies PRINTING SUPPLIES
Supplies UNIFORMS
Other
POSTAGE
Other
TELEPHONE
Other
WATER
Other
ELECTRICITY
Travel
TRAVEL, LOCAL
Travel
TRAVEL, OUT OF TOWN
Travel
LOCAL TRAINING
Travel
TRAINING, OUT OF TOWN
Other
RENTALS
Other
LEASES
Other
MAINTENANCE / REPAIR, EQUIP.
Other
MAINTENANCE / REPAIR, AUTO
Other
FUEL
Other
MAINTENANCE / REPAIR, BLDG.
Other
MAINT/REPAIR, IT Equip.
Other
MAINTENANCE / Preventative, AUTO
Other
INSURANCE, AUTO/Truck
Other
INSURANCE, GENERAL LIABILITY
INSURANCE, BLDG. CONTENTS
Other

Period Ending
5/31/19

MTD
Budget

$296,935
$260,617
$9,253
$4,780
($353,540)
$496,551
$21,203
$49,289
$88,204
$80,417
$21,081
$42,380
$30,408
$72,608
$1,351
$1,351
$2,009
$1,354
$0
$0
$324,071
$324,070
$0
$79,167
$0
$0
$0
$0
$9,035
$5,750
$1,777
$4,978
$491
$0
$0
$0
$9,250
$9,250
$461,529 $1,432,560
$524,324
$0
$0
$0
$3,114
$11,516
$0
$40,474
$42
$1,498
$1,090
$0
$1,297
$42,633
$0
$11,433

$35,697
$2,244
$24,985
$18,538
$6,750
$0
$13,742
$80
$2,487
$53,069
$27,267
$4,538
$55,921
$0
$0
$0
$854
$3,680
$31
$1,586

$382
$0
$1,641
$3,375
$3,598
$43,121
$6,003
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$200
$1,026
$1,451

$526,677
$0
$4,400
$0
$5,000
$36,141
$0
$43,775
$1,215
$1,380
$1,284
$46,032
$2,861
$0
$0
$12,131
$30,475
$4,428
$23,990
$0
$9,000
$37,500
$13,926
$80
$3,910
$5,115
$24,032
$2,000
$89,889
$333
$200
$417
$667
$4,066
$31
$2,083
$383
$0
$417
$1,719
$3,290
$43,702
$6,977
$42
$42
$417
$1,273
$42
$208
$1,029
$1,633

MTD Budget
Variance

YTD
Actual

YTD
Budget

YTD Budget
Variance

Annual
Budget

$36,319
$4,473
($850,091)
($28,086)
$7,788
($21,299)
($42,200)
$0
$655
$0
$1
($79,167)
$0
$0
$3,285
($3,200)
$491
$0
$0
($971,031)

$623,565
$17,615
$172,260
$52,483
$167,500
$45,495
$68,023
$2,701
$3,774
$0
$648,142
$0
$0
$0
$17,523
$3,374
$1,081
$0
$83,766
$1,907,303

$521,233.33
$9,559
$993,101
$98,579
$160,833
$84,760
$145,216
$2,701
$2,708
$0
$648,141
$158,333
$0
$0
$11,500
$9,956
$0
$0
$83,766
$2,930,387

$102,332
$8,056
($820,841)
($46,096)
$6,667
($39,265)
($77,193)
$0
$1,066
$0
$2
($158,333)
$0
$0
$6,023
($6,581)
$1,081
$0
$0
($1,023,084)

$3,127,400
$57,355
$5,958,608
$591,472
$965,000
$508,558
$871,296
$16,208
$16,250
$0
$3,888,845
$950,000
$0
$0
$69,000
$59,733
$0
$0
$182,160
$17,261,885

$2,353
$0
$4,400
$0
$1,886
$24,625
$0
$3,300
$1,173
($118)
$194
$46,032
$1,564
($42,633)
$0
$698
($5,222)
$2,184
($995)
($18,538)
$2,250
$37,500
$184
($0)
$1,424
($47,954)
($3,235)
($2,538)
$33,968
$333
$200
$417
($187)
$385
$1
$497
$1
$0
($1,224)
($1,656)
($308)
$581
$974
$42
$42
$417
$1,273
$42
$9
$3
$182

$1,020,672
$0
$0
$0
$6,217
$20,735
$120
$78,061
($562)
$2,947
$2,145
$0
$2,510
$82,544
$0
$22,229

$1,053,354
$0
$8,800
$0
$10,000
$72,282
$0
$87,549
$2,431
$2,760
$2,569
$92,064
$5,722
$0
$0
$24,262
$60,950
$8,855
$47,979
$0
$18,000
$75,000
$27,852
$160
$7,820
$10,229
$48,064
$4,000
$179,778
$667
$400
$833
$1,333
$8,132
$63
$4,167
$767
$0
$833
$3,437
$6,580
$87,404
$13,953
$83
$83
$833
$2,546
$83
$417
$2,058
$3,266

$32,682
$0
$8,800
$0
$3,783
$51,548
($120)
$9,488
$2,993
($187)
$423
$92,064
$3,213
($82,544)
$0
$2,034
$22,820
$4,499
$10,396
($34,471)
$3,196
$75,000
$368
($0)
$2,567
($122,277)
($40,486)
($2,082)
$93,714
$667
$278
$833
($331)
$778
$2
$1,152
($98)
$0
($1,284)
($2,216)
($68)
$1,163
$1,200
$83
$83
($293)
$2,546
$83
$17
$6
$363

$6,320,124
$0.00
$52,800.00
$0.00
$60,000.00
$433,694.00
$0.00
$525,296.33
$14,584.05
$16,557.68
$15,411.28
$552,383.31
$34,333.12
$0.00
$0.00
$145,572.38
$365,700.00
$53,130.00
$287,874.00
$0.00
$108,000.00
$450,000.00
$167,109.24
$960.00
$46,920.00
$61,376.00
$288,382.00
$24,000.00
$1,078,668.00
$4,000.00
$2,400.00
$5,000.00
$8,000.00
$48,790.00
$375.00
$25,000.00
$4,600.00
$0.00
$5,000.00
$20,624.00
$39,480.00
$524,424.00
$83,720.00
$500.00
$500.00
$5,000.00
$15,275.00
$500.00
$2,500.00
$12,350.00
$19,595.00

$38,130
$4,356
$37,583
$34,471
$14,804
$0
$27,484
$160
$5,254
$132,507
$88,550
$6,082
$86,064
$0
$122
$0
$1,664
$7,354
$61
$3,014

$865
$0
$2,117
$5,653
$6,648
$86,241
$12,754
$0
$0
$1,126
$0
$0
$400
$2,053
$2,903

Coastal Health & Wellness
Statement of Revenue and Expenses for the Period ending May 31, 2019

Description
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other
Other

Settlements
COMPUTER EQUIPMENT
OPERATING EQUIPMENT
BUILDING IMPROVEMENTS
NEWSPAPER ADS
SUBSCRIPTIONS, BOOKS, ETC
ASSOCIATION DUES
IT SOFTWARE, LICENSES, INTANGIBLES
PROF FEES/LICENSE/INSPECTIONS
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
MED/HAZARD WASTE DISPOSAL
TRANSPORTATION CONTRACT
BOARD MEETING OPERATIONS
SERVICE CHG - CREDIT CARDS
CASHIER OVER / SHORT
LATE CHARGES
BAD DEBT EXPENSE
MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSE
Total Expenses
Net Change in Fund Balance

MTD
Period Ending
5/31/19
Budget
$0
$0
$0
$0
$9,250
$0
$0
$0
$1,854
$1,500
$0
$125
$1,000
$2,883
$13,720
$18,355
$25
$203
$14,807
$1,875
$524
$483
$366
$650
$0
$29
$1,157
$685
$0
$0
$0
$0
($360,185)
$417,493
$0
$0
$632,207 $1,438,490
($170,678)

($5,930)

MTD Budget
Variance
$0
$0
($9,250)
$0
($354)
$125
$1,883
$4,635
$178
($12,932)
($41)
$284
$29
($472)
$0
$0
$777,678
$0
$806,284
($164,748)

($9,250) Expenses Fund Bal. Reserve
($179,928)

YTD
Actual
$87,500
$0
$9,250
$0
$2,402
$150
$2,000
$77,253
$25
$15,147
$1,049
$881
$44
$1,809
$0
$0
$82,685
$858
$2,127,086
($219,783)

($83,766)
($303,549)

YTD
Budget
$0
$0
$0
$0
$3,000
$250
$5,765
$36,711
$405
$3,750
$967
$1,300
$58
$1,370
$0
$0
$834,987
$0
$2,876,981

YTD Budget
Variance
($87,500)
$0
($9,250)
$0
$598
$100
$3,765
($40,542)
$380
($11,397)
($82)
$419
$14
($439)
$0
$0
$752,302
($858)
$749,895

$53,406

($273,189)

Annual
Budget
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$18,000.00
$1,500.00
$34,592.00
$220,265.00
$2,430.00
$22,500.00
$5,800.00
$7,800.00
$350.00
$8,220.00
$0.00
$0.00
$5,009,920.00
$0.00
$17,261,885
($0)

June
July
Aug
Sept
Oct
Nov
Dec
Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May

June
July
Aug
Sept
Oct
Nov
Dec
Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May

June
July
Aug
Sept
Oct
Nov
Dec
Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May

Medical Visits
Prior Period Current
2,850
2,205
2,696
2,363
2,267
2,413
2,720
2,115
2,974
2,725
2,857
2,351
2,542
2,175
2,939
2,714
2,798
2,534
2,946
2,484
2,334
2,119
2,177
2,171
32,100
28,369

Dental Visits
Prior Period Current
841
446
899
427
820
523
903
426
838
531
749
447
772
530
597
656
354
699
0
763
167
728
362
783
7,302
6,959

Counseling Visits
Prior Period Current
41
54
45
67
38
66
32
64
48
79
52
69
60
59
62
64
66
63
83
86
54
104
53
100
634
875

Medical Visits
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000
500
-

June

July

Aug

Sept

Oct

Nov

Dec

Medical Visits Prior Period

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Medical Visits Current

Dental Visits
1000
900
800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

June

July

Aug

Sept

Oct

Nov

Dec

Dental Visits Prior Period

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Dental Visits Current

Counseling Visits
200
180
160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0

June

July

Aug

Sept

Oct

Nov

Counseling Visits Prior Period

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Counseling Visits Current

Apr

May

Vists by Financial Class - Actual vs. Budget
As of May 31, 2019 (Grant Year 4/1/19-3/31/20)

Annual HRSA
Grant Budget MTD Actual MTD Budget
Medicaid
Medicare
Other Public (Title V, Contract)
Private Insurance
Self Pay

5,442
3,640
1,728
4,718
31,361
46,889

207
282
201
169
2,195
3,054

454
303
144
393
2,613
3,907

Over/(Under)
MTD Budget
(247)
(21)
57
(224)
(418)
(853)

YTD Actual
428
523
394
352
4,309
6,006

YTD
Budget
907
607
288
786
5,227
7,815

Unduplicated Patients - Current vs. Prior Year
UDS Data Calendar Year
January through December

Unduplicated Patients

Increase/
Current Year
Jan-May
Jan-May (Decrease) Prior
Year
Annual Target 2018 Actual 2019 Actual
16,345
7,913
8,014
101

%
of Annual Target
49%

Unduplicated Patients - Current vs. Prior Year
HRSA Grant Year
April through March

Unduplicated Patients

Annual HRSA
Grant Budget
16,345

Apr 2018 May 2018
Actual
3,625

Apr 2019 Increase/
May 2020 (Decrease) Prior
Year
Actual
4,306
681

%
of Annual Target
26%

Over/(Under)
YTD Budget
(479)
(84)
106
(434)
(918)
(1,809)

%
Over/ (Under)
YTD Budget
-53%
-14%
37%
-55%
-18%
-23%

Number of Unduplicated Patients
18,000
16,000
14,000
12,000

16,345

16,345

8,014

10,000

4,306

8,000
6,000
4,000
2,000
0

Annual HRSA Grant
Budget

HRSA Apr 2019 - May
2020 Actual

UDS Data
Calendar Year
Target

Jan-May 2019 Actual

GALVESTON COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT
Protecting and Promoting the Optimal Health and Well-Being of Galveston County

Ben G. Raimer, MD
Chair, United Board of Health

Kathy Barroso, CPA
Chief Executive Officer

Philip Keiser, MD
Local Health Authority

Amebiasis
AIDS*
Botulism
Campylobacteriosis
Chlamydia trachomatis
Chikungunya
Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease
Cryptosporidiosis
Cyclosporiasis
Dengue
Elevated Blood Lead
E.coli, enterohemorrhagic
Gonorrhea
Haemophilus Influenzae
Hepatitis, type A
Hepatitis, type B (acute)
Hepatitis, type C (acute)
Hepatitis, type E (acute)
HIV infection*
Influenza associated Pedi death
Influenza isolate
Legionellosis
Leishmaniasis
Listeriosis
Lyme Disease
Malaria
Measles
Meningococcal infection
Multi-Drug Resistance Organism
Mumps
Opioid associated death*
Pertussis
Q Fever
Salmonellosis
Shigellosis
Spotted Fever Rickettsioses
Strep. Infection, invasive group A
Strep. Infection, invasive group B
Strep. Infection, invasive pneumo.
Syphilis
Tuberculosis
Typhoid Fever
Typhus Fever
Varicella (Chickenpox)
Vibrio infection
West Nile Virus Infection
Yersiniosis
Zika
Foodborne illness complaints
Rabies in animals

2015
1
9
0
31
1439
1
0
2
2
0
33
7
336
5
3
0
0
49
0
653
3
0
1
2
0
0
0
77
0
16
90
139
0
35
20
23
50
6
1
8
13
8
0
1
51
7

2016

1
10
0
45
1579
2
0
8
3
1
25
13
419
7
5
4
0
1
37
0
2340
4
1
0
3
0
0
1
61
0
9
1
125
224
1
34
30
28
37
13
1
2
21
5
6
4
9
71
3

2017

2
10
1
41
1648
1
1
2
3
1
32
12
448
5
3
4
3
0
45
0
3970
4
0
1
0
0
0
2
67
1
27
5
1
56
10
2
13
36
16
45
7
0
17
22
6
0
1
0
49
5

2018

0
*3
0
48
1584
0
0
9
3
0
19
13
509
8
1
1
4
1
*28
0
4125
6
0
0
0
0
0
0
61
0
30
15
0
57
25
2
13
34
31
61
14
0
40
18
4
1
0
0
57
1

January – June 2019

*Please note: Numbers are preliminary reports; therefore, these numbers are subject to change.
Public Health Services · Coastal Health & Wellness · Emergency Medical Services · Animal Resource Center
The Galveston County Health District (GCHD) is the local public health agency for Galveston County, Texas.
GCHD provides services and programs that protect the everyday health and well-being of Galveston County.
P.O. Box 939 La Marque, Texas 77568 • (409) 938-7221
www.gchd.org

0
*0
0
15
726
0
0
4
0
0
8
2
226
1
2
0
3
0
*12
1
2885
1
0
1
1
0
1
0
21
1
*9
4
0
24
30
0
5
11
17
22
9
0
10
12
3
0
0
0
24
0

.
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WIC celebrates ‘super’ breastfeeding moms
Event recognizes World Breastfeeding Week, Aug. 1-7
It’s
a
bird. It’s a
plane.
It’s
super mom!
Galveston County
Health District (GCHD)
is
inviting
mothers to
show off their
superpowers in honor of World
Breastfeeding Week,
Aug. 1-7.
The health
district’s
Women, Infants
and
Children
(WIC) program
will
host a Super
Breastfeeding Extravaganza on Wednesday, Aug. 7
10 a.m.-1 p.m. This free event will include
games, prizes, face painting, balloons,
snacks and more.
“We are excited to celebrate our super
breastfeeding moms and their super supportive sidekicks with this event,” said Tiffany
Rice, WIC program manager. “Moms who
are breastfeeding now, have breastfed in the

Facebook.com/GCHDinfo

past
and
expecting
mothers are
all welcome
to attend.
This is a
chance for
WIC to really celebrate
our breastfeeding
moms in the
community.”
Mothers
are encouraged
to
bring their
children to
enjoy all the
fun.
WIC
staff will be
present with
information
about their
resources
and
pro-

grams.
Super Breastfeeding Extravaganza is a
free event open to the public and will take
place in the Texas City WIC classroom, 9850B Emmett F. Lowry Expressway, Suite B-101.
“We will also have superhero self-care for
moms and sidekick awards for our dads,”
Rice said.

Twitter.com/GCHDinfo
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Add immunizations to your back-to-school list
When preparing for a new
school year we often first
think of pencils, notebooks
and other classroom supplies. However, you also
need to be sure your child
has their most important supply – protection against vaccine-preventable diseases.
This month, we celebrate National Immunization
Awareness Month, which is
Eileen Dawley, RN
a time for us to really highChief Nursing Officer,
Galveston County Health light the importance of vaccination at all ages. Vaccines
District
It may be hard to believe, are the best way for parents
but the back-to-school sea- to protect their children from
Immunizations page 10
son has once again arrived.

ARC to host low-cost pet vaccine clinics Aug. 23, 24
The Galveston County
Animal Resource Center
(ARC) is happy to host
two low-cost pet vaccination clinics on Friday, Aug.
23 and Saturday, Aug. 24.
Both clinics are open to
residents of any city and
will include pet microchipping and county registration.
Low-cost vaccinations,
flea control and heartworm
testing and treatment services through ARC range
from $15 for a rabies vaccine for both dogs and cats
to $60 for the dog package
and $45 for the cat package. Specific pricing is online at www.gchd.org/arc.
Microchips are available for all cats and dogs, regardless of
jurisdiction, for just $20 each.
www.gchd.org

Facebook.com/GCHDinfo

County regulation requires pet owners who live
in the municipalities served
by the ARC (Bayou Vista, Hitchcock, Kemah, La
Marque, Texas City, Tiki
Island and unincorporated
Galveston County) to register their pets. There is no
registration fee for pets that
are already microchipped.
Registration for pets that
are not microchipped is
$20 and includes a microchip. The fee is $15 for pet
owners age 65 and older.
Both clinics will take
place at ARC, located at
3412 25th Avenue North
(Loop 197 North) in Texas City from noon-2 p.m. Aug. 23 and noon-3 p.m. Aug. 24.
Appointments are not needed. Cash, check and major credit
cards are accepted. For more information call 409-948-2485.

Twitter.com/GCHDinfo

Page 2

Employee spotlight features Healthy Concepts Clinic
This month’s Employee
Spotlight features Healthy
Concepts Clinic, a public
health clinic from the Galveston County Health District
(GCHD). Healthy Concepts
Clinic opened June 19 in
Texas City and in Galveston
June 24. It offers STD, HIV,
Syphilis, Hepatitis C, Chlamydia and Gonorrhea testing
as well as Tuberculosis case
management and treatment.
The Texas City clinic, located at 9850-B Emmett F.
Lowry Expressway, Suite
B-103, is open Wednesdays

1-5 p.m. The Galveston clin- 9 a.m.-1 p.m.
ic, located at Island CommuEmployee Spotlight is a
nity Center, 4700 Broadway, monthly video series highSuite F101, is open Mondays lighting the employees of

GCHD, Galveston Area
Ambulance Authority, Galveston County Animal Resource Center and Coastal
Health & Wellness. This series introduces co-workers
and the community to the
wonderful employees protecting and promoting the
optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.
This month’s video is available on GCHD social media
and the GCHD’s YouTube
channel, where past Employee Spotlight videos may also
be found.

Galveston Island Beach Patrol Flag Warning System

Headed to the beach this summer?
It’s important to recognize, and understand, the Flag Warning System, used
to advise beachgoers of current water
conditions and any applicable environment warnings.
The flag colors described below are
part of a national system employed to
help beachgoers understand the current conditions in the always dynamic

Green: Conditions are
calm. Swim with care.

environment of open water.
On Galveston Island, informational signs and warning flags are posted
each day along Seawall Blvd. at 61st
St., 53rd St., 37th St., 29th St. and 10th
St. During the summer months, each
guarded lifeguard tower flies the appropriate flags for the day. All Park Board
operated parks, including East Beach,
Stewart Beach and the West End Pock-

Yellow: Indicates caution
should be used when
entering any body of water.
This flag is flown for normal
conditions to remind swimmers to stay alert.

Courtesy Galveston Island Beach Patrol

www.gchd.org

Facebook.com/GCHDinfo

Red: Flown when conditions are determined to be
out of the ordinary, such
as the presence of strong
wind, strong current or
large surf. Adult swimmers
should stay in water no
more than waist deep and
non-swimmers and children
should be kept along the
surf line.

et Parks, also display the warning signs
when the parks are open.
Galveston Island Beach Patrol employs a notification system that displays
the day’s warning flags, along with any
specific advisories for the day on its
website, www.galvestonislandbeachpatrol.com. You can also sign up to receive notifications via email and/ or text
message daily.

Purple: Indicates a potential problem with jellyfish,
Portuguese man-o-war,
stingrays or other marine
life that could be a hazard
for swimmers. Purple flags
will be used in combination
with other flags.

Twitter.com/GCHDinfo

Orange: Indicates there
is an environmental
warning for air and/ or
water quality. Ask the
lifeguard for more details.
Orange pennant flags will
be used in combination
with other flags.

Page 3

ARC to offer $5 adoptions
on all pets during Clear
the Shelters on Aug. 17

Amber Adams
Animal Services Director,
Galveston County
Animal Resource Center
Galveston County Animal
Resource Center (ARC) is
excited to once again partner with Clear the Shelters,
set this year for Saturday,
Aug. 17.
This national pet adoption
event, hosted by NBC Universal, is our largest oneday adoption drive.
Each year we see the
number of adoptions grow
and we’re hopeful to build
on that again this year.
To sweeten the deal this
year, we’re offering $5
adoptions for all cats and
dogs. This is made possible through donations to our
Sponsor A Heart fund.
All adoptions will include
spay/ neuter, vaccinations
including rabies and a microchip.
We’ve seen a steady number of animals entering the
www.gchd.org

shelter this year.
The spring is typically a
busy puppy and kitten season. We did see that, but
even after, we’ve had a
substantial increase in the
number of cats and kittens
coming to the shelter. Since
July 1, we’ve taken in more
than 450 animals.
While the shelter is not
overcrowded, we are close
to capacity daily.
Clear the Shelters is the
perfect time to find the newest member of your family since we’re offering $5
adoptions.
NBC Universal’s Clear
the Shelters is spearheaded
locally by Telemundo Houston. More than 150,000 pets
have been adopted nationally through Clear the Shelters
since it started in 2015.
Please join us for Clear
the Shelters this year. We
have dogs and cats of every
size, color and breed. Our
staff will work to match you
with the perfect pet for your
family.
Clear the Shelters takes
place Saturday, Aug. 17,
10 a.m.-5 p.m. at the ARC,
located at 3412 25th Ave.
North (Loop 197 North) in
Texas City.
For information call 409948-2485 or email arc@
gchd.org.

Facebook.com/GCHDinfo

Breastfeeding

World Breastfeeding Week is a chance for WIC to highlight many of the resources available to breastfeeding
mothers, regardless of their enrollment status.
Mother’s Milk Club
WIC welcomes breastfeeding mothers to its Mother’s
Milk Club, which helps them along their breastfeeding journey. When it comes to breastfeeding, the best advice and
support often comes from other mothers. Meetings cover
topics like benefits of skin-to-skin contact, the important
role of fathers during breastfeeding, milk supply, breastfeeding in public and confidence in the ability to provide
for their baby.
Clubs meet in Dickinson, Texas City and Galveston.
Mother’s Milk Club is open to everyone, not just WIC clients.
24/7 breastfeeding support line
Breastfeeding mothers who have questions may contact
the 24/7 breastfeeding support line and speak to an expert
for advice. Counselors are passionate and dedicated to
ensuring breastfeeding concerns are promptly resolved.
The number is 409-392-7120. Callers do not have to be a
WIC client.
Breastfeeding community partnerships
WIC has teamed up with many area hospitals in Galveston County to provide information for new mothers to find
continued breastfeeding help after they are discharged and
to help provide hospital grade pumps for mothers of medically fragile babies. WIC also works with several community partners to teach breastfeeding classes at their organizations to help ensure more moms feel confident in their
breastfeeding journeys.
Breastmilk is the perfect food for babies.
“Cells, hormones and antibodies in a mother’s milk helps
protect her baby from illness and is unique to meet that baby’s growing needs,” Rice said. “Breastfeeding helps prevent hunger and malnutrition and ensures that all babies
have food, no matter the household income or situation.”
Research shows breastfed babies have lower risks of
asthma, obesity, ear infections, eczema, diarrhea and
vomiting, lower respiratory infections, Type 2 diabetes and
more, according to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. There’s also benefits to the mother including
a lower risk of Type 2 diabetes, certain types of breast cancer and ovarian cancer.
WIC is here to help. Call 409-949-3471 or visit www.
gchd.org/wic for information on WIC resources.

Twitter.com/GCHDinfo
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Avocado-chimichurri steak with grilled asparagus
Ingredients
2 Tbsp. salt-free chili
powder
1 Tbsp. garlic powder
1/4 tsp. salt
Cooking spray
1 1/2 lbs. London broil (top
round steak), all visible fat
discarded
3/4 cup finely chopped,
fresh cilantro
1/2 cup finely chopped,
fresh parsley
2 medium lemons, zested
and juiced
3 Tbsp. canola or corn oil
(divided use)
1 medium fresh jalapeno
pepper (seeds and ribs
discarded), finely chopped
1 small avocado, halved,
pitted and diced
3 medium asparagus
spears, trimmed

Courtesy of American Heart
Association.

www.gchd.org

Avocado-Chimichurri
Steak with
Grilled Asparagus
PER SERVING

Makes: 6 servings
Calories
Fat 		
Carbohydrate
Fiber
Cholesterol
Sodium
Protein 		

328
17.5 g
15 g
8g
40 mg
163 mg
32 g

Directions
In a small bowl, stir together the chili powder, garlic powder and salt. Put the beef on
a large platter. Using your fingertips, gently
press the mixture so it adheres to both sides
of the beef. Let stand for one hour. Meanwhile, lightly spray the grill with cooking
spray. Preheat the grill on medium high.

each side (depending on thickness) or until
an instant-read thermometer inserted in the
center reaches 125 F (rare) to 135 F (medium rare). The beef may need to be turned
over occasionally so the rub doesn’t burn.
Remove the beef from the grill. Let stand
under a tent of aluminum foil.

To make the chimichurri sauce, in a small
bowl, stir together the cilantro, parsley, juice
of one lemon, one tablespoon oil and the
jalapeno. Halve, pit and dice the avocado.
Stir to combine. Drizzle the remaining two
tablespoons of oil over the asparagus.

Place the asparagus perpendicular to the
grill grates or put in a grilling basket. Grill
for seven minutes, or under tender-crisp.
Transfer the asparagus to a separate larger
platter. Sprinkle with the lemon zest over the
asparagus. Thinly slice the beef diagonally
across the grain. Arrange on the asparagus.
Spoon the sauce over the beef and serve.

Grill the beef for three-five minutes on

Facebook.com/GCHDinfo
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UV ray protection runs
more than skip deep
Skin is the body’s largest
organ, offering protection
against heat, sunlight and
infection.
But many don’t make skin
protection a high priority.
July is National Ultraviolet
(UV) Safety Month and Galveston County Health District
(GCHD) is encouraging everyone to take better care of
their skin.
Skin helps keep internal
temperature steady when
the temperature around us
changes and helps protect
against infection.
But, sun exposure can
damage this important organ
and lead to skin cancers,
early cataract formation in
the lens of the eyes and
cosmetic problems like age
spots and leathery skin.
Damage can begin within
15 minutes of unprotected
exposure of the sun’s rays.
Lighter skinned people and
people with light colored
eyes are especially at risk for
rapid damage, but brown and
black skinned people are by
no means immune to damage from the sun and need
to take all the precautions of
lighter skinned people.
Skin protection
Protecting skin from the
harmful impacts of UV radiation from the sun is simple,
but requires daily diligence in
this part of the country where
www.gchd.org

the sun shines much of the
year.
Wear proper clothing:
Protective clothing like longsleeved shirts and pants is a
good option when outdoors
and even when on the beach.
It’s summer and it’s hot, but
long-sleeved shirts and long
pants really do provide the
best protection from UV rays.
Anytime you anticipate
being outdoors during this
time of year, wear some type
of cover-up and still apply
sunscreen to all uncovered
areas.
A typical T-shirt has an
SPF of lower than 15, according to the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). So, be sure
to use other protection – like
sunscreen – too.
Wearing a wide-brimmed
hat may protect the face,
ears and neck. Baseball caps
won’t protect the back of the
neck or the ears so be sure
to use sunscreen, 30 SPF or
higher, on those parts and all
other unprotected areas.
Higher SPFs will offer a
little stronger protection, but
sunscreen needs to be applied and reapplied when you
are in and out of the water or
sweating.
A full-day outing could require one entire tube of sunscreen. Be generous when
UV rays page 9
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Out and about: Community outreach

Galveston County Health District (GCHD)
outreach staff attended the La Marque
Hurricane Huddle and Public Safety Fair
on June 29. Staff even got to show off, and
give away, new Zika educational swag!

HIV/ STD staff celebrated National HIV Testing Day with two events in
June, including a community health fair at Front Door Club in La Marque
on June 29, pictured above. HIV/ STD staff offered free HIV, Syphilis
and Hepatitis C testing. Also attending were with Medical Reserve Corps
volunteers.
WIC staff launched its new clinic in Dickinson
on July 11. WIC is offering services inside
Bay Colony Pediatrics, located at 2251 FM
646 W, Suite 155. This is a great opportunity
for WIC to reach new clients as Bay Colony Pediatrics serves approximately 10,000
patients!
www.gchd.org
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Diabetes 101 to
resume Aug. 7
The Galveston County Health District (GCHD) will
resume its weekly support group for people living with
diabetes on Aug. 7.
Topics include monitoring blood glucose, healthy eating, meal planning, understanding food labels, counting
carbs and managing stress through increased activity.
Beginning Aug. 7, Diabetes 101 will meet every
Wednesday 3-4 p.m. in the GCHD Texas City WIC
training room, 9850-B Emmett F. Lowry Expressway,
Suite B-101.02. Registration for the group is required
by calling 409-938-2293 or emailing chs@gchd.org.
Diabetes is one of the leading causes of disability and
death in the United States. Uncontrolled, diabetes can
cause blindness, nerve damage, kidney disease and
other health problems.
UV rays

applying sunscreen to exposed skin.
Cloudy and winter weather don’t equal safety. Water,
snow, sand, even the windows of a building, can reflect
the damaging rays of the sun, increasing the chance of
a sunburn.
Avoid the burn: Sunburns significantly increase the
lifetime risk of developing skin cancer. Children who
develop sunburns, even if they eventually tan, are at a
much higher risk for skin cancer later in life. Even one
burn is too many.
Find shade: If possible, stay out of the sun during
peak hours, 10 a.m.-4 p.m. Find a shaded location or
create shade using an umbrella or wide-brimmed hat.
Eye protection
According to the CDC, some of the more common
sun-related vision problems include cataracts, macular
degeneration and pterygium, a non-cancerous growth
on the whites of the eye.
UV-resistant sunglasses block UVA and UVB rays,
as well as the tender skin around eyes from sun exposure. Wrap-around style sunglasses with 99 or higher
UV block should glare and block 99-100 percent of UV
rays. The wrap-around style helps protect eyes from
most angles.
www.gchd.org
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#FIGHT
THE BITE

The zika virus
can cause birth defects in
unborn and newly born babies.
You can Fight the Bite by wearing EPA-approved
insect repellent, wearing long sleeves and pants at
dawn and dusk, and removing
standing water from your home.
gchd.org/zika
Twitter.com/GCHDinfo
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Calendar of Events
Mother’s Milk Club –
Texas City
The Galveston County
Health District’s Mother’s
Milk Club meets 5:30-6:30
p.m. on the first and third
Tuesday of each month at
the Texas City WIC Clinic,
9850 Emmett F. Lowry Expressway, Suite B-101.
For information, call 409-949-3471.

each month at the Galveston
WIC Clinic, 4700 Broadway,
Suite F102, Galveston. For information, call 409-763-7207.

Free WIC cooking class
Learn how to cook with
Galveston County Health District’s Women, Infant and Children (WIC) services and Galveston’s Own Farmers Market to create low-cost, delicious
and healthy recipes.
Texas City classes will be held at 9850 Emmett F. Lowry
Mother’s Milk Club - Dickinson
The Galveston County Health District’s Mother’s Milk Club Expressway, Suite B-101, Texas City on Aug. 20, Oct. 15
meets 5:30-6:30 p.m. on the second and fourth Wednesday and Dec. 17. To RSVP for Texas City classes, please call
of each month at the Dickinson WIC Clinic, 2401 Termini St., 409-949-3471.
Galveston classes will be held at 4700 Broadway, ComDickinson. For information, call 409-337-7606.
munity Room, Galveston, on, Sept. 17 and Nov. 19. To
RSVP for Galveston classes, please call 409-763-7207.
Mother’s Milk Club - Galveston
All ingredients are provided and you get to eat the food
The Galveston County Health District’s Mother’s Milk Club
meets 5:30-6:30 p.m. on the second and fourth Tuesday of you create! This is a FREE class open to WIC clients.
Immunizations

harmful diseases like measles, whopping cough, chickenpox
and some cancers. Sometimes, these diseases can be potentially life-threatening.
If you have a baby starting daycare, a toddler headed to
preschool or a child going back to school or college, I’d encourage you to check their vaccination records. It’s easy for
illnesses to pass from one child to another when they’re in
school. They may not properly wash their hands or may forget to cover their coughs and sneezes.
While our vaccination rates in Texas are on par with the national average, there is always room for improvement. Specifically, with the Human Papillomavirus (HPV) vaccine. This
virus is common in both men and women and can lead to
some cancers. Each year, about 14 million people, including
teens, are infected. Chances are your child will eventually encounter it. The HPV vaccine can prevent most cancers from
occurring.
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention recommends all children who are 11 and 12 years old get two shots
of HPV vaccine six months apart. Adolescents who receive
their two shots less than five months apart will require a third
dose. The vaccine is recommended through age 26. Teen
www.gchd.org
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boys and girls who did not start or finish the HPV vaccine
series when they were younger should get it now. Parents
should check with their child’s doctor, school or local health
department to learn about vaccine requirements.
Keeping track of your family’s vaccination records is made
easier with ImmTrac. Have you heard of it? It is a free, confidential and secure electronic way to store your family members’ vaccination records. For more information, contact our
ImmTrac specialists at tguzman@gchd.org or rcruz@gchd.
org or by phone at 409-938-2323 or 409-938-2233.
Our immunization clinic at the Galveston County Health
District offers the HPV vaccine and other vaccines required
for school enrollment including the Meningitis vaccine and
others such as the influenza vaccine. We accept Children’s
Medicaid, Blue Cross Blue Shield, cash, check, credit and
debit. Discounts are available for eligible patients.
There is no need for an appointment, just walk on in. The
clinic is open Monday through Friday 8 a.m.-5 p.m. with hours
extended until 7 p.m. on Tuesdays and is located at 9850B Emmett F. Lowry Expressway, Suite B-104 in Texas City.
Learn more at www.gchd.org/imm or by calling 409-949-3459.
Happy back-to-school season!

Twitter.com/GCHDinfo
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It’s important to stay prepared this hurricane season

Being aware is not being prepared.
Storm surge, high winds, tornadoes
and flooding are all hazards related to
hurricanes.
This season includes an expected 13
named storms with five hurricanes and
two major hurricanes, according to the
Colorado State University Tropical Meteorology Project.
“The first step you need to take is to
determine if you’re at risk,” said Randy
Valcin, director of public health surveillance programs. “Look at what you
need to do to protect your home and
family. You don’t want to be preparing
for a storm when it’s on its way.”
Do you live in a hurricane evacuation
zone or a home that would be unsafe
during a hurricane? Find out now.
“If so, plan where you’ll go and how
you will get there,” Valcin said. “You
www.gchd.org

need to prepare to leave immediately
if ordered to evacuate. Identify a city,
friend, relative who doesn’t live in an
evacuation zone and see if you can go
and stay there in the case of a hurricane.”
Check in with your insurance agent
before hurricane season. Remember,
flood insurance must be purchased
separately.
“Have supplies on hand not just for
the storm, but also for the recovery
period,” Valcin said. “Be sure to have
enough food and water for each person
for at least one week. Plan on one gallon of water per day per person.”
For more information on putting together a disaster kit, visit http://www.
gchd.org/public-health-services/public-health-preparedness/natural-disasters.

Facebook.com/GCHDinfo

Twitter.com/GCHDinfo

Trim trees on property, shop for approved window coverings, collect loose
outdoor items, secure all doors on property and find a safe location for vehicles
well ahead of an upcoming storm.
Also, put your plan in writing. It will
help you prepare for if and when a hurricane is headed your way and give you
a game plan to reference if under pressure.
Plan for your pets now. Have copies
of vaccination records, a current photo
of your pet, an ample supply of food and
water, a carrier or cage, medication,
muzzle, collar and leash.
For more information when planning
for hurricane season and natural disasters, visit http://www.gchd.org/public-health-services/public-health-preparedness/natural-disasters and www.
ready.gov.
Page 12

Wash Your Hands!

Dirty!

Wet
Get Soap
Scrub

Rinse

Dry
www.cdc.gov/handwashing
www.gchd.org
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Clean!
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GCHD Executive Report

July 2019

PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS
ANIMAL SERVICES

June 27-July 31, 2019
• There have been no reported cases of rabies.

COMMUNITY HEALTH SERVICES

June 19-July 23, 2019
Breast Cancer Screenings
• A total of 66 screening mammograms were provided to women of Galveston County who met
requirements of both BCCS and D’Feet programs. Staff processed 15 referrals from providers to
have patients undergo diagnostic workups for breast cancer evaluation. This year, one woman
has been diagnosed with breast cancer. She was ineligible for Medicaid and was referred to MD
Anderson for treatment. Staff is continuing to work with the Komen Foundation to secure ongoing funding for the D’Feet program.
Immunization Program
• The emphasis of the Immunization program continues to be education, outreach and assisting
clients in linking with their primary medical provider for services, in addition to serving as the
safety net for uninsured clients needing immunizations.
• Immunization staff administered 489 shots (to 296 patients) during this time period, compared
to 540 (to 316 patients) during the same time period last year.
• Immunization clinic staff is preparing for National Immunization Awareness Month in August
with a back-to-school giveaway of free school supplies to school children coming to the clinic.
• During this time, one new case of Perinatal Hepatitis B was opened with 10 cases continuing to
be case managed by immunization staff.
• Texas Vaccines for Children (TVFC) program staff activities included one new provider follow-up
visit and two on-site visit results. ImmTrac staff attended immunization registry training in
Austin. This training emphasized new outreaches to providers starting in September.
• Immunization staff conducted orientation to the Immunization program for one UTMB resident.
HIV/STD Services
• The HIV/ STD control program conducted 125 HIV, Syphilis and Hepatitis C tests June 19-July 23.
These numbers also reflect the 61 patients seen at the new Healthy Concepts Clinic. Within the
testing effort, the HIV/STD prevention team tested individuals at the Galveston County Jail and
other community events.
• HIV/ STD staff celebrated National HIV Testing Day with two events – a resource health fair at
Danbury Hospital in Angleton on June 27 and a community health fair at the Front Door Club in
La Marque on June 29.
Tuberculosis (TB) Control Services
• The TB program has nine TB cases to date this year. Currently, the TB program is treating eight
confirmed TB cases. A total of 315 doses of Directly Observed Therapy (DOT) and Directly
Observed Preventive Therapy (DOPT) were delivered to clients.
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A total of 46 clients were seen in chest clinic and five field visits were conducted during this time
period.
The TB program has been invited to take part in a pilot training for treatment of Multi-Drug
Resistant Tuberculosis (MDR-TB) patients at the Texas Center for Infectious Disease (TCID) in San
Antonio in October.
The TB program continues with its case management, surveillance and reporting activities as
required by Galveston County, Department of State Health Services (DSHS) and the Centers for
Disease Prevention and Control (CDC).

Healthy Concepts Clinic
• Healthy Concepts Clinic opened to the public June 19 in Texas City and has seen 52 patients
through this reporting period. Galveston’s clinic opened June 24 and has seen nine patients.
Healthy Concepts Clinic offers STD, HIV, Syphilis, Hepatitis C, Chlamydia and Gonorrhea testing
as well as TB case management and treatment.
The Texas City clinic, located at 9850-B Emmett F. Lowry Expressway, Suite B103, is open
Wednesdays 1-5 p.m. The Galveston clinic, located at Island Community center, 4700 Broadway,
Suite F101, is open Mondays 9 a.m.-1 p.m.
Public Health Nursing
• Public health nurses made two Elevated Blood Lead Level (EBLL) home visits in Galveston.
• Public health nurses participated in 11 health fairs/ outreach events, providing information on
health district services and a variety of health information to 202 participants. Blood pressure
screenings were done for 83 participants with a total of 19 people having elevated blood
pressures, 10 of whom were referred for further care. Blood glucose screenings were done on
76 participants, with a total of 11 people having elevated blood glucose readings, three of whom
were referred for further care. These individuals were provided with educational information
and referrals to their own medical provider, the emergency room or the Coastal Health &
Wellness (CHW) clinic, depending on the individual circumstances. Healthy Eating, Active Living
(HEAL) was promoted at three events.
Women, Infants and Children (WIC)
• WIC’s Incredible Years parenting class and Summer Meal Program continue to be offered to the
public.
• WIC’s Program Quality Assurance Monitoring Review – The Quality Management Branch team
from Health Human Services Commission (HHSC) conducted a site review audit of the health
district’s WIC program on July 9. WIC administration, clinical, food delivery and fiscal areas were
reviewed. Both WIC administration and fiscal areas were 100 percent compliant. A total of three
findings were observed in the clinical area. HHSC will send written results and staff will have
four weeks to submit a correction action plan. In the exit interview, the WIC program was
verbally commended for outstanding performance by HHSC auditors.
• On July 11, WIC began offering services at its Bay Colony clinic. WIC staff conducted a
presentation for the new Bay Colony Pediatric clinic staff including information on qualifications,
services, program participants and more to assist them in promoting WIC services at the new
clinic site.
• WIC served an estimated 3,962 clients in June, down 405 from June 2018.
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ENVIRONMENTAL and CONSUMER HEALTH SERVICES
•

•

•

•

Water Pollution Control Services is currently investigating an illegal discharge from a barge
cleaning and repair facility in Texas City, located on the shores of Dickinson Bay. The United
States Coast Guard and Texas General Land Office were also on the scene responding to an oil
spill from a pressure washing operation from a barge into the waters of the bay. Water Pollution
Control Services responded to violations on land where the company was mixing oil and soil.
The oil/ soil mix was placed too close to the shoreline, as was a tank of oily waste. Oily waste
was found throughout the site and along the shore.
In addition, there were uncovered barrels with oil residue, an open container with oil-coated
metal and open buckets full of oily water. The facility is currently remediating the site by
removing the soil and providing environmental testing. Barrels have been covered and open
containers and buckets have been removed. The Coast Guard is pursuing a criminal case and has
conducted their own sampling from oil on the barge as well as oil and sheen found in the water
and along the shoreline.
Galveston County Local Emergency Planning Committee members presented an outreach event
on sheltering in place during chemical emergencies on July 10 at the Hitchcock City Library.
Wally Wiseguy, a six-foot turtle, entertained the children while teaching them the importance of
sheltering in place during a chemical emergency. Educational materials were also provided.
The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) conducted a Technical System Audit
(TSA) on the health district’s particulate matter monitoring program. The overall feedback from
the audit was positive and they commended the district on its thoroughness and oversight of
the program. Initial findings reported included lack of control numbers and signature pages on
two internal program Standard Operating Procedures and two processes that staff conducts
internally that deviate from the State and Local Air Monitoring Sites (SLAMS) Quality Assurance
Project Plan (QAPP) that need to be added or clarified within the health district’s local appendix
of the SLAMS QAPP.
In May of this year, a new customer satisfaction survey was developed to obtain feedback from
food service establishments following their inspection. After each inspection, the inspector will
hand out a business card encouraging the establishment owner/ manager to complete the
survey. To date, staff has received 12 surveys from various establishments with overall favorable
ratings. Staff will continue to solicit and monitor survey responses.

EPIDEMIOLOGY/ PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS (PHEP)
•

•

Epidemiology and Public Health Emergency Preparedness (PHEP) staff attended the 2019
Hurricane Response Summit in Lake Jackson on June 21. The goal of the summit was to provide
information about planning and response programming after flooding due to Hurricane Harvey
in 2017 and to test current recovery plans. The summit included subject matter experts on
infectious disease, family services, EMS and other response agencies across the region.
Epidemiology staff on July 11 was contacted by a local provider office seeking information on an
anthrax vaccine for a Galveston County resident who was possibly exposed to anthrax while
working on his ranch in Sutton County. It was confirmed there is an anthrax outbreak affecting
animals in the county where the patient’s ranch is located. After following up and interviewing
the patient and consulting with the DSHS zoonosis branch, it was determined that an exposure
was possible. Staff recommended the patient start a 60-day regiment of antibodies.
Then on July 19, staff received a call from a Galveston County resident requesting anthrax
prophylaxis because he encountered some dead animals on a ranch in Kinney County. There
Page 3 of 7
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have been no confirmed animal anthrax cases in Kinney County this year. Staff conducted the
investigation and consulted with DSHS and it was determined that the resident contact with the
animals did not warrant antibiotics. He did not handle the animals. He was advised to contact
his doctor and get their recommendation.
Epidemiology staff has noticed an increase in Shigella cases in 2019, compared to reported cases
in 2017 and 2018 during the same time period. In 2017, the count was eight cases for this time
period and 10 for the year. In 2018, there were no cases for this time period and 25 cases for
the year. So far this year, Galveston County has 35 reported cases.
Epidemiology staff received a lab confirmed case of Typhus. Through the investigation, staff
learned that the person visited an animal shelter in Dickinson. Staff also learned of a second lab
confirmed case that had also visited the same shelter. Staff did a look-back and found a third
case of typhus in a person who visited the same shelter in late August 2018. The investigation is
ongoing.

GAAA UPDATES
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

On July 4, GAAA staff provided stand-by assistance for the Fourth of July parade in Galveston.
On July 15, GAAA received a new transfer unit to replace Unit 1492.
On July 18, GAAA staff attended a 12 lead EKG class with Bob Page.
July 22- 25, GAAA field staff trained on proper stair chair operation.
On July 30, GAAA staff met with the San Leon Volunteer Fire Department to discuss its First
Responder Program.
On July 31, GAAA staff met with UTMB social services staff to look over issues and setting
solutions for non-emergency transfers.
During July, GAAA offered multiple continuing education classes on 12 lead EKG’s to field staff.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE
•

•

•
•

•

United Board of Health (UBOH) training was conducted on June 28 by Jennifer Santos with J2
Strategic Solutions. Training was designed to help provide UBOH members with knowledge
about their responsibilities related to oversight of CHW. A more in-depth training for the
Coastal Governing Board and management staff was held the following day and provided
additional information related to responsibilities of the Coastal Governing Board. An overview
of Robert’s Rules of Order was also presented to each board.
We were recently notified by Health Resources and Services Administrative (HRSA) that we were
awarded an additional $110,000 in funding to support the new Substance Use Disorder-Mental
Health (SUD-MH) program recently implemented by CHW. This program is intended to help
Coastal patients who struggle with opioid addiction and other substance use disorders.
We will host a Public Health Orientation for School Officials on Aug. 7 and Aug. 13. This
orientation is to make school districts aware of the many programs and services offered through
the health district.
Management Advisory Group (MAG), the vendor who is conducting the Benefits, Classification &
Compensation Study, is scheduled to make a presentation to the UBOH at the Aug. 28 meeting.
The purpose of the study was to review the benefits, classification and compensation of all
health district positions and associated job descriptions.
We are currently in the process of trying to organize a board retreat and will be sending out a
doodle poll to board members in order to determine which dates would work best for everyone.
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COMMUNITY OUTREACH

Animal Services
• On June 29, ARC participated in the health district’s National HIV Testing Day community fair at
the Front Door Club with dog adoptions and ARC information.
• On July 13, ARC participated in Kemah’s Camp Bow Wow grand reopening with dog adoptions
and ARC information.
• On July 17-18, ARC hosted its low-cost vaccine clinic.
• On July 20, ARC participated in Paws and Claws Adopt-A-Thon in League City with dog adoptions
and ARC information.
• On July 26, ARC hosted Movies and Meows and invited the public to watch a movie and play
with kittens at the ARC.
• On July 27, ARC offered dog adoptions and information at Pet Supplies Plus in League City.
Community Health Services
• The HIV/STD prevention team distributed 2,675 condoms to business drop sites.
Epidemiology/ Public Health Emergency Preparedness (PHEP)
• Zika outreach staff attended seven outreach events June 19-July 24 and reached 888 people.

COMMUNICATION OFFICE
•

•

•

Website visitors – June 2019
There were 32,498 total users in June and 30,435 new users. Pageviews totaled 95,577. Visitors
stayed on the website for an average of 1 minute, 48 seconds. Visitors and pageview numbers
have continued to increase since Jan. 1.
Top pages visited, along with the number of visitors includes:
Beach Water Advisories: 22,016
Beach Water Safety – Vibrio Vulnificus: 8,481
Homepage: 6,966
Career opportunities: 4.296
Animal Resource Center: 3,854
This month, the health district partnered with i45NOW to feature its newest initiative, Healthy
Concepts Clinic. i45NOW interviewed staff and put together a video on services offered. As of
July 30, the video has more than 6,700 views.
News Releases/ Website News Posts
o ARC vaccination clinics
o National UV Safety Month press release
o National UV Safety Month guest column
o World Hepatitis Day press release
o Healthy Concepts Clinic open
Social Media
o National UV Safety Month
o July 4 office closure
o ARC vaccination clinics
o WIC Summer Meal Program
o Heat safety – stay hydrated, cool and remember pets
o Disaster preparedness
o WIC Incredible Years
Page 5 of 7
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#WorkWednesday
Healthy Concepts Clinic services
WIC cooking series
Campylobacter education
Back-to-school immunizations
GCHD blood drive
Texting and Driving safety education
Diabetes awareness and education
Heat safety – heat stress, stroke, exhaustion and cramps
Pets of the Week (4)
Employee Spotlight: Healthy Concepts Clinic

HUMAN RESOURCES UPDATES

June 19-July 24, 2019
GCHD and GAAA Career Opportunities:
• Employee Onboarding – Human Resources conducted new employee orientation for the
following employee(s):
o Bryan Goodrich – Animal Control Officer
o Bobby Randolph – Paramedic
o Karlin Higgins – Environmental Investigator – Basic
• Job Offers – The following candidate(s) were extended job offers and have future start dates:
o Sherry Shultz – HR Administrative Assistant
o Brittany Smith – PT Clerk/Dispatcher - Animal Services
o Jessika Deleon – Immunization Clerk I
o Bradley Starkey – Clinical Compliance coordinator – EMS
o Monica England – EMT Basic
o Travis Lee – PT Paramedic
o Gina McGowan – WIC Site Supervisor/Nutritionist
• Current Vacancies:
o Public Health vacancies:
o Animal Services
• Part-Time Animal Care Technician (3)
o Environmental Health
o Environmental Investigator – Basic
o Clerk – Environmental Health Services
o GAAA Field vacancies:
o EMT Basic full-time (1)
o EMT Advanced full-time (6)
o Paramedic full-time (2)
o Team Captain (1)
o Senior Team Captain (2)
o IT
o IT Help Desk Analyst II
o CHS
o Public Health Nurse (RN)
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WIC

o WIC Site supervisor/Nutritionist
Public Health Vacancies – recommendations received and in pre-employment checking
o IT Help Desk Analyst II
o Sanitarian I for Consumer Health Inspector

Employee Activities
• PHN Employee Wellness Activities
o Men’s Health Month and Juvenile Arthritis Awareness Month educational materials and
displays were provided in the employee breakroom.
o Fruit infused water is being offered every Friday.
• BeWell Committee
o The healthy snack bar continues to be well received.
o Staff is participating in Walk Across Texas with group walks held each Monday to
encourage physical activity.
o BeWell Committee members continue to meet monthly to plan a variety of healthy and
fun events for employees.

UBOH EXECUTIVE CONTRACT REPORT: July 2019

1. A Letter of Agreement was entered into between Bay Colony Pediatrics and Galveston County
Health District’s Women, Infant and Children (“WIC”) program to allow use of space within the
Bay Colony Pediatric clinic at no charge. WIC will utilize this space to provide outreach to the
community and after a year, if the volume of patients seen is sufficient, WIC has the option to
lease the space from Bay Colony Pediatrics at fair market value.
2. GAAA entered into numerous Stand-by Agreements for different events including the 10K Run,
Santa Hustle, AIA Sandcastle Competition and Latino Mix Live, totaling $7,250.00 in revenue.
3. The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) and Galveston County Health District
executed Amendment 4 to the Non-Continuous Air Monitoring Station (NCAMS) Agreement
(Contract Number 582-18-80090). Funding provided through the agreement decreased by
$6,652.43 in comparison to the prior year. The District will continue to be responsible for the
operation and maintenance of the PM10 air monitors.

Back to Agenda
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Public Health Accreditation Board
Galveston County Health District
United Board of Health ‐ Kick‐off
July 2019

Public Health Services ꞏ Emergency Medical Services ꞏ Animal Resource Center ꞏ Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org

What is Public Health Accreditation?
The PHAB process fosters health
departments’ commitment to quality
improvement, performance
management, accountability,
transparency, and the capacity to
deliver the Ten Essential Public
Health Services
Public Health Services ꞏ Emergency Medical Services ꞏ Animal Resource Center ꞏ Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org

Purpose
The purpose of accreditation and the
foundation behind the standards is quality
improvement.
We commit to developing the culture and working
toward an organization that considers quality in all of
its functions, processes, programs, and capabilities.

Public Health Services ꞏ Emergency Medical Services ꞏ Animal Resource Center ꞏ Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org

So…Why seek Accreditation?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Responsive to Change
Recognition and credibility
Identifies successes and opportunities for improvement
Platform for culture of continuous quality improvement
Means for accountability
Energizes the staff
Increases the understanding and impact of public health
Initiates, advances, and develops stronger partnerships
and community involvement

Public Health Services ꞏ Emergency Medical Services ꞏ Animal Resource Center ꞏ Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org

Is this a big project? Yes!
Accreditation looks at:
• Leadership
• Planning
• Community engagement
• Customer focus
• Workforce development
• Evaluation and quality improvement
• Governance
Public Health Services ꞏ Emergency Medical Services ꞏ Animal Resource Center ꞏ Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org

Twelve
Domains:

1. Conduct assessments focused on population health status and
health issues facing the community
2. Investigate health problems and environmental public health
hazards to protect the community
3. Inform and educate about public health issues and functions
4. Engage with the community to identify and solve health
problems
5. Develop public health policies and plans
6. Enforce public health laws and regulations
7. Promote strategies to improve access to healthcare services
8. Maintain a competent public health workforce
9. Evaluate and continuously improve processes, programs, and
interventions
10. Contribute to and apply the evidence base of public health
11. Maintain administrative and management capacity
12. Build a strong and effective relationship with governing entity

Public Health Services ꞏ Emergency Medical Services ꞏ Animal Resource Center ꞏ Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org

What’s in store for
GCHD?
Development or Re‐Discovery of
our Capabilities
• Community Health Assessment
• Health Improvement Plan
• Strategic Health Plan
• Workforce Development
• Quality Improvement Systems
• Performance Management System
Public Health Services ꞏ Emergency Medical Services ꞏ Animal Resource Center ꞏ Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org

Timeline

Public Health Services ꞏ Emergency Medical Services ꞏ Animal Resource Center ꞏ Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org

Are you ready to be
PHABulous?!
Accreditation provides a framework for a health
department to
• Identify performance improvement opportunities,
• Improve management,
• Develop leadership, and
• Improve relationships with the community.
The process is one that will challenge the health
department to think about what business it does and
how it does that business.
Public Health Services ꞏ Emergency Medical Services ꞏ Animal Resource Center ꞏ Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org
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GALVESTON COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT
United Board of Health

For the Period Ending June 30, 2019

July 31, 2019
GCHD Board Room | 9850-A Emmett F. Lowry Expy. | Texas City, TX 77591

GF - BALANCE SHEET

as of June 30, 2019
Current Month
Jun-19

Prior Month
May-19

Increase
(Decrease)

GF Current Period Assets
Liabilities
11%

ASSETS
Cash & Cash Equivalents
Accounts Receivable
Pre-Paid Expenses
Other
Due To / From
Total Assets

4,382,989
687,289
64,885
27,774
27,880
$5,190,817

4,808,182
729,327
165,783
27,593
14,209
$5,745,093

(425,193)
(42,038)
(100,898)
181
13,671
($554,277)

Accounts Payable
Personnel
Deferred Revenues
Other
Due to Galveston County
Total Liabilities

151,694
331,336
58,255
4,395
0
$545,680

187,892
294,732
698,650
4,405
0
$1,185,679

(36,199)
36,604
(640,394)
(10)
0
($639,999)

Prior Year Fund Balance
Current Change
Total Fund Balance

4,387,481
257,656
$4,645,137

4,387,481
171,934
$4,559,415

0
85,722
$85,722

TOTAL LIABILITIES & FUND BALANCE

$5,190,817

$5,745,093

($554,277)

Current Fund
Balance
89%

LIABILITIES
GF Current Fund Balance
Unreserved
$722,223

FUND BALANCE

GF - REVENUE & EXPENSES

GF Current Period Revenue

as of June 30, 2019
Actual
Jun-19

Reserved
$3,922,914

Budgeted
Jun-19

PTD Budget
Variance

Grants

YTD Budget
Variance

REVENUE
County Revenue
Grant Revenue
Contract Revenue
Program Revenue
Interest Revenue
Other Revenue
Total Revenue
EXPENSES
Personnel
Contractual
Supplies
Travel
Equipment/Capital
Other
Total Expenses
CHANGE IN NET ASSETS

594,216
257,009
43,682
132,262
6,829
37,515
$1,071,512

594,219
278,526
43,859
125,853
2,500
35,723
$1,080,680

(3)
(21,517)
(177)
6,409
4,329
1,792
($9,168)

(1)
63,801
(1,281)
58,728
29,022
36,308
$186,578

469,107
358,025
40,213
10,288
0
108,158
$985,790

542,056
361,929
31,552
12,017
0
133,959
$1,081,513

72,949
3,904
(8,661)
1,729
0
25,801
$95,723

448,376
40,519
(1,430)
6,155
(51,614)
(133,837)
$308,170

$85,722

($833)

$86,555

$494,748

Contracts

Program
Interest

County

Other

GF Current Period Expenses

Personnel

Contractual

Other

Supplies

Travel
Equip't/Capital

HIGHLIGHTS
● MTD net increase in fund balance of $85,722.
● MTD revenues were $9k lower than budgeted due mostly to decreased grant revenue ($21k) which offset higher than budgeted immunization
($5k), interest ($4k) and vital statistic ($3k) revenues.
● YTD revenues were $186k higher than budgeted due mostly to higher grant ($64k), interest ($29k), animal services ($19k), sale of fixed asset
($16k), immunization ($14k), food services ($14k), insurance proceeds ($11k), admin fee ($7k) and vital statistic ($7k) revenues.
● MTD expenses were $96k lower than budgeted due mainly to lower personnel costs, as well as advertising expense which hit in prior months but
was budgeted evenly. These offset higher than budgeted operating supplies.
● YTD expenses were $308k lower than budgeted due to lower personnel costs which offset higher than budgeted advertising expense and
settlement payouts.
● YTD increase in fund balance of $257,656. Total fund balance of $4.65M as of 6/30/19.
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GF Actual Revenue & Expense Trends with Change in Net Assets
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GF Actual Revenue vs Budget Trends with Variance
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GF Actual Expenses vs Budget Trends with Variance
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GAAA - BALANCE SHEET

as of June 30, 2019
Current Month
Jun-19

Prior Month
May-19

Increase
(Decrease)

ASSETS
Cash & Cash Equivalents
Accounts Receivable
Pre-Paid Expenses
Other
Due To / From
Total Assets

4,900,644
377,491
85,648
2,823
(2,706)
$5,363,900

4,923,813
377,138
105,268
2,823
3,912
$5,412,953

(23,169)
353
(19,620)
0
(6,618)
($49,053)

Accounts Payable
Personnel
Deferred Revenues
Total Liabilities

37,857
257,396
10,417
$305,669

26,820
218,557
136,593
$381,970

11,036
38,839
(126,176)
($76,301)

Prior Year Fund Balance
Current Change
Total Fund Balance

4,902,462
155,768
$5,058,231

4,902,462
128,520
$5,030,983

0
27,248
$27,248

TOTAL LIABILITIES & FUND BALANCE

$5,363,900

$5,412,953

($49,053)

GAAA Current Period Assets

Liabilities
6%

Current
Fund
Balance
94%

LIABILITIES

FUND BALANCE
GAAA Current Period Revenue

Interest

GAAA - REVENUE & EXPENSES

Program

as of June 30, 2019
Actual
Jun-19

Budgeted
Jun-19

Other

PTD Budget
Variance

YTD Budget
Variance

County

REVENUE
County Revenue
Contract Revenue
Program Revenue
Interest Income
Other Revenue
Total Revenue
EXPENSES
Personnel
Contractual
Supplies
Travel
Equipment/Capital
Other
Bad Debt
Total Expenses

68,676
76,349
327,538
7,882
33,621
$514,067

68,676
85,077
340,483
3,167
17,917
$515,320

0
(8,728)
(12,945)
4,715
15,704
($1,253)

365,217
26,323
14,510
879
0
79,890
0
$486,819

419,219
22,010
28,669
1,116
195,000
67,782
0
$733,796

54,002
(4,313)
14,159
237
195,000
(12,108)
0
$246,977

429,180
2,646
77,918
7,167
193,516
31,555
0
$741,982

CHANGE IN NET ASSETS

$27,248

($218,476)

$245,724

$667,263

Bacliff
Hitchcock

Contract

GAAA Current Period Expenses

Personnel

Contractual
Other

Supplies
Travel
Equip't/Capital
Actual 5,905
Projected 5,924

GV 911
GV Transfer

1
83,201
(273,319)
33,972
81,427
($74,719)

Actual 1,635
Actual 1,012
Projected 1,052
Actual 643
Projected 649

Projected 2,182

YTD Call Volume by Location
in Comparison to Projected Number of Calls

HIGHLIGHTS
● MTD net increase in fund balance of $27,248.
● MTD revenues were $1k lower than budgeted due mostly to lower Medicare ($54k) and GAAA contract ($9k) revenue which offset higher than
budgeted private insurance ($36k), insurance proceeds ($14k) and Medicaid ($10k) revenues.
● YTD revenues were lower than budgeted by $75k due mostly to lower Medicare revenue ($510k) which offset higher private insurance ($167k),
GAAA contract (83k), Medicaid ($57k), FEMA ($46k), interest ($34k), sale of assets ($24k), and patient fee ($18k) revenues.
● MTD expenses were $247k lower than budgeted due to lower personnel and operating supply costs, as well as an ambulance remount that was
budgeted but has not been expensed yet.
● YTD expenses were $742k lower than budgeted due mostly to lower personnel and supply costs, as well as an ambulance remount that was
budgeted but has not been expensed yet.
● YTD increase in fund balance of $155,768. Total fund balance of $5.06M as of 6/30/19.
GALVESTON COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT | Financial Summary | 4 |

GAAA Actual Revenue & Expense Trends with Change in Net Assets
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GAAA Actual Revenue vs Budget Trends with Variance
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GAAA Actual Expenses vs Budget Trends with Variance
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Fund Balance Trends
Jun 2017 to Jun 2019
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GAAA Fund Balance
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United Board of Health
Quarter 3, FY 2019 – Compliance Report

Internal Audits

DEPARTMENT –
DATE CONDUCTED

TYPE OF AUDIT & FINDINGS

Accounting –
April 23 –
April 30, 2019

Cash Audit:
• Accounting completed an audit of all District
cash banks between April 23 and April 30.
• Audit yielded no discrepancies; all balances
reconciled with amounts assigned.
Fixed Asset Inventory:
• Accounting completed the Q2 Fixed Asset
Inventory on July 2.
• Audit yielded no discrepancies; all inventory
accounted for.

•

Continue operating under current protocol.

•

As of July 1, all current GCHD assets have
been integrated into Asset Tiger, a cloud-based
asset management tool which will allow for
tracking efficiency by automating aspects of
the inventorying process that are currently
being completed manually.

Narcotics Audit
• The GAAA Operations Manager performed a
narcotics audit on all active units, the
supervisor unit, and the supervisor safe.
• During the audit, it was ensured that vial
numbers corresponded with those of which are
in the narcotics folders, written logs, and the
appropriate unit kits.

•

Five clerical errors were noted and
immediately corrected, and medics
responsible for the errors were counseled
accordingly.
No other anomalies cited.
Continue operating under current protocol.

Accounting –
July 2, 2019

GAAA –
April 18, 2019

Submitted by: Richard Mosquera, Chief Compliance Officer
United Board of Health: July 31, 2019

ACTION TAKEN

•
•
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United Board of Health
Quarter 3, FY 2019 – Compliance Report
WIC –
June 3-12, 2019

External Audits
DEPARTMENT –
DATE CONDUCTED
Environmental Health
Services –
April 5, 2019

•

WIC performed its internal biennial audit in
June, by examining its administrative, clinical
and fiscal adherences to standards as set forth
the Qualified Medicare Beneficiaries (QMB)
program.

AUDITOR & FINDINGS
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ)
• TCEQ used GCHD’s Air Monitoring
Program’s responses to the TCEQ end-of-year
questionnaire to assess the District’s
compliance with federal and state regulations
for the State and Federal Air Monitoring
Stations program for the FY18 fiscal year.
• Two positive findings and one negative finding
were cited. The details in the operator logbook
improved markedly from the prior year, and
calculations from samples taken at a specific
site were deemed entirely accurate.
• Conversely, PM10 data was deemed to
insufficiently support historical reconstruction
of sample data.

Submitted by: Richard Mosquera, Chief Compliance Officer
United Board of Health: July 31, 2019

•

There were three minor findings, all of which
pertained to clinical requirements. These
findings were addressed on-site, addressed
with the entire staff via email, and discussed
in-person during WIC’s July in-service
meeting.

ACTION TAKEN
•

•

After the negative finding was further
discussed with TCEQ reps, it was
determined that the power supply to the
Chart Recorder needed to be switched from a
continuous power supply to a switch
activated power supply.
This corrective action was formally posed to
TCEQ and accepted, and the change was
subsequently made.
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United Board of Health
Quarter 3, FY 2019 – Compliance Report
Environmental Health
Services –
May 14-15, 2019

General Land Office (GLO)
• The GLO completed a two-day Beach Watch
Program audit, during which time GLO
representatives observed an environmental
technician collect water samples, transfer them
to the Mid-County Annex, and turn custody of
the samples over to the contracted courier.
Testing documentation was also reviewed by
GLO staff during the audit.

•

Results are still pending and will reported to
the Board during the 2019 Quarter 4
Compliance Report.

ARC–
June 4, 2019

Department of State Health Services (DSHS)
• DSHS performed an unannounced Inspection
for Animal Shelter, Impoundment, and Rabies
Quarantine Facilities audit, which explored the
ARC’s compliance with structural, feeding,
watering, sanitation and pest control mandates
as set forth under the Texas Administrative
Code.

•

All 46 elements inspected were deemed
compliant.
ARC will continue operating under its
current protocols.

Submitted by: Richard Mosquera, Chief Compliance Officer
United Board of Health: July 31, 2019

•
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United Board of Health
Quarter 3, FY 2019 – Compliance Report
Incident Reports
DEPARTMENT –
DATE OCCURRED
GAAA–
May 14, 2019

SUMMARY
An EMT sustained a needlestick during an emergency
transfer after a syringe sleeve, which had seemingly
been reapplied, fell off the needle.
• Non-Preventable Incident

FOLLOW-UP
•

•
•

GAAA–
May 15, 2019

ARC–
June 17, 2019

An ambulance being driven by a Jamaica Beach
volunteer firefighter struck an unknown object
damaging the unit’s passenger side mirror during an
emergency transport.
• Non-Preventable Incident

•

An ARC employee walking a dog was injured when
the dog tugged on the leash, causing the employee to
lose his balance and fall.
• Non-Preventable Incident

•

Submitted by: Richard Mosquera, Chief Compliance Officer
United Board of Health: July 31, 2019

•

•

After treating the wound, medics retested the
syringe along with several others from the
same brand, and discovered that these
sleeves were not locking onto the needle as
designed.
Needles from this manufacturer were pulled
from all units and replaced during the
subsequent shift change.
A workers’ comp claim was filed on behalf
of the EMT who sustained the injury, and the
EMT was prescribed prophylaxis.
After patient transport to the ER had been
completed, the GAAA medics, both of whom
were tending to the patient in the vehicle’s
bay, noticed the mirror was cracked.
Per the First Responder Agreement between
GAAA and the Jamaica Beach Volunteer
Fire Department, mirror repairs were paid for
by Jamaica Beach.
A workers’ comp claim was filed on the
employee’s behalf, and medical evaluation
was rendered.
The employee was cleared to return to work
without restrictions the following day.
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United Board of Health
Quarter 3, FY 2019 – Compliance Report
GAAA–
June 22, 2019

During a non-emergency transport, an ambulance rearended the truck in front of the unit after its driver
abruptly applied his breaks, resulting in damage to the
ambulance’s driver-side mirror and the truck’s bed.
No injuries were sustained.
• Preventable Incident

•
•

•

GAAA–
June 27, 2019

While providing lift assistance to a patient at the
patient’s residence, two EMT’s noticed the
ambulance, which was parked on the street in-front of
the residence, was missing. Police were immediately
called, but the ambulance was returned moments
thereafter and the two men who had briefly stolen it
fled the scene. Upon arriving to residence, police took
a statement from the medics and the perpetrators were
arrested approximately an hour later.
• Preventable Incident

•
•

The involved parties exchanged insurance
information, and the unit proceeded to
complete its transport.
Per policy, the driver was transported to an
urgent care facility after completion of the
transfer by the unit supervisor for mandatory
drug and alcohol testing, which yielded
negative results.
An insurance claim was filed to cover the
cost of each vehicle’s repair.
o Insurance Deductible: $250.00
o Cost of Drug Test: $170.00
A complete inventory, which revealed no
missing items, was immediately performed
on the unit.
EMS administration followed-up with the
responding officers to request that charges be
brought against the two men.

NOTE: Various issues were discussed in peer review.
Incidents involving quality of care issues, In accordance with Section 161 et seq., Health and Safety Code, are reviewed such that proceedings and
records of the quality program and committee reviews are privileged and confidential.

Submitted by: Richard Mosquera, Chief Compliance Officer
United Board of Health: July 31, 2019

Back to Agenda
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Consider for Approval
Replacement of GAAA Supervisor Vehicle

On March 3, 2019, an EMS supervisor vehicle (unit 1495) was involved in a serious collision, resulting in
a total loss claim by the insurance company. The details of the damaged vehicle are as follows:
2013 Ford F-150 Super Cab
Purchase date: 10/31/12
Total purchase price: $30,459 (includes $5,717 in lights/accessories)

We are proposing that the vehicle be replaced with the following:
2020 Chevy Tahoe
Total purchase price: $41,637.38 (includes $9,170 in lights/accessories)

We received $13,500 in insurance proceeds for the damaged vehicle, so we are requesting authorization
to spend an additional $28,137.38 out of fund balance reserves to purchase the replacement vehicle.

Back to Agenda

GALVESTON COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT
Protecting and Promoting the Optimal Health and Well-Being of Galveston County
Kathy Barroso, CPA
Chief Executive Officer

Ben G. Raimer, MD
Chair, United Board of Health
Philip Keiser, MD
Local Health Authority

The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition
Resolution of Support

Lisa Marshall, Program Manager of the Galveston Bay Estuary Program has drafted a resolution to
support the Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition (resolution attached). This resolution of support if
approved and signed will be presented at the January 2020 State of the Bay Symposium at Moody
Gardens in Galveston along with many others from around the region.
The Galveston Bay Plan is a Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan or CCMP for the
Galveston Bay Estuary. The original plan was approved in 1995 by the Governor of Texas and the US
Environmental Protection Agency that identified 17 priority issues affecting the ecological resources
of the estuary and 82 actions to address these priorities.
The second edition is a revision of the original plan and addresses many of the same priority issues
and actions while identifying new approaches to conservation and management. The second edition
has four (4) plan priorities: Ensure safe human and aquatic life use, protect and sustain living
resources, engage communities and inform science-based decision making.
Example of actions in support of one of the priorities includes: Plan Priority – Ensure safe human and
aquatic life use; the action plan – improve water quality through point source pollution abatement;
priority issue – regulated waste water and municipal separate storm water systems of MS4s
contribute to the region’s impaired waters; goals – decrease stormwater pollution through outreach
programs and decrease pollution from wastewater treatment plants and sanitary sewer systems;
objectives – implement education campaigns for stormwater pollution, improve compliance records
of waste water treatment plants across the region.
Conservation, restoration and education work to protect the Galveston Bay Estuary is critical in order
to protect the largest of 12 estuaries in the State of Texas and the seventh largest estuary in the
nation.
Between 1950 and 1987, the Galveston Bay Estuary and its watershed experienced a loss of over
35,000 acres of wetlands and 1800 acres of submerged aquatic vegetation. To address issues of water
quality, wetland loss, and concern regarding proposals to increase the depth of the Houston Ship
Channel, Galveston Bay was recognized as an estuary of national significance in 1987 and local
stakeholders created the regional program to help balance human use and enjoyment with the need
to preserve the Galveston Bay estuary.
To that end, I respectfully request that the Board pass the resolution in support of the Galveston Bay
Plan, 2nd edition.
Public Health Services · Coastal Health & Wellness · Emergency Medical Services · Animal Resource Center
The Galveston County Health District (GCHD) is the local public health agency for Galveston County, Texas.
GCHD provides services and programs that protect the everyday health and well-being of Galveston County.
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GALVESTON COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT
Protecting and Promoting the Optimal Health and Well-Being of Galveston County
Ben G. Raimer, MD
Chair, United Board of Health

Kathy Barroso, CPA
Chief Executive Officer

Philip Keiser, MD
Local Health Authority

A RESOLUTION of the Galveston County Health District to support the Galveston Bay
Estuary Program’s The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition, The Comprehensive Conservation
and Management Plan for the Galveston Bay Ecosystem.
WHEREAS, Galveston Bay is a special and unique place where freshwater from
rivers and streams mixes with saltwater from the ocean; and
WHEREAS, Galveston Bay is critical to the economic wellbeing, health, and quality
of life for this region’s communities; and
WHEREAS, the original Galveston Bay Plan was approved by the Governor of
Texas and the United States Environmental Protection Agency in 1995 and was designed
to be implemented over a 20-year period with evaluations every five years; and
Whereas, the Texas Estuaries Act (1999) recognizes the national significance of
Texas estuaries and the benefits and public purpose of the estuary management plans,
and directs the previous Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission to be the
lead state agency for implementation of the plans under the National Estuary Program,
among other supportive roles; and
WHEREAS, the Galveston Bay Estuary Program was created to provide long-term
protection of Galveston Bay through an ecosystem-wide process of cooperative action
and management in accordance with the original approved plan and consistent with
§320 of the Federal Clean Water Act; and
WHEREAS, at the mid-point of the original plan’s 20-year timeline, the Galveston
Bay Council’s decision to identify the most urgent actions for implementing the plan and
to sustain the bay’s future resulted in the publication of the document Charting the
Course to 2015: Galveston Bay Strategic Action Plan (2009); and
WHEREAS, at the 20-year timeline for the original plan, an in-depth analysis of
the original objectives was undertaken, going beyond the most urgent actions defined
in the Strategic Action Plan; and

WHEREAS, The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition builds upon 30 years of factual,
scientific information and identifies specific actions, goals, and objectives to address
priority issues; and
WHEREAS, the strategies and tools identified in The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd
Edition, in concert with the collaboration, coordination, and monitoring that occurs
through the Galveston Bay Council and its subcommittees, will ensure that Galveston
Bay is preserved for future generations to come.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THE Galveston County Health District
recognizes that the Galveston Bay Estuary Program’s coordinated regional
management of Galveston Bay will be the most effective means of preserving this
region’s most valuable natural resource and intends to join with other local
governments and regional stakeholders to support the goals of The Galveston Bay
Plan, 2nd Edition, The Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan for the
Galveston Bay Ecosystem.

Approved: ______________________

__________________________________
Ben Raimer, MD
Chairman, United Board of Health
Galveston County Health District

Public Health Services · Coastal Health & Wellness · Emergency Medical Services · Animal Resource Center
The Galveston County Health District (GCHD) is the local public health agency for Galveston County, Texas.
GCHD provides services and programs that protect the everyday health and well-being of Galveston County.
P.O. Box 939 La Marque, Texas 77568 • (409) 938-7221

www.gchd.org

The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition
The Comprehensive Conservation and Management
Plan for the Galveston Bay Ecosystem
NOVEMBER 27, 2018
FINAL DRAFT FOR GALVESTON BAY COUNCIL ADOPTION

DOCUMENT DETAILS AT-A-GLANCE

“
$

Citation
Galveston Bay Estuary Program. (2018). The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition: Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plan for the Galveston Bay Estuary. XXX, XXX

Funding
Funding for The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition was provided by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality.

Design
Document layout by Houston-Galveston Area Council.

3

The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition

A Plan for
Galveston Bay
Publication GBEP-XX
October 17, 2018
This document represents the second edition of the Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan
(CCMP) for the Galveston Bay estuary, The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition (GBP’18). Approved in 1995 by
the Governor of Texas and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the original CCMP identified 17
Priority Issues affecting the ecological resources of the estuary and watershed, as well as the value each
provides. It included 82 Actions to address those priorities.
GBP’18 is a revision of The Galveston Bay Plan (GBP’95) and addresses many of the same Priority Issues
and Actions while also identifying new approaches to conservation and management. The Galveston Bay
Estuary Program (GBEP) acknowledges the hard work and invaluable contributions of the many people and
organizations that helped with this revision (Acknowledgements are provided on page 7).
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Foreword from the Galveston Bay Estuary Program
The strength of the GBEP and in turn, the Galveston Bay Council and its
subcommittees, comes from the collaborative partnerships that are a
cornerstone of each initiative that helps to implement the
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP).
A plan is only as useful as the actions that are undertaken by partners
to implement it. Since 1995, the partnership that makes up the
Galveston Bay Council and its subcommittees has taken the mission of
the GBEP to heart and has implemented The Galveston Bay Plan
(GBP’95) to preserve Galveston Bay. Their unified purpose, to provide
comprehensive ecosystem management through collaborative
partnerships and to ensure preservation of the bay’s natural resources,
can be seen in the hundreds of projects and initiatives across the lower
Galveston Bay watershed. These efforts taken together have resulted in
over 29,000 acres of protected, restored, or enhanced habitat.
The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition (GBP’18) builds upon 30 years of
factual and scientific information. It identifies specific Actions, Goals,
and Objectives to address Priority Issues. The strategies and tools
identified in this plan, in concert with the collaboration, coordination,
and monitoring that occur through the Galveston Bay Council and its
subcommittees, will ensure that we continue to Back the Bay for future
generations to come.

Yellow-crowned night-heron.
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A LETTER FROM THE GALVESTON BAY COUNCIL
With Galveston Bay’s inclusion in the National Estuary Program in 1989, Congress funded a stakeholderbased program to develop and implement a comprehensive conservation and management plan for the
Galveston Bay ecosystem. The Galveston Bay Plan (GBP’95), which was designed to be implemented
over a 20-year period, was approved by the Governor of Texas and the EPA in 1995. GBP’95 set forth
goals and objectives for the restoration and preservation of the bay and defined the actions necessary
to accomplish these goals. Through the collaborative partnerships and hard work of many stakeholders,
including local governments, federal and state agencies, nonprofit organizations, academic institutions,
and industries, much progress has been made in reaching these objectives and in protecting the bay’s
well-being.
In 2005, at the midpoint of the management plan’s 20-year timeline, the Galveston Bay Council decided
that an analysis of the priorities over the next 10 years should be undertaken. Man-made changes had
affected the bay’s ecosystem and changed some of the priorities of GBP’95. It was necessary at that
time to identify the most urgent actions for implementing the management plan and for building the
necessary partnerships to sustain the bay’s future. The result of this analysis was the publication of the
document, Charting the Course to 2015: Galveston Bay Strategic Action Plan (2009). This document was
not meant to update or replace GBP’95 but rather to help focus and guide its implementation.
When the 20-year timeline for GBP’95 expired, it was time to undertake an in-depth analysis of the
CCMP’s original objectives, going beyond the most urgent actions defined in Charting the Course to
2015. Some objectives and ambitions of GBP’95 were no longer viable and others had been attained.
New Goals and Actions needed to be identified. A series of unforeseen events such as hurricanes and oil
spills created new priorities. A complete revision of GBP’95 to outline new Objectives was appropriate.
As a result, GBP’95, with significant input from stakeholders and the public, has been revised to define
the most important and pressing Goals that must be achieved over the next 10 to 20 years to preserve,
restore, and protect the bay. An illustration of the way GBP’95 is integrated into GBP’18 appears in
Appendix E: Technical Crosswalk.
The Council looks forward to implementation of GBP’18. We know that by working together with our
stakeholders, we will ensure the bay's ecology and the economic benefits it provides for generations to
come.

Sincerely,
The Galveston Bay Council Chairs and Subcommittee Chairs
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Polychlorinated Biphenyl
Public Education and Awareness
Public Engagement Plan
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Parts Per Thousand
Point Source
Practical Salinity Units
Quality Assurance / Quality Control
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Applied Research and Monitoring
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Introduction
Estuaries are "nature's nurseries." Without a well-functioning estuary, water quality would be affected,
flooding and erosion would persist, there would be little local seafood in restaurants, and recreational
and commercial fishing would dramatically decline.

Snowy plover (photo credit: Justin Bower).
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The Galveston Bay estuary is a dynamic and important coastal resource, critical to the environmental and
economic well-being of the nation. It is the most significant natural resource in the Houston-Galveston area, and
its ecological services and quality-of-life are intricately entwined in the social and economic fabric of the region.
However, the Galveston Bay estuary, like many other estuaries in the country, faces significant natural and manmade challenges related to habitat loss, water quality, and species decline.
The 1995 Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP), also known as The Galveston Bay Plan
(GBP’95), led the GBEP and its partners for over two decades of significant conservation, restoration, and
education work to protect the Galveston Bay estuary. One previous update, Charting the Course to 2015:
Galveston Bay Strategic Action Plan (SAP), occurred 10 years into implementation of GBP’95. The SAP narrowed
the focus of the GBEP through 2015.
Because many Actions identified in GBP’95 were successfully implemented and new issues emerged, a revision is
needed. The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition (GBP’18) is a revision of GBP’95, preserving its strengths and building
on its partnerships and successes. Efforts include identifying new issues facing the estuary and watershed that are
not adequately addressed by GBP’95 or the SAP. It also updates Actions that are out-of-date or do not reflect the
best solutions that are now available. More than 150 members of the Galveston Bay community, representing
local governments, industry, academia, nonprofit organizations, resource agencies and the public, donated their
time and talents to develop GBP’18. For more information on how GBP’95 is integrated into GBP’18, see
Appendix E: Technical Crosswalk.

ABOUT THE GALVESTON BAY ESTUARY
Galveston Bay is the largest of 12 estuaries in Texas and is the seventh largest in the nation. In 2004, Galveston
Bay was the most biologically productive estuary in Texas, producing nearly one-third of the commercial fishing
income for the state (Environmental Protection Agency [EPA], 2004, p. 250). Its ports, transportation and
petrochemical industries, and proximity to rich petroleum reserves in the Gulf of Mexico, Caribbean Sea, and
South America form the core of its economy, with tens of thousands of people employed in key water-based
industries.
Galveston Bay attracts people to the region. Therefore, the region's prosperity is tied to the viability of the bay.
Galveston Bay does more than support the human and environmental infrastructure that drives the economy; it
also enhances the quality of life of those living around it. Galveston Bay is a fishing and birding destination. The
bay and watershed offer recreational opportunities, such as swimming, canoeing, birding, or observing the
dolphins from the Galveston-Port Bolivar ferry.
The western side of the Galveston Bay estuary is adjacent to one of the most heavily urban, industrialized areas in
the nation, while the eastern side remains largely rural. Approximately 5.4 million people live in the five counties
surrounding Galveston Bay (U.S. Census Bureau: Population Division, 2016).
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FIGURE 1
GALVESTON BAY WATERSHED
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FIGURE 2
LOWER PORTION OF THE WATERSHED
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THE GALVESTON BAY WATERSHED
The watershed that flows into Galveston Bay covers approximately 24,000 square
miles, accounting for nine percent of the State of Texas’ total square mileage.
The watershed reaches as far north as the Dallas-Fort Worth area, draining to the Trinity River, which ultimately
flows into Galveston Bay. It encompasses parts of 44 Texas counties and is divided into two portions: the upper
watershed and the lower watershed (see Figure 1 on page 13).
The upper watershed covers approximately 20,000 square miles upstream of the Lake Livingston Dam on the
Trinity River and the Lake Houston Dam on the San Jacinto River. The upper watershed contributes freshwater to
Galveston Bay and influences the estuary through 3,642 miles of rivers, streams, and bayous, although less
directly than the lower watershed (Texas Commission on Environmental Quality [TCEQ], 2014,
TCEQ_AU_Line_14).The lower watershed downstream of Lake Livingston and Lake Houston covers approximately
4,000 square miles in Brazoria, Chambers, Fort Bend, Galveston, Hardin, Harris, Jefferson, Liberty, Polk, San
Jacinto, and Waller counties. The lower watershed influences the estuary through 1,295 miles of rivers, streams,
and bayous (TCEQ, 2014, TCEQ_AU_Line_14).
During development of GBP’18, some stakeholders expressed interest in working within both portions of the
watershed. Interest in expanding the focus of the GBEP was also explored during development of GBP’95.
However, it was determined that pollutant loads of the Trinity River were largely attenuated by Lake Livingston,
prior to discharge into Galveston Bay (Galveston Bay National Estuary Program [GBNEP], 1992, p. 78). Due to the
more direct influence the lower watershed has on the estuary – particularly Brazoria, Chambers, Galveston,
Harris, and Liberty counties – coupled with limited resources, the lower portion of the Galveston Bay watershed
remains the primary focus of the GBEP and GBP’18.
Although the lower watershed is the primary focus of GBP’18, the GBEP will continue to work with stakeholders in
the upper watershed to enhance information exchange and explore future coordination, education, and
awareness activities.

Mass of assorted shorebirds at Bolivar Flats (photo credit: Jason Leifester).
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HISTORY OF THE GALVESTON BAY PLAN
Officially established in 1989, the GBEP is one of two National Estuary Programs (NEP) in Texas and one of 28 in
the United States (U.S.). As a non-regulatory program administered by the Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality (TCEQ), the GBEP is tasked with coordinating and tracking the implementation of the CCMP.
Between 1950 and 1987, the Galveston Bay estuary and its
watershed experienced a loss of over 35,000 acres of
wetlands and 1,800 acres of submerged aquatic vegetation
(SAV) (White, Tremblay, Wermund, & Handley, 1993, pp. 8,
85.). To address issues of water quality, wetland loss, and
concern regarding proposals to increase the depth of the
Houston Ship Channel, Galveston Bay was recognized as an
estuary of national significance in 1987 (McFarlane et al.,
1989) and local stakeholders created the regional program
(known as Galveston Bay National Estuary Program until
1999) to help balance human use and enjoyment with the
need to preserve the Galveston Bay estuary.

What is the National Estuary Program?
The NEP, administered by EPA, was
established under the authority of Section
320 of the 1987 amendments to the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act (now known as
the Clean Water Act [CWA]) with the intent to
protect and restore nationally significant
estuaries.

In 1999, the Texas Legislature passed the Texas Estuaries Act (House Bill 2561; Senate Bill 708). The purpose of
the Act was to recognize estuaries of national significance on the Texas coast and to authorize the use of state
funds to implement CCMPs. It also required seven state agencies to participate and aid estuary programs in
implementing approved CCMPs. Through this legislation, the TCEQ, formerly the Texas Natural Resource
Conservation Commission (TNRCC), was designated as the lead administrator of the GBEP.
Both reports are available on the GBEP’s website: www.gbep.texas.gov.

PREVIOUS PLANS

1995

THE GALVESTON BAY PLAN
In April 1995, the GBEP published GBP’95. It was drafted over five years by the GBEP and a
partnership of state and federal agencies, local governments, industry, nonprofit organizations,
stakeholders, interest groups, and the public.
Through GBP’95’s development, the partnership identified 17 Priority Issues, conducted
scientific studies, and established 82 Actions. Public feedback from more than 3,000 residents
was considered before approval by the Governor of Texas and the Administrator of the EPA.

2009

STRATEGIC ACTION PLAN
In 2009, the Council and the GBEP published the SAP, an evaluation of GBP’95, which
consolidated the 17 Priority Issues and new or emerging issues into three priority Focus Areas in
a shorter, easier-to-read format.
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Marina in Clear Lake (photo credit: Cassidy Kempf).

REGIONAL ECONOMIC DRIVERS
Beginning in the late 1800s, the Houston-Galveston region grew from a few small coastal cities to the home of the
fourth-largest city in the U.S. with a vibrant regional economy. Just miles from the bay is the Texas Medical
Center, the largest medical center in the world, which contributes $10 billion to the local economy annually (City
of Houston, 2018). Also located in the region is the National Aeronautical and Space Administration’s Lyndon B.
Johnson Space Center, where the nation’s space missions are controlled, and more than 60 colleges, universities,
institutes, and technical schools.
The Houston-Galveston region is home to 570 chemical plants, accounting for 40 percent of the nation’s annual
base petrochemicals manufacturing capacity, employing 38,200 individuals (Ellis et al., 2017, p. 18). Houston is
the leading domestic and international center for virtually every segment of the energy industry—exploration,
production, transmission, marketing, finance, service, trading, supply, offshore drilling, and technology. The 10 oil
refineries in the region process approximately 40 percent of the state’s total crude oil production and 12.1
percent of the total capacity in the U.S. (Ellis et al., 2017, p. 21).
Enhancing and preserving bay and estuary health while supporting a vibrant economy is a delicate balance.
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COMMERCIAL FISHING AND SHELLFISH HARVESTING
According to the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD), Galveston Bay provided approximately 25 percent
of statewide commercial bay landings (catch that is brought ashore) by value and weight (compared to other
Texas bays in 2016) (Jensen, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, personal communication, February 16, 2018).
The largest commercial fisheries in Galveston Bay harvest blue crabs, oysters, and shrimp. For Galveston Bay, blue
crabs were the top species landed by weight in 2016, comprising 37 percent of the catch, followed by shrimp (32
percent) and oysters (24 percent). Oysters were the most valuable fishery at $4.1 million, followed by shrimp
($2.1 million) and blue crabs ($1.4 million).
In 2016, the bay produced just over 700,000 pounds of oysters, with a dockside wholesale value of $4.1 million.
Oyster harvest has decreased by approximately 88 percent since the mid-2000s, due in large part to sediment
deposited on oyster reefs after Hurricane Ike in
2008, drought, flood, disease, increased
predation, high fishing pressure, and fishing area
closures. Prior to that, Galveston Bay was the
largest oyster producer in Texas. Efforts are
underway to restore this cultural and economic
resource. Flooding due to Hurricane Harvey in
2017 caused extremely low salinities for an
extended period, resulting in high oyster
mortalities in East Bay and the western part of
lower Galveston Bay where Dickinson Bayou
drains, according to TPWD’s fishery data. This
resulted in a limited number of areas available
for oyster harvest in 2018. In addition, many
Commercial fishing vessel in Galveston Bay (photo credit: Justin
leaseholders were also affected and expect
Bower).
decreased production.

TOURISM
Tourism in and around Galveston Bay generates an estimated $7.5 billion in travel and payroll dollars annually
(EPA, 2004). In 2015, tourism on Galveston Island generated $153 million in tax revenues, with $73.8 million
accruing to state and local governments (Galveston Island). Ecotourism, or tourism that is based on nature rather
than man-made attractions, is the tourism industry’s most rapidly expanding sector. Recreational activities
include duck hunting, saltwater fishing, swimming, nature viewing, pleasure boating, camping, picnicking, and
sightseeing.
Birding has become a very popular outdoor activity along the Texas Coast. Chambers County, for example, is
visited by tourists primarily for natural attractions such as bird watching at High Island or wildlife viewing at the
Anahuac National Wildlife Refuge. The region is part of the Upper Texas Coast - Great Texas Coastal Birding Trail,
a network of interconnected trails from Beaumont to the Brazosport area. Visitors can view egrets, herons,
roseate spoonbills, and many other birds, as well as heron rookeries and old-growth forests.
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SHIPPING, INDUSTRY & PETROLEUM
There are three deep-draft ports in the lower Galveston Bay watershed: The Port Houston, Port of Galveston, and
Port of Texas City. All three ports influence the economic viability of the region and rely on their proximity to the
Gulf of Mexico and / or Galveston Bay.
The Port Houston and Port of Galveston are ports of entry, respectively contributing $73 billion and $2.9 billion to
the gross state product and employing a combined 529,400 people (Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, 2017a,
2017b).
In 2015, Port Houston modified the channels at
both its Bayport and Barbour’s Cut container
terminals to accommodate larger ships coming
from the expanded Panama Canal. The Army
Corps of Engineers announced plans in 2017 to
expand the Houston Ship Channel to
accommodate larger ships in anticipation of
increased freight traffic.

Container terminal at the Port Houston (photo credit: Port Houston).

Since release of GBP’95, the Port of Galveston has
expanded to become a cruise port for year-round
cruises. According to the Port of Galveston,
approximately 1.8 million passengers sail from its
two cruise terminals, with an economic impact of
$2.3 billion (Port of Galveston).

The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW), which runs through East and West Galveston Bay, is a 1,100 mile-long,
protected, navigable, inland waterway canal that connects ports all along the Gulf of Mexico from St. Marks,
Florida, to Brownsville, Texas. It is the nation’s third-busiest inland waterway, and serves as a major shipping and
boating conduit on the upper Texas coast.
The Texas portion of the GIWW consists of 406 miles of waterway, with the main channel being 379 miles long,
spanning from the Sabine River to Brownsville. The Texas portion of the GIWW handles 63 percent of its total
traffic. In 2014, over 86 million short tons of cargo were moved. Most of this cargo was classified as petroleumand chemical-related products (Texas Department of Transportation, 2016, p. 2).
According to the Texas City Terminal Railway Company (2018), the privately owned Port of Texas City is the 15thlargest port in the U.S. and the 4th-largest in Texas, with waterborne tonnage exceeding 50 million net tons.
In addition to the direct economic benefits provided by Galveston Bay, the estuary also supports coastal
resilience. Wetlands store water and reduce shoreline erosion. The channels and floodplains that drain the
watershed also protect infrastructure and associated property. Open-space protection for flood-damage
mitigation and other collateral benefits are recognized as ecological services. There are also mental and physical
health benefits associated with proximity to the natural environment, such as those coming from bird watching,
hiking, and other outdoor activities.
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CHANGES THAT INFLUENCE GALVESTON BAY
Changes in land use and regional population, as well as natural and man-made disasters, have all played a part in
the health of the bay system.
Regional Population Growth
In recent years, the state of Texas saw a
significant increase in the number of
people immigrating from out-of-state,
with a smaller number of Texans
emigrating to other states. Statewide,
the Texas population grew by a net 1.1
million people between 2005 and 2013
(Office of the State Demographer, 2016,
p. 3).
Since release of GBP’95, the five
counties surrounding the lower portion of the Galveston Bay watershed added 1.8 million people, a 33 percent
net increase (U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, 2016), reinforcing Houston’s position as the nation’s
fourth-largest city. As the population increases, so too does the demand for water for drinking, agriculture,
landscaping, and industrial uses. That demand may limit the volume of freshwater reaching Galveston Bay, as well
as alter the quality, timing and / or location in which the water arrives, thus impacting the productivity of the
estuary (Texas Water Development Board, Bays & Estuaries, 2018). More information about freshwater inflows
begins on page 91.
In addition, population growth requires supportive infrastructure such as wastewater systems. If a wastewater
system is not well built and maintained, it can contribute to higher concentrations of fecal bacteria and reduced
water quality. Runoff from residential and commercial housing and roadways contributes to nonpoint source
pollution due to increased impervious surfaces. Runoff from lawns, construction sites, and streets can include
bacteria, nutrients, sediments, petroleum products, and heavy metals, also contributing to reduced water quality.
More information about nonpoint source pollution begins on page 45.

Changes in Land Use
Since 1995, the region has experienced a significant shift in land use due in part to population growth, which led
to the loss of habitats. Loss of habitat affects surface water quality, reduces or threatens biodiversity, and
disrupts the food chain.
In 2000, the five counties that surround Galveston Bay had 1.5 million housing units; by 2010, that total had
reached 1.8 million, a 23 percent increase in the total housing units in the region (U.S. Census Bureau, Housing
Division, 2016). The increase in development contributed to wetlands loss in Galveston Bay. Between 1996 and
2010, 365 acres of saltwater wetlands and 13,538 acres of freshwater wetlands were lost to development in the
Galveston Bay system (Galveston Bay Foundation and Houston Advanced Research Center [GBF & HARC], 2016, p.
45). Changes to regional land use and their implications for Galveston Bay are explored further under Plan Priority
Two: Protect and Sustain Living Resources.

21

Introduction

Gordy marsh (photo credit: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service).

Natural and Man-Made Disasters
Areas along the coast are inherently vulnerable to the forces of nature, particularly tropical storms, hurricanes,
and stalled storm fronts, all of which are capable of reshaping the coastline. Unaltered estuaries and bay systems
are resilient to natural disasters, while those same systems can become less resiliant following man-made
alterations. These areas play a vital role in tempering the hazards and subsequent economic effects.
The warm water temperatures of the Gulf of Mexico provide favorable conditions that are conducive for tropical
storms to persist or even strengthen into a hurricane. As is the entire Texas Coast, the lower Galveston Bay
watershed is vulnerable to hurricanes and has experienced many named storms since the release of GBP’95.
While the intensity of rainfall and overall impact have varied, each storm has brought the risk of flooding due to
accumulation and / or storm surge; water quality pollution due to industrial and domestic infrastructure failures
and contaminated runoff; and the potential to alter the salinity of the bay, necessary for the health of its aquatic
life.
The region also experienced negative impacts to its living resources due to other disasters, including, but not
limited to, chemical spills and other releases. These disasters have affected the bay and its river and bayou
tributaries and, in turn, affected the economy and the quality of life of Galveston Bay region residents. These
disasters have increased an awareness for resilience in the natural and built environments, particularly the need
to consider coastal resilience in and around Galveston Bay. Resilience is the ability to prevent a short-term hazard
event from turning into a long-term, community-wide disaster. Coastal resilience is defined as a community’s
ability to “bounce back” after hazardous events such as hurricanes, coastal storms, and flooding rather than
simply reacting to impacts (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2017).
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Progress Through Partnerships
The GBEP works cooperatively with local governments, businesses, ports, commercial fisheries, recreational
anglers, environmental and other nonprofit organizations, and state and federal natural resource agencies. The
contributions of these partners shape the success of CCMP initiatives and a sustainable future for Galveston Bay.
The GBEP, the Council and its subcommittees, and stakeholder groups, working to preserve Galveston Bay, have
accomplished a great deal since the creation of GBP’95. The GBEP partners made notable achievements in
improving water quality, restoring wetlands, protecting habitats, and educating the public. Since its inception, the
GBEP has directly funded more than 200 implementation projects and dedicated $5 million to on-the-ground
resource conservation and education projects. Additional efforts to improve Galveston Bay and its estuary were
undertaken by area governments, agencies, and nonprofit organizations. Examples of these achievements can be
found throughout this document.

The GBEP worked with an artist to create chalk art drawings depicting the connection between stormwater and bay health on storm
drains, which were recorded as stop-art videos and distributed as public service announcements throughout the lower portion of the
Galveston Bay watershed.
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DEVELOPMENT OF
THE GALVESTON BAY PLAN, 2ND EDITION
The GBEP consulted with directors and CCMP revision coordinators from other NEPs and listened to feedback
from local stakeholders to develop an approach and craft GBP’18. Suggested techniques included coordination
with the Council and its subcommittees with a focus on small-group meetings and using a Technical Advisory
Committee to guide stakeholder engagement activities and the development of GBP’18 content. The GBEP also
incorporated feedback from multiple sources to create a comprehensive Public Engagement Plan (see Appendix
B: List of Public Engagement Materials) and scheduled stakeholder and public engagement activities.

FIGURE 3
THE GALVESTON BAY PLAN, 2ND EDITION REVISION PROCESS
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In October 2016, the GBEP hosted Workshop #1 and a public Open House to review existing priorities in GBP’95
and the SAP, as well as identify any emerging priorities that should be incorporated into GBP’18 (see page 163,
Public Review Process). Meeting invitations were sent to all Council and subcommittee members, government
affiliates, partnership organizations, and numerous regional agencies, organizations, and newsletter subscribers.
Using the input received during Workshop #1 and the public Open House, the GBEP developed technical
frameworks for four focus areas that corresponded with the subcommittees of the Council: M&R, NRU, PPE, and
WSQ. The Council and its subcommittees provided feedback on the frameworks through six meetings.
In March 2017, stakeholders and interested parties reviewed the revised frameworks and provided feedback at
Workshop #2. Workshop attendees saw how comments were incorporated into Actions and gave additional
guidance and feedback on the draft Actions that would become GBP’18.
A draft of GBP’18 was released for public comment and review in early 2018. The GBEP held a public Open House
(Workshop #3) on March 5, 2018, to present the draft. The GBEP received many comments following the meeting
through an online forum. After addressing those comments, GBP’18 was submitted to the Council for approval on
October 17, 2018. GBP’18 identifies specific milestones and projects to ensure the protection and preservation of
Galveston Bay over the next 10 years and beyond.

Workshop #2 attendees listened to a presenter (far left). Participants reviewed a technical framework (center). Participants added
content to a technical framework (top right). Participants prioritized Objectives for a workshop exercise (bottom right).
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COMPARING THE TWO PLANS
The GBEP used GBP’95 as a starting point for the development of GBP’18, but there are some key differences that
will assist the reader with reconciling the two. When GBP’95 was developed, stakeholders identified the 17 most
pressing issues facing Galveston Bay and developed 82 corresponding Actions under 11 Action Plans to address
those problems. For GBP’18, stakeholders sought to simplify its structure while still building on the hard work of
GBP’95.

FIGURE 4
FOUR PLAN PRIORITIES

Plan Priority One:
Ensure Safe Human and Aquatic Life Use

Plan Priority Two:
Protect and Sustain Living Resources

Plan Priority Three:
Engage Communities

Plan Priority Four:
Inform Science-Based Decision Making

Both versions of the CCMP address 17 Priority Issues. GBP’18 is organized under four Plan Priorities (see Figure 4)
and 10 Action Plans. Many Actions under the Action Plans from GBP’95 were combined or removed due to
completion or changes in regulation, and the original 82 Actions became 38 (see Figure 5). More information on
how GBP’95 is integrated into GBP’18 appears in Appendix E: Technical Crosswalk.
GBP’18 addresses many broad issues, focusing on proactive management versus reactive management. The
Council and its subcommittees purposefully focused on Actions and topic areas that can be addressed by the
GBEP and its partners.
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By structuring GBP’18 around Plan Priorities instead of issues, the GBEP and its partners draw focus to actionoriented outcomes that, when achieved, will solve problems and preserve Galveston Bay. For example, with the
establishment of the legislative process for environmental flows (information on Senate Bills 1-3 begins on page
92), the GBP’18 Freshwater Inflows Action Plan shifts from developing regulatory protections to actions that
support continued research, outreach, and community engagement to ensure adequate flows of freshwater
reach Galveston Bay to protect and sustain living resources.

FIGURE 5
COMPARING THE PLANS, AT A GLANCE

GBP’95

GBP’18

Priority Issues

17

17

Plan Priorities

Not Applicable

4

Action Plans

11

10

Actions

82

38

Other changes include, but are not limited to, a focus on the creation and implementation of watershed-based
plans (WBP), expanded coordination on water quality improvements, expanded stakeholder involvement, more
significant focus on education/outreach initiatives, and more robust work to protect and sustain living resources
through science-based decision making. GBP’18 also seeks to identify Actions that support freshwater inflow to
Galveston Bay to protect and sustain living resources.
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GBP’18 builds upon previous plans and the
significant body of scientific research,
publications, and public input received for 30
years. However, this document does not revisit all
data in its entirety, nor does it replace the
multiple State of the Bay Reports or other
research publications that provide the foundation
of GBP’18. A complete list of publications cited
appears in Appendix G: Bibliography.

What is The Galveston Bay Plan, 2nd Edition?
GBP’18 is a guidance document or central point of
reference for improved coordination among
stakeholders across the Galveston Bay watershed.
It helps to avoid duplication and optimize efficiency
through its four Plan Priorities, 10 Action Plans, and
38 Actions. The document is not intended to be
regulatory or specifically binding on Actions or
timeframes.

GBP’18 is designed to address the issues
stakeholders have identified as the priorities for
implementation over the next 10 years,
modifying the region’s collective efforts based on
knowledge and expertise gained through experience. These priorities do not mean the efforts of GBP’18 abandon
previous priorities, instead they acknowledge a limitation of resources and focus on the most achievable and
high-priority Actions for the coming decade.

LOOKING AHEAD
GBP’18 is a roadmap for the future. It reflects the work and input of many stakeholders and two decades of
conservation work. It is a living document that will continue to be updated or revised as priorities or conditions
change.
In the technical sections of GBP’18, some Actions are left intentionally flexible to account for emerging
technologies, opportunities, and threats such as Hurricane Harvey, a Category 4 hurricane that hit the Texas gulf
coast in August 2017. Harvey caused wide-spread flooding and property damage, with hundreds of thousands of
structures affected by the storm and tens of thousands of people displaced. At the time of publication, the scale
and scope of Harvey’s impact on Galveston Bay was not fully apparent. However, recovery work will inform future
efforts of the GBEP and its partners.
Additional topics to consider, which were identified by stakeholders during the creation of GBP’18, include coastal
resilience in the face of changing weather patterns and sea levels; changes in land use; increased population; and
emerging contaminants, such as endocrine disrupters, personal care products, and microplastics.
The Council, with technical support from its subcommittees, works as information becomes available to ensure
GBP’18 remains flexible enough to meet the changing needs of the Galveston Bay estuary and its stakeholders.
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FIGURE 6
COMPOSITION OF THE GALVESTON BAY COUNCIL
Type of Organization

Federal Agencies

State Agencies

Regional/Local
Governments

Environmental/Citizens’
Groups

Private Sector

Research/Academia

Interest Represented
U.S. Coast Guard
U.S. Geological Survey
National Marine Fisheries Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Texas Department of Agriculture
Texas General Land Office
Texas Department of State Health Services
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Texas Parks & Wildlife Department
Texas Railroad Commission
Texas Department of Transportation
Texas State Soil & Water Conservation Board
Texas Water Development Board
Gulf Coast Authority
Houston-Galveston Area Council
City of Houston
Medium Local Governments - pop 25K- 500K
Small Local Governments - pop <25,000
Trinity River Authority
Port of Houston Authority
Large Local Governments - pop >500K
San Jacinto River Authority
Galveston Bay Foundation
Citizens-at-Large
Underrepresented Community Representative
League of Women Voters
Coastal Conservation Association
Low-Income Community Representative
Other Conservation Organizations
Nature Tourism
Greater Houston Partnership
Utilities
Industry
Marinas
Commercial Fisheries
East Harris County Manufacturer's Association
Major Universities
Texas Sea Grant Program
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About the
Estuary Program
GBEP MISSION
To preserve Galveston Bay for generations to come.
GBEP PURPOSE
To provide comprehensive ecosystem management through collaborative partnerships and ensure preservation of
Galveston Bay’s multiple uses.
GBEP GOALS
• Judiciously acquire, manage, and disburse funds to implement specific actions in the CCMP.
• Provide coordination and communication between state and federal resource agencies for cross-jurisdictional
issues.
• Coordinate, monitor, and track implementation activities of CCMP partners.
• Identify and communicate Galveston Bay improvements to agencies, stakeholders, and the public.
• Conduct public outreach and education to increase awareness of Galveston Bay.
• Maintain stakeholder involvement in the decision-making process through the Galveston Bay Council.
THE GALVESTON BAY COUNCIL
Per GBP’95, the TCEQ appointed the Council, a 41-member advisory committee, in November 1995 as governing body for
CCMP implementation.
Many stakeholder groups are represented on the Council, which:
• Provides an ongoing forum for technical and stakeholder review and involvement during implementation.
• Contributes to assessments of plan effectiveness and participates in periodic redirection of GBP’95’s management
initiatives.
• Ensures coordination and tracking implementation.
• Advises the TCEQ during the review of projects.
• Maintains agency commitments to implement GBP’95; ensures efficient cross-jurisdictional coordination; and, if
necessary, facilitates the resolution of disputes.
• Sets annual priorities for the implementation of action plans.
SUBCOMMITTEES AND PARTNERS
Subcommittees of the Council meet quarterly, or more frequently if needed, to facilitate GBP’95’s implementation
activities and provide technical support to the Council. This includes developing projects and programs that fulfill
implementation activities outlined in the CCMP, finding opportunities to collaborate and leverage funds with other
organizations and stakeholders.
The subcommittees are:
• Natural Resource Uses Subcommittee
• Water and Sediment Quality Subcommittee
• Public Participation and Education Subcommittee
• Monitoring and Research Subcommittee
• Budget and Priorities Subcommittee

This page intentionally left blank.
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Plan Organization
The Priority Issues and Actions from GBP’95 and the SAP are still relevant and crucial to protecting and preserving
Galveston Bay. GBP’18 builds on the successful projects started from earlier plans and identifies new or modified
Actions.

Wetlands adjacent to Jumbile Cove in West Galveston Bay (photo credit: Sarah Bernhardt).
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STRUCTURE OF
THE GALVESTON BAY PLAN, 2ND EDITION
The technical heart of GBP’18 is its Action Plans, nested within four Plan Priorities (see Figure 7 on Page 33). The
10 Actions Plans were developed by the Council and its four subcommittees through a series of meetings and
workshops, during which the activities necessary to preserve Galveston Bay were outlined and grouped. More
information about the process by which the Action Plans were developed through stakeholder engagement
begins on page 167, Public Review Process.
Many of the numbered Actions within the Action Plans continue to address issues previously identified in GBP’95.
New Actions have been added to address revised Plan Priorities. Plan Priorities, Action Plans, and Actions are
presented in this document with numerical and alphabetical labels for organization and communication purposes
but are not placed in any specific order based on their relative importance or priority.

READING THE GALVESTON BAY PLAN, 2ND EDITION
The four technical components of this document, called Plan Priorities, follow a similar pattern to increase
readability. Each Plan Priority is symbol- and color-coded and includes a short topical introduction, followed by an
overview of the factors influencing each priority and a brief discussion of past successes. Action Plans are
structured similarly, providing a brief topical overview and highlighting the status of current efforts in the region.
Each Action is assigned a number that references the Action Plan under which it is housed. Each of the 38 Actions
includes a short discussion, followed by a list of Potential Implementers, Activities, Performance Measures,
Implementation Cost Estimates, and References to previous plans. Figure 9: Anatomy of an Action on page 38
provides a detailed explanation of the various components, categories, and definitions common to all Actions.
Due to the dynamic nature of Galveston Bay, some Actions in GBP’18 are relevant to multiple Plan Priorities and
Action Plans. Text or symbols indicate where Actions are closely linked. Figure 8: Plan Priorities Matrix on pages
36 and 37 gives an overview of which Plan Priorities are addressed by Actions under the 10 Action Plans. Figure 7:
Structure Overview is a comprehensive view of the four Plan Priorities and 10 Action Plans.
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FIGURE 7
THE GALVESTON BAY PLAN, 2ND EDITION STRUCTURE OVERVIEW
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PLAN PRIORITIES OVERVIEW
Plan Priority One:
Ensure Safe Human and Aquatic Life Use
Galveston Bay is an economic driver for the Houston-Galveston region with frequent and varied use by residents,
tourists, and commercial and trade interests. For people who live, work, and play in and around Galveston Bay it
is beneficial to take an active role in protecting it. GBP’18 outlines the steps to be taken to ensure Galveston Bay
is kept safe for human and aquatic life use.
To ensure safe human and aquatic life use of Galveston Bay, three Action Plans are identified.
Improve Water Quality Through Nonpoint Source Pollution Abatement
Improve Water Quality Through Point Source Pollution Abatement
Promote Public Health and Awareness

Plan Priority Two:
Protect and Sustain Living Resources
The lower Galveston Bay watershed is composed of habitats that range from open water areas and estuarine
wetlands to freshwater wetlands and upland coastal prairie. These habitats support plant, fish, and wildlife
species that ensure the health and biological diversity of the estuarine system. GBP’18 continues the ecosystem
approach to living resource protection identified in GBP’95 to ensure the existence of an optimal variety and
distribution of coastal habitats.
To protect and sustain the living resources of Galveston Bay, three Action Plans are identified.
Support Habitat Conservation
Support Species Conservation
Sustain Freshwater Inflows
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Plan Priority Three:
Engage Communities
Nearly 5.4 million people call the five counties that surround Galveston Bay home (U.S. Census Bureau,
Population Division, 2016), with millions more visiting the region each year. Residents and visitors affect the
health of Galveston Bay through their daily actions, which makes engaging the people of Galveston Bay critical to
its long-term successful management, and the sustainability of the bay and its resources.
GBP’18 continues and builds upon the comprehensive public participation and education work identified in
GBP’95, with a renewed focus on connectivity, personal responsibility, and increasing environmental literacy.
To fully engage the people who live, work, and play in Galveston Bay, two Action Plans are identified.
Preserve Galveston Bay Through Stakeholder and Partner Outreach
Support Public Education and Awareness Initiatives

Plan Priority Four:
Inform Science-Based Decision Making
The health of the Galveston Bay estuary is dynamic, due to both human interactions and natural processes. These
changes can affect the people, habitats, and species of Galveston Bay, making monitoring and research essential
for the GBEP and its partners to manage, protect, and sustain Galveston Bay.
GBP’18 continues the coordinated approach identified in GBP’95 with monitoring and research activities that
focus on applied research and coordination to identify knowledge gaps and research needs and collection of data
to address emerging issues, such as endocrine disrupters and personal care product contaminants.
To ensure data used by the GBEP and its partners are accurate, defensible, and accessible, two Action Plans are
identified.
Collaborate with Research Institutions to Support Focus Area Applied Research and Monitoring
Increase Access to Galveston Bay Ecosystem Information
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FIGURE 8
PLAN PRIORITIES MATRIX
PLAN PRIORITIES
ACTION PLANS AND CORRESPONDING ACTIONS

Action Plan: Improve Water Quality Through Nonpoint Source Pollution Abatement (NPS)
NPS-1
Support Watershed-Based Plan Development and Implementation
NPS-2
Support Nonpoint Source Education and Outreach Campaigns
NPS-3
Implement NPS Best Management Practices
NPS-4
Host Nonpoint Source Workshops
Action Plan: Improve Water Quality Through Point Source Pollution Abatement (PS)
PS-1
Support Stormwater Education Programs
PS-2
Achieve Sanitary Sewer System Capacity and Integrity
PS-3
Increase Wastewater Treatment Facility Compliance
Action Plan: Promote Public Health and Awareness (PHA)
PHA-1
Improve Seafood Advisory Awareness
PHA-2
Improve Regional Contact Recreation Risk Awareness
PHA-3
Improve Contact Recreation Safety Through Watershed-Based Plans (WBPs)
PHA-4
Improve Shellfish Consumption Safety Through WBPs
PHA-5
Improve Finfish Consumption Safety Through WBPs
Action Plan: Support Habitat Conservation (HC)
HC-1
Land Acquisition
HC-2
Habitat Restoration
HC-3
Habitat Enhancement
Action Plan: Support Species Conservation (SC)
SC-1
Native Species Management
SC-2
Invasive Species Control
Action Plan: Sustain Freshwater Inflows (FWI)
FWI-1
Regional Planning for Freshwater Inflows
FWI-2
Freshwater Inflows Research and Management
FWI-3
Water Conservation and Education

Ensure Safe
Human and
Aquatic Life Use

Protect and
Sustain Living
Resources

x
x
x
x

x
x
x

Engage
Communities

x
x
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x
x
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x
x
x
x
x

x
x

x
x
x

x
x
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Inform ScienceBased Decision
Making
x
x
x

x

x
x

x
x
x

x
x

x
x

x
x

x
x
x

x

x
x
x

x
x
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PLAN PRIORITIES
ACTION PLANS AND CORRESPONDING ACTIONS

Action Plan: Preserve Galveston Bay Through Stakeholder and Partner Outreach (SPO)
SPO-1
Stewardship Programs and Volunteer Opportunities
SPO-2
Workshops and Events
SPO-3
Support Regional Initiatives
SPO-4
Local Government Outreach
Action Plan: Support Public Education and Awareness Initiatives (PEA)
PEA-1
Key Issue Engagement
PEA-2
Adult Education
PEA-3
Kindergarten to 12th Grade (K-12) Education Efforts

Ensure Safe
Human and
Aquatic Life Use

Protect and
Sustain Living
Resources

Engage
Communities

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x

x
x

x
x
x

x

x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x

x
x
x

x
x
x

Action Plan: Collaborate with Research Institutions to Support Focus Area Applied Research and Monitoring (RES)
x
RES-1
Conduct Biological Stressor Monitoring and Research
x
RES-2
Conduct Geochemical Stressor Monitoring and Research
x
RES-3
Conduct Physical Stressor Monitoring and Research
x
RES-4
Conduct Monitoring and Research to Address Limits to Contact Recreation
x
RES-5
Conduct Monitoring and Research to Address Limits to Seafood Consumption
x
RES-6
Evaluate Best Management Practice (BMP) Projects
RES-7
Conduct Research on Ecosystem Service and Economic Valuation of Bay Resources
RES-8
Complete Coastal Resiliency and Acclimation Studies
Action Plan: Increase Access to Galveston Bay Ecosystem Information (ACS)
x
ACS-1
Tracking Ecosystem Health Indicators
x
ACS-2
Access to Monitoring and Research Data
x
ACS-3
Track Galveston Bay Plan Implementation

Inform ScienceBased Decision
Making

x
x
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FIGURE 9
ANATOMY OF AN ACTION

*Timeframe and Output(s) and Implementation Costs are set ranges collectively developed by subcommittee members, Council
members, and attendees of the public workshops. Ranges are consistent throughout the document.
Outputs that appear in multiple Actions are not intended to count toward total Implementation Costs multiple times but are
instead a shared cost between multiple Actions. An example of this is the State of the Bay Symposium, which will be the final
output for many research Activities under multiple Actions.
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Plan Priority One:
Ensure Safe Human and
Aquatic Life Use
To preserve Galveston Bay for future generations, the GBEP and its partners must take steps to ensure the safe
human and aquatic life use of its waters.

Trash Bash volunteers take a break to fish off a dock on Dickinson Bayou (photo credit: Trash Bash).
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The Galveston Bay estuary is one of the most productive in the country, contributing billions of dollars each year
to the local economy through commercial fishing, tourism, and oyster harvesting (EPA, 2004, p. 251) and millions
of dollars in local and state tax revenue (Galveston Island). Its 232 miles of shoreline are a destination for fishing,
boating, bird watching, and recreation. In addition, Galveston Bay is a major transportation hub and economic
driver for the region, used to ship goods into and out of the nation’s number one port in foreign tonnage, the
Houston Ship Channel (Port of Houston Authority, 2018).
However, steps are needed to ensure Galveston Bay is kept safe for human and aquatic life use. Those who live
and recreate in the Galveston Bay watershed should actively participate in protecting the health of the bay by
choosing behaviors that positively affect water quality, plants, and animals. To ensure safe human and aquatic life
use of Galveston Bay, three Action Plans are identified.

ACTION
PLANS

Improve Water Quality Through Nonpoint Source Pollution Abatement
Improve Water Quality Through Point Source Pollution Abatement
Promote Public Health and Awareness

The three Action Plans identified under this Plan Priority were developed primarily through the WSQ
subcommittee of the Council.

FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE PLAN PRIORITY
There are several crucial factors that determine safe human and aquatic life use of Galveston Bay. The foremost
of these is the quality of the surface water in the lower Galveston Bay watershed. Water quality is a key indicator
of the health of the bay and whether those waters pose a risk for human use. Water quality in Galveston Bay is
generally good, especially in the open bay. The 2017 Galveston Bay Report Card, developed by the Houston
Advanced Research Center (HARC) and the Galveston Bay Foundation, graded water quality by evaluating
nitrogen, phosphorus, and dissolved oxygen. Based on these three parameters, Galveston Bay received a grade of
an A for two consecutive years (2015 and 2016 data) (GBF & HARC, 2016, p. 8; GBF & HARC, 2017, p. 8). Per the
Report Card, this grade “is consistent with long-term trends of improving water quality as a result of Clean Water
Act implementation and ongoing implementation of Watershed Protection Plans in our region (locally-driven,
watershed-specific plans to voluntarily address complex water quality problems in the region). 2016 was also a
good year for consistent rainfall, which helps keep the region’s rivers and bayous flowing.”

The Relationship Between Water Quality and Water Quantity
Water quantity, in the form of freshwater inflows, is intrinsically linked to water quality and the health of Galveston Bay. The
tremendous productivity of its estuary relies on both good water quality and plentiful flows from its watershed. As populations grow,
less water is available for environmental interests. At the same time, development can contribute pollutants and decrease natural land
cover that filters and slows stormwater. As inflows become smaller, more irregular, and of lower quality, the bay ecosystems can be
degraded.
While natural functions cannot be wholly re-created, best management practices can be integrated to mitigate the impacts of
development. Water conservation efforts can increase water supplies. Green infrastructure techniques help filter and regulate
stormwater and reduce water demand. Pursuing a strategy of low impact development and wise use of water resources helps address
the need for clean and sufficient inflows to the bay.
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Seafood consumption safety did not fare as well as water quality in the 2017 Galveston Bay Report Card, receiving
a grade of C for Galveston Bay and a grade of D for
rivers and bayous. Contamination from
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and dioxins (toxic
Detailed Water Quality Data
pollutants that are driving factors in seafood
consumption advisories) is different than other
More information about the water quality
water quality parameters. Typically the result of
parameters discussed in GBP’18 can be found
industrial and chemical production processes and
online. Key resources include the GBEP Regional
incomplete combustion, PCBs and dioxins affect
Monitoring Database, the Galveston Bay Report
the food chain and are most often found in the
Card, and the Houston-Galveston region Clean
fatty tissue of fish and larger aquatic life. People
Rivers Program’s annual regional water quality
who eat fish or shellfish contaminated by PCBs and
report, How’s The Water?.
dioxins can develop long-term, serious illnesses.

The Texas Department of State Health Services (TDSHS) issues seafood consumption advisories when tests on fish
and shellfish indicate there is an increased risk to human health from the presence of toxic pollutants. In
September 1990, TDSHS issued the first dioxin advisory for upper Galveston Bay (DSHS ADV-3). Additional
advisories for the Galveston Bay estuary and the Houston Ship Channel (DSHS ADV-50 and ADV-55) were issued in
2013, rescinding portions of previous advisories. The TDSHS website includes current fishing advisories, bans, and
more.
Contact recreation is a fundamental component of human use of
the waters within the Galveston Bay watershed. This includes
several activities, such as swimming, fishing, and boating, where
there is risk of ingesting water. Forty-six percent of the assessed
stream miles in Galveston Bay are impaired for high levels of
bacteria (TCEQ, 2014, TCEQ_AU_Line_14). This impairment is
determined by the TCEQ based on concentrations of indicator
bacteria (Escherichia Coli [E. coli], Enterococcus [enterococci]),
and fecal coliform, which come from mammal and bird
excrement.
These bacteria indicate the presence of other dangerous
pathogens in the water that can cause gastrointestinal illness and
infections if ingested. Since release of GBP’95, the GBEP and its
partners continue to implement programs to address bacteria,
most notably the Bacteria Implementation Group (BIG). More
information about the BIG begins on page 54.
Feral hogs contribute to water quality degradation
in many areas (photo credit: Texas A&M AgriLife
Extension Service).
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BUILDING ON PAST SUCCESS
GBP’95 provided a roadmap for the GBEP to address the water quality challenges affecting safe human and
aquatic life use of Galveston Bay. Since its publication, water quality improvement projects that address nonpoint
source (NPS) and point source (PS) pollution, as well as aid public health and awareness, were supported by the
GBEP.

WATERSHED-BASED PLANS
WBPs are strategies for mitigating impairments and / or concerns in water bodies. In Galveston Bay, bacteria,
dissolved oxygen, nutrients, and PCBs and dioxins are the primary parameters resulting in impairments (HoustonGalveston Area Council [H-GAC], 2014). There are two types of WBPs in the Galveston Bay estuary.
TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD / IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is a regulatory process triggered when a water body is placed on the
TCEQ’s list of impaired water bodies, the 303(d) list. The TMDL calculates the maximum amount of a
pollutant that a water body can receive and still meet water quality standards. An Implementation Plan (IPlan) is a stakeholder-driven plan that describes how the pollutant reductions described in the TMDL will
be achieved. Stakeholders propose voluntary, and sometimes regulatory, measures in the I-Plan to
address the pollutant of concern. There are currently five TMDL / I-Plan projects in the lower portion of
the Galveston Bay watershed. The EPA's website provides more information about TMDL / I-Plans,
including funding and development.
WATERSHED PROTECTION PLAN
Watershed Protection Plans (WPP) are voluntary (non-regulatory) plans developed by watershed
stakeholders. A WPP can be can be developed to preserve and / or restore water bodies. Local
stakeholders work to improve or protect water quality by looking at issues beyond typical water quality
parameters. A WPP can also be implemented by a concerned group of residents, even if the water body
does not appear on the 303(d) list (H-GAC, 2014). Within the lower Galveston Bay watershed, there are
five WPP projects at various stages of completion and implementation. The TCEQ’s website has more
information about WPPs.
Additional focused studies seek to improve water quality using primarily voluntary means and enhanced
coordination among stakeholders. For example, the BIG’s Top Five Most and Top Five Least Impaired Water
Bodies project, funded by the GBEP, aimed to identify specific bacteria sources.

Water Resources Information Map
Learn more about regional water quality through the Houston-Galveston Area Council’s Water Information Resources Map
(WRIM). The WRIM displays concern and impairment data for five parameters in the Houston-Galveston region in an
interactive format.
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FIGURE 10
WATERSHED-BASED PLANS IN THE LOWER PORTION OF THE GALVESTON BAY WATERSHED*

*Houston Ship Channel and Galveston Bay TMDL and Implementation Plan not included on this map.
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The Ghirardi Family WaterSmart Park in League City incorporates numerous BMPs, including rain gardens, a green roof, and a
cistern to collect rain water (photo credits: Sarah Bernhardt).

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Best Management Practices (BMP) include any practice that could be implemented to protect water quality and
ensure safe human and aquatic life use. The successful implementation of BMPs identified by WBPs is dependent
on gaining early and sustained participation and involvement of stakeholders in the watershed, which can be a
time-intensive process. Pet waste disposal stations, riparian buffers, pump-out stations for boater waste, and
stormwater treatment wetlands are some of the many examples of BMPs that are included in WBPs in the
Galveston Bay watershed.
Education efforts are key in targeting specific behaviors and pollutant sources, such as the Cease the Grease
campaign managed by the Galveston Bay Foundation and the Back the Bay campaign administrated through the
GBEP. More information about Back the Bay is included on page 103.
Direct structural implementation projects are a focus for regional BMPs. The Ghirardi Family WaterSmart Park
was completed in the spring of 2014 as a collaborative effort between the Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service,
League City, and the GBEP. The park is a 3.75-acre neighborhood space that incorporates rain gardens, a cistern
to collect rain water for irrigation, a green roof on the pavilion, and WaterSmart landscapes.
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service is monitoring the effectiveness of the local stormwater BMPs, which have
the unique soils and climate conditions that have not been well studied here. These data will help quantify the
benefits of features like rain gardens and swales for local decision makers as they consider incorporating the use
of these practices into their codes and ordinances.
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ACTION PLAN 1 OF 3

IMPROVE WATER QUALITY THROUGH NONPOINT
SOURCE POLLUTION ABATEMENT (NPS)
One of the most difficult areas of environmental management is the control of NPS pollution, particularly in
rapidly growing areas with varying land uses. Rainfall runoff or flood waters contain contaminants from many
land-based sources, including agriculture, construction, on-site sewage facilities, pet waste, lawn care products,
and auto maintenance. These contaminants can degrade the tributaries of Galveston Bay, and then eventually
affect the bay. The contaminants most commonly associated with NPS pollution are bacteria, sediment, nitrogen,
and phosphorus.
The Houston-Galveston region is projected to add 3.5
million people by 2040 (H-GAC, 2017). Increased land
disturbance and impervious surfaces associated with
ongoing development can generate NPS pollution from a
wider geographic area, while a decrease in permeable
surfaces and natural areas, including wetlands, can
further reduce the opportunity for runoff to be filtered
as it flows to the bay. As urban and suburban
development increases, implementation of BMPs that
reduce or eliminate runoff are of increasing importance
to manage NPS pollution.

What is Nonpoint Source Pollution?
NPS pollution is any type of pollution affecting a
waterway that originates from many diffuse
sources and not from a single identifiable
discharge point. This may include rainfall runoff
flowing over land, seepage, or illegal dumping.

The Armand Bayou stormwater treatment wetland at the University of Houston-Clear Lake
(more information on page 46) (photo credit: Environmental Institute of Houston, University of
Houston at Clear Lake).
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Example of Nonpoint Source Pollution Action Implementation
During development of GBP’18, the GBEP and its partners emphasized the need to implement BMP projects that
include a monitoring and research component to reduce NPS pollution in and around Galveston Bay. Some
existing BMPs in the region already included performance data.
The Armand Bayou stormwater treatment wetland at the University of Houston at Clear Lake is an example of a
successful BMP that was installed and monitored, demonstrating a reduction in NPS pollution. The stormwater
wetland was found to be effective for the removal of phosphorus and indicator bacteria depending on flow
regime and bank stability (Guillen, Mokrech, Oakley & Moss, 2014, p. 12). With the decreased levels of
phosphorus and indicator bacteria, the frequency of algal blooms in Armand Bayou was reduced as the overall
level of dissolved oxygen increased (Guillen, Mokrech, Oakley & Moss, 2014, p. 12). As the plant community
becomes more established, the filtration of the stormwater treatment wetland is expected to increase and attract
more aquatic and wildlife species. Considering the broad range of land uses, looking at land-based pollutants on a
watershed scale allows for simultaneous analysis of potential NPS pollution in the lower Galveston Bay
watershed. Moving forward, the GBEP and its partners will work with organizations implementing new and
existing BMPs to analyze data and produce a regional BMP white paper that reviews select BMPs.

Action Plan Overview
The NPS Action Plan includes four Actions that address this issue, including support for WBP development and
implementation (NPS-1); support of NPS education campaigns (NPS-2); implementation of structural and
nonstructural NPS projects (NPS-3); and presentation of workshops to enhance technical understanding and
expand use of BMPs (NPS-4).

FIGURE 11
NPS ACTION PLAN MATRIX
PLAN PRIORITIES
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Successful implementation of WBPs (NPS-1) and supporting BMPs (NPS-3) will broadly support Plan Priority Two:
Protect and Sustain Living Resources. NPS-1 requires coordination with the M&R subcommittee on Plan Priority
Four: Inform Science-Based Decision Making. Similarly, NPS education (NPS-2) requires coordination with the
NRU and PPE subcommittees of the Council, specifically on Action SPO-3 included under Plan Priority Three:
Engage Communities. Expanding understanding and use of BMPs in the region through workshops and speaking
engagements (NPS-4) closely aligns with the Activities for Action SPO-2 and will also be coordinated between the
WSQ, PPE, and M&R subcommittees.
More information on SPO-3 is presented on page 110. More information on SPO-2 is provided on page 109.

FIGURE 12
NONPOINT SOURCE ACTION PLAN
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NPS-1

Support Watershed-Based Plan Development and Implementation
Objective: Develop and implement local WBPs with local partners and stakeholders.

Priority Issue: NPS pollution causes impairments to the region's waters.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are identifying target area(s) to schedule implementation of WBPs by developing prioritization measures, such as
relationship of water body to water quality standard impairment, local source of funding or match available, ongoing watershed planning effort, size of
water body, access to monitoring data, etc.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, support development and / or implementation of two
WBPs (20% of goals met).
Identify target project areas and support
development and implementation of 10
WBPs.

Within 5-10 years, support development and / or implementation of three
additional (five total) WBPs (50% of goals met).
Within 10-plus years, support development and / or implementation of five
additional (10 total) WBPs (100% of goals met).

$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $1 Million

$1 Million - $50 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
City of Houston
Future Watershed Partners
Galveston Bay Foundation
Galveston County Health District
HARC

H-GAC
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Texas Sea Grant Program
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of WBPs developed and / or implemented.

REFERENCES
GBP’95 Reference: NPS-1, NPS-2, NPS-5, NPS-10, NPS-11, NPS-14, NPS-15, NPS-16
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health – WSQ: Goal 1 / Objective A
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NPS-2

Support Nonpoint Source Education and Outreach Campaigns
Objective: Develop and support NPS education and outreach campaigns.

Priority issue: NPS pollution causes impairments to the region's waters.
Description: The GBEP and its partners support NPS education and outreach campaigns that target area(s) using specific messaging to foster public
awareness, improve education, and encourage action to improve water quality. (Education is defined for Plan Priority Three: Engaging Communities on
page 100.)
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES
Work with PPE subcommittee and
partners to coordinate and facilitate
ongoing NPS education and outreach
through existing campaigns, such as
Back the Bay.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)
Within 2-5 years, conduct initial assessment of target population.

Within 2-5 years, initiate target area NPS education campaign.
Continue NPS education and outreach
and engage target populations.

Successfully engage target populations
and track results.

IMPLEMENTATION
COST
$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 5-10 years, track number of individuals involved, target populations,
or groups engaged.

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-years, track changes in public perception through follow-up
evaluation/questionnaire. In addition, track changes in behavior and in
environmental parameters (i.e., water quality, SSO events, etc. based on
program focus).

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Galveston Bay Foundation
H-GAC
Texans for Clean Water

Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of individuals or groups engaged in NPS campaigns.
2. Number of public assessments completed.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: NPS-1, NPS-2, NPS-5, NPS-11, NPS-14, NPS-15, NPS-16, PPE-3
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health – WSQ: Goal 1 / Objective A; Ecosystem and Human Health – WSQ: Goal 1 /Objective B / Objective F;
Public Participation and Education – Public Education: Goal 1 / Objective B
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NPS-3

Implement Nonpoint Source Best Management Practices
Objective: Implement NPS BMP projects.

Priority Issue: NPS pollution causes impairments to the region's waters.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are identifying specific structural and nonstructural measures to implement to improve water quality. The GBEP
and its partners are applying structural and nonstructural NPS BMPs to identified target area(s).
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

Develop and install five BMP projects.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)
Within 2-5 years, initiate two BMP projects.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, initiate three additional BMP projects (five total).

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, complete five BMP projects.
Complete effectiveness monitoring and
share results with partners, including
possible data evaluations, white papers,
and project mapping.

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 10-plus years, evaluate project results and develop white paper on
findings.

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Galveston Bay Foundation
H-GAC
Texans for Clean Water

Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of BMPs implemented.
2. Estimated pollutant load reduction.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: NPS-2, NPS-5, NPS-11
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health – WSQ: Goal 1 / Objective C

$0 - $200,000
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NPS-4

Host Nonpoint Source Workshops
Objective: Host NPS workshops to enhance technical understanding and expand the use of BMPs.

Priority Issue: NPS pollution causes impairments to the region's waters.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are providing NPS technical workshops in target area(s) to enhance the reach of structural and nonstructural
BMPs that address failing on-site sewage facilities, feral hogs, illicit discharges, illegal dumping, boater wastes, and agricultural sources. The GBEP and its
partners are also tying in with regional campaigns, such as Back the Bay, where applicable.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Understand current awareness of BMPs
by conducting pre-workshop
assessments.

Within 2-5 years, conduct BMP awareness level assessments prior to hosting
workshops.

$0 - $200,000

Within 2-5 years, conduct one BMP education workshop per year.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, conduct one BMP education workshop per year.

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, conduct one BMP education workshop per year.

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, conduct BMP awareness level assessments after
hosting workshops.

$0 - $200,000

Conduct 10 BMP workshops to enhance
technical understanding and awareness.

Measure impact of workshops by
conducting BMPs post-workshop
assessments.

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Texas General Land Office
H-GAC
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of NPS workshops with pre- and post-assessments completed.

REFERENCES
GBP’95, NPS-1, NPS-2, NPS-5, NPS-11, NPS-14, NPS-15, NPS-16, PPE-3, PPE-7
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health – WSQ: Goal 1 / Objective D / Objective E
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ACTION PLAN 2 OF 3

IMPROVE WATER QUALITY THROUGH POINT SOURCE
POLLUTION ABATEMENT (PS)
Traditionally, pollution abatement efforts in the region focused on regulating PS discharges, like effluent from
industry and municipal wastewater treatment facilities (WWTFs). These types of discharges are highly scrutinized
under the requirements and oversight of regulatory permits. In more recent years, flows from stormwater
systems joined these traditional discharges as part of the focus on permit controls to improve degraded water
quality. Although permit requirements help ensure the safety of stormwater discharges, these regulated systems
remain a focus of water quality efforts.
Failing infrastructure overflows from sanitary sewer
systems or improperly treated wastewater can affect a
waterway by introducing high levels of fecal bacteria.
Excessive bacteria can endanger human health.
Stormwater system flows are typically untreated and can
carry contaminants and nutrients from developed areas
directly to local waterways. Nutrients can lead to low
levels of dissolved oxygen and endanger aquatic life.
Contamination from point sources contributes to the
overall effect of water pollution on the environment and
on the local economies of Galveston Bay.

What is Point Source Pollution?

Point source pollution is any type of pollution
affecting a waterway that originates from
discrete sources or a single identifiable
discharge point. Point sources of pollution can
include regulated discharges from WWTFs and
stormwater systems.

The watershed that flows to Galveston Bay has over 1,000 regulated wastewater discharges and a varied network
of municipal stormwater systems (TCEQ, 2014, TCEQ_AU_Line_14). With regional growth projected to continue
at a rapid pace in the coming decades, both wastewater and stormwater capacity and discharges will increase
proportionally.
The combination of rapid growth, highly variable and rapid precipitation events over a short period of time,
poorly draining soils, and large collection systems based on low-density development presents unique challenges
to area wastewater and stormwater utilities. Although these sources are the focus of regulatory controls, the
number of dischargers, elevated risk of human waste as a public health concern, insufficient enforcement
capacity, and increasing volumes of discharges mean point sources will continue to be a source of concern for
water quality in the Galveston Bay watershed.
Extreme weather events can cause flooding, storm surge, and windstorms that stress wastewater and stormwater
systems with quantities of water far greater than their maximum designed capacity. When these hazards occur
more frequently, they overburden the resiliency of the bay.
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Example of Point Source Pollution Action Implementation
Bacteria impairments in the region continue to be the most pressing issue. The GBEP and its partners are
addressing this issue and reducing PS pollution through projects such as the BIG. The BIG is a partnership between
the H-GAC, local governments, businesses, and community leaders to develop and implement a plan to reduce
bacteria. The project area is a combination of more than 100 TMDLs in adjacent watersheds with common
stakeholders working to create a single plan.

FIGURE 13
BACTERIA IN THE BIG PROJECT AREA:
MOVING SEVEN-YEAR RATIO OF GEOMETRIC MEAN TO PCR STANDARD

The BIG offers a menu of water protection activities, most of which are voluntary; however, one regulatory area
of success is an initiative to halve the standard bacteria permit limit to 63 most probable number (MPN) of fecal
coliform per 100 mililiters (mL) for some wastewater permit holders in the BIG project area. This initiative, along
with other non-regulatory actions, has contributed to continued water quality improvement (see Figure 13). *
*It is important to note that 96.5 percent of the reported grab / daily maximum bacteria samples meet required permit limits
for bacteria.
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With the increase of centralized wastewater treatment, water quality for the lower Galveston Bay watershed is
characterized as good for many water quality parameters. However, potential contaminants, such as personal
care products and pharmaceuticals, have not been routinely tested. Wastewater treatment technology has not
been thoroughly evaluated to determine if it will prevent these contaminants from passing through without being
treated. In other parts of the country, one class of these compounds, endocrine disruptors, is linked to changes in
the sex ratio of fish and deformities in aquatic life (Vajda et al., 2008). The GBEP and its partners continue to
monitor new research on these contaminants and will incorporate findings into future efforts where appropriate.

FIGURE 14
PS ACTION PLAN MATRIX
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Action Plan Overview
GBP’18 identifies three Actions to improve water quality through PS pollution abatement. The first is to increase
public awareness of stormwater issues and promote the use of green infrastructure to mitigate stormwater
impacts (PS-1). Increasing public awareness of stormwater issues, precipitating a change in behaviors that
negatively influence stormwater quality, is a key element in PEA-1, included under Plan Priority Three: Engage
Communities. Coordination between the WSQ and PPE subcommittees on this issue is key to successful
implementation.
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Promoting TCEQ efforts and programs to reduce sanitary sewer overflows, such as regional education campaigns
(PS-2) and seeking to increase compliance by WWTFs through coordination with the TCEQ and technical support
for local utilities (PS-3) are crucial to reducing point source pollution. Successful implementation of PS-2, requires
coordination with the PPE subcommittee on SPO-3 and PEA-1. A similar coordination effort between the
subcommittees will support the creation of a local utilities toolbox (PS-3), which is also supported by SPO-3.
More information on PEA-1 is given on page 116. More information on SPO-3 is provided on page 110.

FIGURE 15
POINT SOURCE ACTION PLAN
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PS-1

Support Stormwater Education Programs
Objective: Implement education campaigns with Phase I and Phase II MS4s.

Priority Issue: Regulated wastewater and MS4s can contribute to the region's impaired waters.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are collaborating on existing education campaigns with owners and operators of Phase I and II MS4 permits on
the development and implementation of stormwater management programs to address sediment, litter, pet waste, and illicit discharges from the MS4s.
The GBEP and its partners will also promote BMPs, including low impact development / green infrastructure, construction BMPs and illicit discharge
detection programs, and other water quality improvement techniques across the region.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Increase collaboration between MS4
programs across the region.

Within 2-5 years, develop database to track existing MS4 programs and
identify opportunities for collaboration.

$0 - $200,000

Work with PPE subcommittee and
partners to coordinate and facilitate
stormwater outreach efforts.

Within 2-5 years, coordinate with PPE to promote or host workshops and
regional messaging campaigns to support point source education efforts.

$0 - $200,000

Finalize stormwater outreach plan and
begin implementation activities, such as
hosting or promoting workshops and
promoting regional messaging.

Within 5-10 years, continue to coordinate with PPE on stormwater outreach
efforts.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Complete stormwater outreach plan
implementation activities.

Within 10-plus years, continue to coordinate with PPE on stormwater
outreach efforts and host identified workshops.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Complete effectiveness monitoring and
share results with partners, including
possible data evaluations, white papers,
and project mapping.

Within 10-plus years, track success of workshops by identifying the number
of MS4s implementing BMPs.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
H-GAC
Local MS4 Permit Holders

Texans for Clean Water
TCEQ

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Database of MS4s completed.
2. Number of stormwater workshops and educational programs completed.
3. Number of MS4s implementing BMPs post-workshops.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: NPS-1, NPS-2, NPS-6, NPS-7, NPS-12, NPS-13, PS-5, SD-5, SD-6, SD-7
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health – WSQ: Goal 1 / Objective D; Ecosystem and Human Health – WSQ: Goal 2 / Objective B; Public
Participation and Education - Public Education: Goal 1 / Objective B
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PS-2

Achieve Sanitary Sewer System Capacity and Ensure Integrity
Objective: Maintain the capacity and integrity of sanitary sewer systems across the region to encourage
compliance.

Priority Issue: Regulated sanitary systems can contribute to the region's impaired waters.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are promoting TCEQ programs to encourage repairs, improvements, and replacement of chronically failing
sanitary sewer systems.
The GBEP and its partners are promoting TCEQ's Sanitary Sewer Overflow Initiative that develops compliance agreements with municipalities with
sanitary sewer overflows and use of existing initiatives that address fats, oils, grease, and sanitary wipes--common causes of sanitary sewer overflows.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, identify and prioritize list of geographies with chronically
failing sanitary sewer systems in need of repair, improvement, or
replacement.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, support or host technical workshops (number to be
determined) for targeted geographies.

$0 - $200,000

Host or support regular sanitary sewer
systems workshops.

Within 5-10 years, track number of workshops supported or hosted and
number of attendees.

$0 - $200,000

Track the number of TMDL / I-Plans in
the project area.

Within 10-plus years, track number of TMDL / I-Plans initiated or completed
in targeted geography.

$0 - $200,000

Demonstrate the effectiveness of
sanitary sewer systems and efforts to
repair, improve, or replace failing
sanitary sewer systems.

Within 10-plus years, pull sanitary sewer overflow data for targeted
geographies to determine whether a reduction occurred.

$0 - $200,000

Work with partners to improve or
replace failing sanitary sewer systems in
project area.

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Bayou Preservation Association
City of Houston Public Works Department
Galveston Bay Foundation
Galveston County Health District
Harris County Pollution Control Department

H-GAC
Sanitary Sewer System Owners / Operators
TCEQ
Watershed-Based Plan Participants / Stakeholders

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. List of geographies with failing sanitary sewer systems.
2. Number of workshops and educational programs completed.
3. Number of TMDL/I-Plans initiated.
4. Number of geographies that show a reduction in sanitary sewer overflows.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PS-1, PS-2
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health – WSQ: Goal 2 / Objective A
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PS-3

Increase Wastewater Treatment Facility Compliance
Objective: Improve WWTF compliance across the region.

Priority Issue: Regulated wastewater systems can contribute to the region's impaired waters.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are coordinating with the TCEQ's Environmental Assistance Division on opportunities to improve WWTF
compliance.
The GBEP and its partners are creating a compliance tool box that includes measures like technical workshops, increased regulatory compliance
inspections and no-notice inspections, development of a non-regulatory inspection program, identification of funding sources, and potential for
regionalization of chronically noncompliant WWTFs. The tool box may be promoted through the GBEP’s Back the Bay.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Create a toolbox to provide support to
chronically failing WWTFs.

Within 2-5 years, identify chronically failing WWTFs and evaluate factors
leading to noncompliance; create compliance toolbox.

Promote toolbox to provide support to
chronically failing WWTFs.

Within 5-10 years, use compliance tool box to work with chronically failing
facilities, communicating through technical workshops and non-regulatory
and regulatory visits (number to be determined {TBD}).

$200,000 - $1 Million

Track the success of support provided to
chronically failing WWTFs.

Within 10-plus years, pull failure data for identified WWTFs to determine
compliance tool box success.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
City of Houston Public Works Department
EPA
Galveston County Health District
Harris County Pollution Control Department
H-GAC

Local Governments
Local Health Districts
Local Industry
TCEQ
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Assessment of needs/gaps of failing WWTFs, to understand why they are failing, completed.
2. Compliance toolbox completed.
3. Number of WWTFs that received toolbox in compliance.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PS-3, PS -4
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health – WSQ: Goal 3 / Objective A / Objective B

$0 - $200,000
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ACTION PLAN 3 OF 3

PROMOTE PUBLIC HEALTH AND AWARENESS (PHA)
Good water, sediment, and air quality are important to the ecological health of Galveston Bay. In turn, a healthy
bay is important to the health of bay users. Bay users who consume fish or shellfish that contain toxins can
become seriously ill. People who use surface water for contact recreation, such as swimming, wading, and
windsurfing, risk exposure to waterborne pathogens that can cause gastrointestinal distress, infections, and other
illnesses.
Elevated bacteria levels in open bay waters and the shoreline periodically close portions of the bay to recreational
and commercial oyster harvesting, and many tributaries in the lower Galveston Bay watershed exceed state
standards for safe contact recreation. Sediment is contaminated with toxic agents in localized areas, and portions
of the Houston Ship Channel and upper Galveston Bay exceed fish-tissue quality criteria for select contaminants,
increasing health risks associated with consuming contaminated seafood from those areas. Continued water
quality monitoring, fish-tissue monitoring, and public education initiatives are essential to promoting public
health and increasing the public’s awareness of associated risks.

Example of Public Health and Awareness Action Implementation
Bay waters are generally considered a low public health risk for contact recreation uses as they meet state water
quality standards for contact recreation. Inland tributaries designated for contact recreation can have elevated
levels of bacteria. Forty-six percent of assessed stream miles in the lower Galveston Bay watershed have a
bacteria impairment for contact recreation (TCEQ, 2014, TCEQ_AU_Line_14). Several of these impaired water
bodies are covered under individual WBPs that recommend measures for their improvement.
Consumption of some fish and shellfish can pose a significant public health risk, particularly if harvested from
certain areas of Galveston Bay. TDSHS issues Health Consultations reports that advise on the risk of consuming
fish and shellfish. A characterization study for PCBs and dioxins that the GBEP began in the late 1990s continues
to address the main toxins found in fish tissue.
TDSHS also classifies oyster-producing waters in the state as approved, conditionally approved, restricted, or
prohibited for shellfish harvest. Consuming oysters, notably raw oysters, can pose a health risk as oysters
concentrate bacterial and viral pathogens in their tissue. The Upper Texas Coast Oyster Waters TMDL / I-Plan was
completed in January 2014 to address elevated concentrations of bacteria found in tributaries and runoff from
shorelines entering the bay.
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Since 1989, state and local agencies, such as the Texas General Land Office (GLO) and Galveston County Health
District, perform bacteria testing to inform beach-goers about recreational water safety. Additional information is
accessible electronically through the Texas Beach Watch website. The Galveston Bay Foundation’s Water
Monitoring Team collects enterococci bacteria data using “citizen scientists,” volunteers specially certified to
collect a small amount of water to be tested. This program is a Texas Stream Team partner (learn more about
Texas Stream Team under Plan Priority Three: Engage Communities). The annual Galveston Bay Report Card also
provides residents with answers to questions about whether it is safe to swim in area surface water or to
consume fish and shellfish harvested locally. Other initiatives, such as coordination between the EPA and
Galveston Bay Foundation at the San Jacinto Waste Pits, make it easier for the public to be informed about
complex issues. Signage in multiple languages at sites around Galveston Bay provides warnings to the public
where fish consumption advisories are in place. Future efforts to provide subsistence fisherman with targeted
information on fish consumption advisories will be explored under this Action Plan.

Action Plan Overview
Increased public awareness (PHA-1) of current fish advisories and shellfish sanitation will help with decisions
about when to eat fish that are caught, when or if to eat raw oysters, and when to allow children to play in local
water bodies. Participation in existing watershed-based planning (PHA-2) is key to the improvement of Bay
waters. Each WBP has measures for stakeholder involvement. The GBEP helps support WBP implementation and
provides a technical forum for regional coordination.

FIGURE 16
PHA ACTION PLAN MATRIX
PLAN PRIORITIES
ACTION PLANS AND
CORRESPONDING ACTIONS
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Successful implementation of PHA-1 and PHA-2 requires coordination with the PPE subcommittee of the
Galveston Bay Council on Action PEA-1, included under Plan Priority Three: Engage Communities. Education of
the public about health risks from legacy pollutants, waterborne pathogens, air pollution, and fish-tissue
contamination will drive PHA-3, PHA-4, and PHA-5. Successful implementation of all Actions requires
coordination with the PPE and M&R subcommittees of the Council.
More information on PEA-1 is provided on page 116.

FIGURE 17
PUBLIC HEALTH AWARENESS ACTION PLAN
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PHA-1

Improve Seafood Advisory Awareness
Objective: Promote public health through improved seafood advisory awareness.

Priority Issue: Waterborne pathogens and toxins found in fish tissue pose a human health risk due to fish and shellfish consumption.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are supporting effective seafood advisory outreach.
The GBEP and its partners are working with the PPE subcommittee and stakeholders on outreach, education, and awareness efforts to assist the public in
evaluating risks from consuming Galveston Bay fish and / or shellfish. These efforts will leverage and build upon existing outreach and awareness
initiatives.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES
Work with PPE subcommittee to
develop a Seafood Advisory Awareness
Outreach Plan.

Finalize Seafood Advisory Awareness
Outreach Plan and begin
implementation.

Successfully implement Seafood
Advisory Awareness Outreach Plan and
track results.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, develop Seafood Advisory Awareness Outreach Plan.
Identify specific goals for increasing awareness (goals TBD).

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, see significant progress on Outreach Plan goals (50% of
goals met).

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, see significant progress on Outreach Plan goals (100%
of goals met).
Within 10-plus years, assess effectiveness of Outreach Plan by tracking
number of groups and individuals reached.

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
County Health Departments
Galveston Bay Foundation
Galveston County Health District
Harris County Pollution Control

Local / City Governments
Texas Department of State Health Services
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Texas Sea Grant

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Seafood Advisory Awareness Outreach Plan completed.
2. Number of groups and individuals reached through outreach and education.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PH-1
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Public-Health Protection: Goal 3 / Objective B

$200,000 - $1 Million

$0 - $200,000
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PHA-2

Improve Regional Contact Recreation Risk Awareness
Objective: Promote public health through improved regional contact recreation risk awareness.

Priority Issue: Waterborne pathogens pose a human health risk due to contact recreation exposure.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are working with the PPE subcommittee to develop a public contact recreation risk advisory program. These
efforts will leverage and build upon existing outreach and awareness initiatives.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES
Work with PPE subcommittee to
develop a Contact Recreation Outreach
Plan.

Finalize Contact Recreation Outreach
Plan and begin implementation.

Successfully implement Contact
Recreation Outreach Plan and track
results.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, develop Contact Recreation Outreach Plan. Identify specific
goals for increasing awareness (goals TBD).

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, significant progress on Outreach Plan goals (50% of goals
met).

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, significant progress on Outreach Plan goals (100% of
goals met).
Within 10-plus years, assess effectiveness of Outreach Plan by tracking
number of groups and individuals reached.

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Bayou Preservation Association
County Health Departments
Galveston Bay Foundation
Harris County Pollution Control

H-GAC
Local Governments
Texas Sea Grant

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Contact Recreation Outreach Plan completed.
2. Number of groups and individuals reached through outreach and education.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PH-3
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Public-Health Protection: Goal 3 / Objective A

$200,000 - $1 Million

$0 - $200,000
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PHA-3

Improve Contact Recreation Safety Through Watershed-Based Plans
Objective: Improve regional contact recreation safety by implementing WBPs.

Priority Issue: Waterborne pathogens pose a human health risk due to contact recreation exposure.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are supporting and facilitating the development and implementation of WBPs, including TMDLs and WPPs, to
address bacteria impaired contact recreation waters.
Support may also include continuing the stakeholder process or funding specific BMPs from WBPs.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES
Support the implementation of ongoing
WBPs and development of 3-4 new
WBPs.

Successfully develop 3-4 WBPs and track
results.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, support and facilitate the implementation of current and
development of one to two new WBPs.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, support and facilitate the implementation of current and
development of an additional two WBPs.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 10-plus years, assess impact of supported WBPs by tracking the
number of BMPs implemented and number of improved assessment units.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Bayou Preservation Association
City of Houston
County Health Departments
Galveston Bay Foundation
Harris County Pollution Control Department
H-GAC

HARC
TCEQ
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
Texas Sea Grant
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board
Watershed-Based Plan Owners / Stakeholders

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of WBPs developed and implemented.
2. Number of BMPs implemented.
3. Number of improved assessment units.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PH-3
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Public-Health Protection: Goal 3 / Objective B
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PHA-4

Improve Shellfish Consumption Safety Through Watershed-Based
Plans
Objective: Improve the safety of human shellfish consumption from Bay waters by implementing WBPs.

Priority Issue: Waterborne pathogens and toxins found in edible tissue pose a human health risk due to shellfish consumption.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are supporting implementation of WBPs, such as the Upper Texas Coast Oyster Waters TMDL / I-Plan to address
bacteria-impaired oyster waters.
Support also includes continuing the stakeholder process or funding specific measures of WBPs.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

Demonstrate a change in shoreline
bacteria concentrations.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, support implementation of the Upper Texas Coast Oyster
Waters TMDL / I-Plan and report on status.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, continue to support implementation of the Upper Texas
Coast Oyster Waters TMDL / I-Plan and report on status.

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, review water quality data to determine whether a
decrease in bacteria concentrations occurred.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
City of Houston
Galveston Bay Foundation
Galveston County Health District
Harris County Pollution Control Department

Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
TCEQ
Texas Department of State Health Services
Texas Sea Grant

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Upper Texas Coast Oyster Waters TMDL/I-Plan implemented.
2. Number of improved assessment units for bacteria concentrations.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PH-2
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Public-Health Protection: Goal 1 / Objective B; Ecosystem and Human Health - Public-Health Protection:
Goal 2 / Objective A
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PHA-5

Improve Finfish Consumption Safety Through Watershed-Based Plans
Objective: Improve the safety of human finfish consumption by implementing WBPs.

Priority issue: Waterborne pathogens and toxins found in fish tissue pose a human health risk due to fish consumption.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are supporting and facilitating the development and implementation of legacy and toxin WBPs, as the need arises.
The GBEP and its partners are also providing support, as needed, for existing PCB and dioxins TMDL studies.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

Support the implementation of current
and / or development of 3-4 new WBPs.

Complete impact assessment and results
tracking of the 3-4 developed WBPs.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, support and facilitate the development of one to two
WBPs.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, support and facilitate the development of an additional
two WBPs.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 10-plus years, assess impact of supported WBPs by tracking the
number of BMPs implemented and number of improved assessment units.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
City of Houston
Galveston Bay Foundation
Galveston County Health District
Harris County Pollution Control Department

TCEQ
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
Texas Department of State Health Services
Texas Sea Grant

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of WBPs completed.
2. Number of BMPs implemented.
3. Number of improved assessment units.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: WSQ-1, WSQ-2, WSQ-3, WSQ-4
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Public-Health Protection: Goal 1 / Objective B; Ecosystem and Human Health - Public-Health Protection:
Goal 2 / Objective A
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Plan Priority Two:
Protect and Sustain Living
Resources
To preserve Galveston Bay for future generations, the GBEP and its partners must take steps to protect and sustain
its living resources.

Student volunteers plant wetland species at a wetland restoration project at Sheldon Lake State Park (photo credit: Galveston Bay Foundation).
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The Texas coast features a wealth of coastal habitats that support an abundance and diversity of fish and wildlife.
Preservation of wetlands and natural areas is critical for the maintenance of water quality and the protection of
valuable fish and wildlife habitat in the region.
The Galveston Bay estuary was considered one of the most biologically productive estuaries in Texas in 2005
(EPA, 2004, p. 250). A system of freshwater inflows from rivers, bayous, and streams that mix with warm
saltwater from the Gulf of Mexico provides a nutrient-rich environment for Galveston Bay’s indigenous coastal
plants, fish, and wildlife. However, changing land use and development, as well as increased water demands and
other factors, threaten living resources in the estuary. To adequately protect and sustain the bay’s living
resources, three Action Plans are identified.

ACTION
PLANS

Support Habitat Conservation
Support Species Conservation
Sustain Freshwater Inflows

The three Action Plans identified under this Plan Priority were developed primarily through the NRU
subcommittee of the Council.

FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE PLAN PRIORITY
Galveston Bay hosts a variety of habitats, including regularly flooded estuarine intertidal emergent wetlands, tidal
inlets, creeks, and ponds. Some sub-bays are vegetated with SAV in the open water adjacent to intertidal
emergent wetlands. Vegetated and unvegetated salt flats occur just inland and at slightly higher elevations than
the intertidal marshes. At higher elevations, these habitats grade into coastal prairie interspersed with brackish to
freshwater marshes. The tributaries, bayous, and rivers are lined with varying riparian habitats, such as emergent
marsh and forests.
These habitats support fish, wildlife, and plant species that ensure the health and biological diversity of the
estuarine system, from primary producers, like phytoplankton, to large mammals, such as dolphins. These
organisms occupy different feeding, or trophic, levels but all are integral to ecosystem function.
Just as Galveston Bay’s habitat types and species are indicators of the health of the estuary, its salinity is also an
indication of its health. Freshwater inflows perform a crucial role and are an important factor driving the health of
Galveston Bay. The volume, timing, and quality of freshwater inflows to the estuary directly influence the
biodiversity of the bay and its health.
The 2017 Galveston Bay Report Card indicates the living resources in Galveston Bay are under stress from a
variety of sources, including hurricanes, development and population growth, subsidence and erosion, and
increasing water use and climate variability, such as flooding and drought. Habitat loss, and its subsequent impact
on native species and water quality, poses a significant threat to ecosystem health in Galveston Bay. Passage of
the Clean Water Act in 1972 provided federal protection for wetlands in the Galveston Bay ecosystem, but
development continues to contribute to the loss of wetlands in Galveston Bay (GBF & HARC, 2017, p. 45).
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LAND USE CHANGE IN GALVESTON BAY
Now, more than 5.4 million people live in the five counties surrounding Galveston Bay. This marks a 33 percent
population increase since the release of the GBP’95 in April 1995 (U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, 2016).
This population growth resulted in increased development and changes in land use. As stated in the 2016
Galveston Bay Report Card, an estimated 13 percent of wetlands were lost to development between 1996 and
2010 (GBF & HARC, 2016, p. 45). Figure 18 demonstrates changes in land use between 1996 and 2015.

FIGURE 18
LAND COVER CHANGE

Changes in land use between 1996 (left) and 2015 (right). Source: H-GAC Community and Environmental GIS (CE GIS). Appendix G
begins with a more detailed explanation of how these data were developed.
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BUILDING ON PAST SUCCESS
The GBEP is successful in leveraging program funding to benefit Galveston Bay’s living resources. Since 2000, the
GBEP and its partners protected (conserved), restored, and enhanced 29,050 acres of coastal habitats, leveraging
approximately $95.8 million in local, industry, state, and federal contributions. Each dollar the GBEP contributed
to habitat and species conservation projects leveraged $17.

NORTH DEER ISLAND PROTECTION PROJECT
In 2006, the GBEP collaborated with state and local organizations on the North Deer Island Protection Project, led
by the TPWD. Partners worked for eight years to stabilize approximately 1.7 miles of North Deer Island’s rapidly
eroding shoreline. Erosion rates up to 10 feet per year threaten the island’s critical nesting and foraging habitat
for waterbirds.
The project resulted in the protection of critical nesting and foraging habitat for 30,000 nesting pairs of 19 species
of waterbirds, including endangered and threatened species, as well as nursery areas for commercially and
recreationally important finfish and shellfish. Partners placed 24,100 tons of limestone to create 6,450 feet of
nearshore breakwater and armored shoreline, which protects upland nesting areas, wetlands, tidal flats, and
lagoons. North Deer Island now features some of the most spectacular bird watching in Galveston Bay.
In addition to the successful restoration of critical habitat, North Deer Island highlights the importance of
collaboration in the Galveston Bay watershed. The diverse partnership that led to implementation of this project
included Audubon Texas, NRG Energy/Reliant Energy, EPA, Houston Audubon Society, Harris and Eliza Kempner
Fund, Galveston Bay Foundation, Meadows Foundation, Shell Marine – National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, the
GLO, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and TPWD. The North Deer Island Protection Team received the Gulf of
Mexico Program’s Gulf Guardian Partnership Award in 2008 and the White House Coastal America Partnership
Award in 2009.

Aerial image of North Deer Island protection project site (photo credit: Woody Woodrow, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service).
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CONSERVATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
Through a collaboration between the GBEP, Galveston Bay Foundation, and Texas Coastal Partners, the
Conservation Assistance Program (CAP) supports regional efforts to preserve wetlands and coastal habitats that
protect the long-term health and productivity of Galveston Bay.
With the help and consensus of conservation partners, the
collaborative identifies conservation projects, develops funding
strategies, works with landowners to negotiate conservation
easements, carries out due diligence, and finalizes the purchase
and transfer of title to the appropriate land conservation
entity.

Artist Boat Eco-Art Kayak Adventures at the Artist
Boat Coastal Heritage Preserve in West
Galveston Bay (photo credit: Artist Boat).

From 2011 to 2017, nine projects closed under this partnership,
including the Lone Pine Farm and Anahuac National Wildlife
Refuge Coastal Prairie, permanently protecting 5,137 acres and
leveraging $9,000,000. Approximately 10,000 acres of habitat
have ongoing efforts, including Gordy Marsh Phase II
Conservation and the Anchor Bay acquisition of the Coastal
Heritage Preserve.

WEST BAY CONSERVATION INITIATIVE
The West Bay Conservation Initiative is a concentrated effort made up of habitat conservation, restoration, and
enhancement projects supported by nonprofit organizations, state and federal agencies, and private partners.
The objective of the initiative is to conserve and restore habitat and associated biological communities critical to
the Galveston Bay ecosystem. This initiative includes protection of fringing intertidal and high marsh, tidal flats,
freshwater wetlands, working (agricultural) lands, and coastal prairie.
In 2013, the GBEP secured $2 million from the GLO’s Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP) to conserve
properties in the West Bay Watershed. This was implemented by placing coastal wetlands and habitats critical to
water quality, wildlife, and habitat continuity under long-term conservation.
Through this grant, the GBEP and its partners permanently protected 850 acres of coastal habitat. These
properties included the Savannah Oaks rice farm (700-acre conservation easement), Chocolate Bayou (103-acre
fee simple acquisition), and the Coastal Heritage Preserve middle tract (47-acre fee simple acquisition).

This page intentionally left blank.
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ACTION PLAN 1 OF 3

SUPPORT HABITAT CONSERVATION (HC)
The Galveston Bay watershed provides significant recreational opportunities and economic benefits to the region
(EPA, 2004, p. 248). Local economies benefit from the bounty of the bay’s fisheries and oyster reefs. Wetlands
improve water quality and augment resilience during storms. Coastal prairies absorb floodwaters and sequester
carbon. These and other component ecosystems work to support the biodiversity of the bay. The binding element
that serves as the framework for the productivity of the Galveston Bay estuary is habitat.
Habitat is generally defined as the natural environment
of an organism. The bay’s health is dependent on the
balance of physical, biological, and chemical conditions
necessary to maintain the habitats that support its
robust ecosystems. The overall health of the bay and the
services it provides depend on the health of the habitats
that create them.

All of Galveston Bay’s principal commercial and
recreational fishery species rely on estuarine
wetlands during at least some part of their life
cycle (Lester, 2011b, p. 3).

Crucial habitats in the estuarine environment of Galveston Bay and the terrestrial environment of its upland
watershed include those most significantly affected over the past decades. Wetland loss, changes to oyster reefs,
declines of SAV, loss of tidal flats, conversion of coastal prairies to developed areas, and loss of riparian forests
along bay tributaries threaten the strength of Galveston Bay. The 2017 Galveston Bay Report Card indicates many
of the bay’s crucial habitats (freshwater wetlands, SAV, and oyster beds) remain threatened and in need of
intervention (p. 44). The ability of the bay to support its abundant bird life, native plant communities, and other
living systems depends on high-functioning habitat.

Armand Bayou Nature Center (photo credit: Lyman
Brown).

Acquisition of high-value habitat is a focus of GBP’18.
Regional conservation efforts, as evidenced by the Texas
Farm and Ranch Land Program, the CAP, and
community-driven Greenprints by the Trust for Public
Land, focus on acquisition of land or acquisition of
development rights through conservation easements.
Restoration of existing degraded habitat provides
another important avenue to increasing habitat function
and capacity. A final tool is enhancement and protection
of native habitats. Establishing breakwaters to prevent
wetland shoreline erosion and fragmentation, which
often leads to the wetlands conversion to open water,
and managing lands (fencing, mowing, prescribed burns,
etc.) in conservation to preserve habitat values, is an
effective tool for protecting habitats.
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Status of Habitat Conservation Implementation
Per GBP’95, the Galveston Bay system lost a net of nearly 35,000 acres of wetlands and 1,800 acres of SAV
between the 1950s and 1989 primarily due to human-induced subsidence, the conversion of wetlands to
agricultural land, regional dredge-and-fill activities, and habitat fragmentation.
The loss of estuarine wetlands slowed since 1996, while loss of freshwater wetlands remains a concern. Much of
this loss is attributed to the development of freshwater isolated wetlands and agricultural land from the
expansion of the Houston metropolitan area. Two U.S. Supreme Court decisions (Solid Waste Agency of Northern
Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 2001 and Rapanos v. United States in 2006) and subsequent
federal guidance coincide with the continued loss of freshwater wetlands to residential and commercial
development in the watershed in the 2000s.
Other plant communities, like emergent intertidal wetlands and SAV, are affected by subsidence, increased water
turbidity, and development encroachment. Encroaching development disturbs riparian areas along tributaries
and converts prairie wetland complexes.

FIGURE 19
HABITAT TRENDS
1996

2005

Total Change
1996 to 2005

Annual Change
1996 to 2005

Percent
Change 1996
to 2005

Estuarine Emergent

163,029

163,228

+199

+20

0%

Freshwater Emergent

169,746

168,068

-1,678

-168

-1%

Freshwater Forested

564,715

546,541

-18,264

-1,826

-3%

Freshwater Scrub/Shrub

75,061

69,016

-6,045

-605

-3%

972,551

946,764

-25,787

-2,579

-3%

Wetland Classification

Total

Acreage of estuarine and freshwater wetland in the five counties of the lower portion of the Galveston Bay
watershed from 1996 to 2005 (Lester, 2011b, p. 11).

Since 2015, the Galveston Bay Report Card assessed trends in saltwater wetlands, oyster reefs, freshwater
wetlands, and SAV. Habitats in Galveston Bay received an overall letter grade of D on the 2017 Galveston Bay
Report Card, indicating many of the habitats in Galveston Bay and its watershed are under stress. Freshwater
wetlands, oyster reefs, and SAV have seen significant declines over the years, though some habitats, like fringing
saltwater wetlands, are beginning to benefit from the successes of regulatory protection and restoration efforts
(GBF & HARC, 2017, p. 44). In 2017, saltwater wetlands, freshwater wetlands, and oyster reefs received an
incomplete grade, pending updated data. The remaining habitat assessed, SAV, was found to be “adequate for
now.”
The continued health and biodiversity of the Galveston Bay estuary depends on the conservation of varied and
abundant high-quality habitat. Since the development of GBP’95, habitat conservation continues to be identified
as the most critical need in protecting the Galveston Bay watershed.
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Action Plan Overview
The HC Action Plan includes three Actions to conserve, restore, and enhance habitats. To support habitat
conservation in Galveston Bay, land acquisition will be a primary focus (HC-1), as high-value habitat can rarely be
acquired retroactively after conversion to other uses.

FIGURE 20
HC ACTION PLAN MATRIX
PLAN PRIORITIES
ACTION PLANS AND
CORRESPONDING ACTIONS

Ensure Safe
Human and
Aquatic Life
Use

Protect and
Sustain Living
Resources

Engage
Communities

Inform
Science-Based
Decision
Making

Action Plan: Support Habitat Conservation (HC)
HC-1

Land Acquisition

x

x

HC-2

Habitat Restoration

x

x

HC-3

Habitat Enhancement

x

x

Restoring habitat is another means to improve the overall function of Galveston Bay (HC-2). While restoration
may require more effort than acquisition and the full function of natural habitat may not be fully acheivable, it
allows for the flexibility to address coastal habitat in areas where acquisition is not feasible. Enhancing habitat
provides a third approach to promoting the bay’s ecosystems, by increasing the function of existing habitat (HC3). Because habitat can be thought of in size and quality, increasing quality allows for flexibility when increasing
the size of habitat is not feasible. In addition, land acquired for conservation may be maintained and enhanced to
protect the quality of habitat and conservation value.
Successful implementation of all three Actions requires coordination with the WSQ subcommittee of the Council.
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FIGURE 21
HABITAT CONSERVATION ACTION PLAN
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HC-1

Land Acquisition
Objective: Acquire land or development rights to preserve habitats vital to the health of the Galveston Bay
watershed.

Priority Issue: Vital Galveston Bay habitats continue to be lost or reduced in value by a range of human activities, threatening the bay's future
productivity.
Description: To address this, the GBEP and its partners have developed the CAP to define regional conservation priorities and facilitate land acquisition
efforts in the lower Galveston Bay watershed. The GBEP and its partners are funding acquisition projects that leverage the GBEP’s monies for additional
funds, where possible, to conserve, restore, and enhance coastal habitats in the lower Galveston Bay watershed.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES
Active CAP initiatives in each sub-bay
watershed of Galveston Bay

Adapt acquisition projects for
submission to multiple funding
opportunities.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, create and maintain list of acquisition projects to submit
for funding.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, develop conservation initiative white papers for targeted
sub-bay watersheds.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 5-10 years, continue the GBEP programmatic support for the CAP in
the watershed.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 5-10 years, develop grant proposals and funding strategies for
acquisition projects.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 10-plus years, place 5,000 acres of important coastal habitat under
long-term conservation through fee-simple acquisition, conservation
easements, and other mechanisms.

$5 Million - $50 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Ducks Unlimited
Galveston Bay Foundation
Houston Audubon
Houston Wilderness
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Scenic Galveston
Texas General Land Office Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

The Artist Boat
The Conservation Fund
The Nature Conservancy
Trust for Public Land
U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. List of acquisition projects.
2. Number of conservation initiative white papers completed.
3. Number of acres of habitat under permanent conservation.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: HP-1, HP-2
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Habitat and Landscape Level Conservation: Goal 1 / Objective A / Objective B
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HC-2

Habitat Restoration
Objective: Restore habitat form and function where they have been lost or degraded.

Priority Issue: Vital Galveston Bay habitats continue to be lost or reduced in value by a range of human activities, threatening the bay's future
productivity. Some bay shorelines are subject to high rates of erosion and loss of stabilizing vegetation due to past subsidence, rise in sea level, and
current human impacts.
Description: To address this, the GBEP and its partners are funding projects that restore lost or degraded coastal habitat(s) and conserve adjacent coastal
habitat(s), leveraging the GBEP’s monies for additional funds, when applicable.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES
Active restoration plan in each sub-bay
watershed of Galveston Bay.

Adapt restoration projects for
submission to multiple funding
opportunities.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, identify coastal areas to target for restoration of lost or
degraded coastal habitats, using 1950s aerial imagery as a benchmark.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 5-10 years, develop funding strategies for restoration projects that
can be adapted to multiple funding sources.

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, restore 2,500 acres of lost or degraded coastal
habitats.

$5Million – $50 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Ducks Unlimited
Galveston Bay Foundation
Houston Wilderness
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Restoration
NRG Energy
Port Houston
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service

Texas Community Watershed Partners
Texas General Land Office
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Texas Sea Grant
The Nature Conservancy
U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Habitat Conservation Blueprint (HC-2 and HC-3) updated.
2. Number of acres of restored land.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: HP-1, HP-2
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Habitat and Landscape Level Conservation: Goal 2 / Objective A / Objective B
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HC-3

Habitat Enhancement
Objective: Enhance existing habitats to increase overall function and productivity.

Priority Issue: Vital Galveston Bay habitats continue to be lost or reduced in value by a range of human activities, threatening the bay's future
productivity. Shoreline management practices do not address negative environmental consequences to the bay or the need for environmentally
compatible public access to its resources. Invasive species threaten native species, habitats, and ecological relationships.
Description: To address this, the GBEP and its partners are supporting and funding projects that enhance coastal habitat(s), leveraging the GBEP’s monies
for additional funds, when applicable.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, identify important coastal areas to target for enhancement
of degraded coastal habitats.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 5-10 years, develop funding strategies for enhancement projects that
can be adapted to multiple funding sources.

$0 - $200,000

ACTIVITIES
Active enhancement plan in each subbay watershed of Galveston Bay.

Adapt enhancement projects for
submission to multiple funding
opportunities.

Within 10-plus years, enhance 5,000 acres of lost or degraded coastal
habitats.

$1 Million - $10 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Armand Bayou Nature Center
Galveston Bay Foundation
Houston Audubon
Houston Wilderness
Houston Parks and Recreation Department
NOAA Restoration
NRG Energy
Port Houston

Scenic Galveston
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Texas Sea Grant
The Artist Boat
The Nature Conservancy
U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Habitat Conservation Blueprint (HC-2 and HC-3) updated.
2. Number of acres of enhanced land.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: HP-1
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Habitat and Landscape Level Conservation: Goal 2 / Objective A / Objective B
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ACTION PLAN 2 OF 3

SUPPORT SPECIES CONSERVATION (SC)
Fish and wildlife resources are an important gage of the health of Galveston Bay. These resources are a
significant driver of human interactions via economic, recreation, and aesthetic pursuits. The conservation of the
bay’s native species in the watershed is dependent on adequate habitat, freshwater inflows, and water quality.
Resource managers seek to protect certain species and, in some cases, return them to sustainable levels. Species
management in the Galveston Bay watershed is primarily implemented by supporting habitat conservation
projects that sustain or restore native species populations and reduce invasive species.
Invasive species are defined as plants, animals, and
other organisms that are “non-native (or alien) to the
ecosystem under consideration and whose introduction
There are many factors that determine
causes or is likely to cause economic or environmental
population size of a given species; important
harm or harm to human health” (USDA National
among them are habitat quality and quantity,
Agricultural Library, Executive Order 13112). Invasive
fishing pressure, and numerous natural
species compete with native species for resources such
processes such as reproductive rates, predation,
as food, light, water, and shelter. They often reproduce
competition and disease (Gonzalez, 2011, p.1).
faster than native species and are difficult to eradicate.
In addition to resource competition, invasive species can
be destructive to infrastructure affecting boating,
fishing, and hunting and can be devastating to crops, fisheries, forests, and other natural resources. Prevention is
crucial to stopping the spread of invasive species (GBF & HARC, 2017, p. 40). Resource managers typically manage
invasive species on small scales and work through regulations to prevent future infestations (Gonzalez, 2011, p.
34).

Status of Species Conservation Implementation
Long-term data suggest most species that reside permanently
or periodically in Galveston Bay are doing well, though there
are some exceptions. Since 2015, the Galveston Bay Report
Card assessed trends in shellfish, finfish, colonial waterbirds,
and invasive species.
Wildlife in Galveston Bay received an overall letter grade of C
on the 2017 Galveston Bay Report Card which stated that
finfish and bird populations are considered adequate and
maintaining, while some shellfish populations are deteriorating
and require action.
SAV in West Galveston Bay
(photo credit: Sarah Bernhardt).
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Salicornia mosaic (far left) (photo credit: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). Roseate spoonbill (center) (photo credit: Jason
Leifester). Blooming cacti at the TAMUG Wetlands Center (top right) (photo credit: Sarah Bernhardt). Oyster reef
restoration project (bottom right) (photo credit: Port Houston).

SHELLFISH
Using data collected by the TPWD Coastal Fisheries Division since 2002, the 2017 Galveston Bay Report Card
analyzed blue crabs and two species of shrimp to develop a shellfish grade. While the white shrimp appear to be
maintaining their population levels and brown shrimp appear to be recovering, the blue crab population saw a
significant decline since 2002. Increased recreational and commercial use of the bay stemming from regional
population increases, decreased habitat, and more stress placed system-wide on Galveston Bay influence shellfish
populations.
Oysters received an incomplete grade and are addressed separately from other shellfish. Oysters are not only an
important fishery, but they also improve water quality and serve as habitat for a variety of other animals. The
bay’s oyster reefs have significantly declined over time due to the historical overharvesting of oyster shells, the
damaging storm surge of Hurricane Ike in 2008, drought, fishing pressure, and disease. Map data describing the
distribution of oyster reefs in Galveston Bay were created by the Texas A&M University in 1994 and are out of
date. TPWD is in the process of finalizing new oyster reef mapping information.

FINFISH
The 2017 Galveston Bay Report Card analyzed 12 species of finfish using the same TPWD data. Finfish populations
in Galveston Bay maintained levels since 2002, except for gafftopsail catfish and Atlantic croaker, whose
populations increased.
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COLONIAL WATERBIRDS
Separate from other bird populations in the Galveston Bay watershed, colonial waterbirds appear stable. The
2016 Galveston Bay Report Card analyzed 16 species of waterbirds, including herons, egrets, gulls, terns, and
ibises using Texas Colonial Waterbird Surveys collected over the past 15 years. Per the report, most species
analyzed “have not shown either increases or decreases since 2002. Notable exceptions include a moderate
increase in royal tern populations and significant increases in populations of tri-colored heron, brown pelican, and
laughing gull.”

INVASIVE SPECIES
The rivers and bayous flowing into the Galveston Bay watershed are home to established invasive species, causing
problems in waterways. Documented invasive species in the watershed include water hyacinth, Chinese tallow,
grass carp, armored catfish, fire ants, and zebra mussel (GBF & HARC, 2017, p. 40). There is no designated
monitoring program for invasive species in Texas; however, many resource managers and citizen scientists around
the state report and track the spread of invasive plants and animals. Per the 2017 Galveston Bay Report Card,
aquatic invasive species are reported to a national database maintained by the U.S. Geological Survey.
The Ladybird Johnson Wildflower Center’s Texas Invasives Program also maintains a database of invasive plants
and pests reported in Texas. The TPWD and the Texas Department of Agriculture oversee invasive species
regulation in Texas, with both agencies maintaining lists of prohibited species. Within the watershed, the NRU
subcommittee established a work group to directly address the issue of invasive and non-native species. More
information about the Invasive Species Work Group and its efforts is given on page 138.
Species conservation is directly linked to habitat conservation, as all species are dependent on the maintenance
of their essential habitats. However, even if habitats are maintained, pressure can be applied to populations from
a variety of sources, including climate variability such as extreme flooding and drought, overfishing, or the
introduction of invasive species that outcompete native species for their essential habitat.

Other Species Trends
Trends in colonial waterbirds suggest stable populations (GBF & HARC, 2016, p. 33), including some shorebirds that are rare or
endangered. Houston Audubon and other bay managers created a system of bird sanctuaries in and around the bay to protect
important foraging and nesting areas.
Other wildlife, including reptiles and marine mammals, can be found in the bay. Bottlenose dolphins and three species of sea turtles
are increasingly reported. Research intensified to track the habits of these large predators and to collect biological samples to evaluate
biomagnification of toxins in the food chain. Sea turtles found in the bay and nesting on the beach appear to respond to conservation
efforts (Gonzalez, 2011, p. 48).
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Action Plan Overview
The SC Action Plan includes two Actions to restore and sustain native species: SC-1 will sustain native populations
by conserving, protecting, and restoring key terrestrial and aquatic habitats, and directly correlates with HC-1, HC2, and HC-3. SC-2 targets habitats affected by invasive species for restoration and application of best land
management practices, and directly correlates with HC-3.

FIGURE 22
SC ACTION PLAN MATRIX
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Successful implementation of SC-1 and SC-2 requires coordination with the M&R subcommittee of the Council on
multiple Actions outlined under Plan Priority Four: Inform Science-Based Decision Making. Those Actions address
research on biological, chemical, and physical stressors on aquatic and terrestrial species. Information learned
from future research will be applied in decisions made to protect native species and address invasive species
control.
Successful implementation of both Actions requires coordination with the M&R and PPE subcommittees of the
Council.
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FIGURE 23
SPECIES CONSERVATION ACTION PLAN
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SC-1

Native Species Management*
Objective: Support projects that sustain and restore native species populations.

Priority Issue: Certain species of marine organisms and birds that utilize coastal habitat are showing a declining population trend.
Description: To address this, the GBEP and its partners are seeking to support and fund projects that enhance coastal habitat(s), leveraging the GBEP’s
monies for additional funds, when applicable, to sustain and restore native species populations.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

Support native species conservation
projects on public and private lands.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, develop habitat conservation projects based on species
needs.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 5-10 years, continue to develop habitat conservation projects based
on species needs.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 10-plus years, continue to develop habitat conservation projects
based on species needs.

$200,000 - $1 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
American Bird Conservancy
Armand Bayou Nature Center
Audubon Texas
Bayou Preservation Association
Ducks Unlimited
Galveston Bay Foundation
Gulf Coast Bird Observatory
Houston Audubon
Houston Wilderness

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Restoration
NRG Energy
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
Texas Community Watershed Partners
Texas General Land Office
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
The Nature Conservancy
U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Habitat Conservation Blueprint (HC-2 and HC-3) updated.
2. Number of projects with native species managed and enhanced.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: SP-1
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Sustaining Species Populations: Goal 1 / Objective D
*This Action and its corresponding Activities, represent a holistic approach to habitat conservation and are a are a part of a larger effort.
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SC-2

Invasive Species Management*
Objective: Support projects that reduce invasive species.

Priority Issue: Invasive species threaten native species, habitats, and ecological relationships.
Description: To address this, the GBEP and its partners are seeking to support and fund projects that enhance coastal habitat(s) by reducing invasive
species, leveraging the GBEP’s monies for additional funds, when applicable.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, identify important coastal areas to target for enhancement
of degraded coastal habitats.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, develop funding strategies for enhancement projects that
can be adapted to multiple funding sources.

$0 - $200,000

ACTIVITIES

Support invasive species management
on public and private lands.

Within 10-plus years, enhance 5,000 acres of lost or degraded coastal
habitats (please see HC-3).

$1 Million - $500 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Armand Bayou Nature Center
Ducks Unlimited
Galveston Bay Foundation
Houston Audubon
HARC
Houston Parks and Recreation Department
Houston Wilderness
NOAA Restoration

NRG Energy
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
Texas Community Watershed Partners
Texas General Land Office
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
The Nature Conservancy
U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Habitat Conservation Blueprint (HC-2 and HC-3) updated.
2. Number of projects with invasive species managed, including the type and amount of invasives completed.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: SP-10
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Sustaining Species Populations: Goal 2 / Objective A / Objective B
*This Action and its corresponding Activities, represent a holistic approach to habitat conservation and are a are a part of a larger effort.
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ACTION PLAN 3 OF 3

SUSTAIN FRESHWATER INFLOWS (FWI)
Environmental flows describe the quantity, quality, and timing of water flows needed to maintain ecologically
healthy streams and rivers, as well as the bays and estuaries that they feed (Texas Water Development Board,
Texas Instream Flow Program). Environmental flows are broken down into instream flow (the amount of water
running in a river or stream) and freshwater inflow.
Freshwater inflow is the freshwater that flows into an estuary from rivers, streams, and creeks. This includes the
contribution of wastewater effluent discharges, return flows (water that returns to surface or ground water after
human use), and stormwater runoff into the bay and its tributaries. Galveston Bay’s productivity is a result of the
mixing of freshwater from the Trinity River, San Jacinto River, and area bayous and creeks with saltwater from the
Gulf of Mexico.
Freshwater inflows carry nutrients and sediment to bay systems while reducing salinity ranges and maintaining a
salinity gradient (change in salinity with depth). Tidal influences can move coastal saltwater miles up tributaries
while the mass of freshwater inflows can extend miles into the Gulf. Bays and estuaries rely on a specific range of
salinity and nutrient levels and sediment deposition to maintain optimal productivity and ecosystem services.
Adequate nutrient concentrations, along with a range of natural salinity levels, offer ideal conditions for
phytoplankton and other organisms at the bottom of the food chain to thrive, while an adequate rate of
sedimentation allows for the stabilization of wetland areas and salt marshes.
Estuarine species can generally survive a wide range of salinities, and can tolerate salinity extremes for brief
periods. However, each species has an optimum range of salinity and temperature, and prolonged exposure
outside of this range can be detrimental.The optimum salinity range for oysters is between 15-30 parts per
thousand (ppt) (Hofstetter 1990). Changes to the natural volume, timing, and quality of freshwater inflow may
impact the productivity of economically important and ecologically characteristic species. For example, a 2010
Texas A&M University-Galveston (TAMUG) study found oyster production increases in bay areas with lower
salinity levels and suitable substrate (Quigg, A. et al, 2010). Ensuring adequate freshwater inflows to Galveston
Bay will result in positive economic benefits to the region.

A Note About the Salinity of Galveston Bay
“During times of drought in the lower Galveston Bay watershed, the salinity of the bay system may range from 20 practical salinity
units (psu) at the Trinity River delta to 35 psu at Bolivar Roads. When the Trinity River or all tributaries are under flood conditions, the
salinity will be 0 psu well into Trinity Bay and less than 15 psu at Bolivar Roads.
In times of normal flow, salinity ranges from less than 10 psu in upper Trinity Bay to around 30 psu at Bolivar Roads, but there is
typically a tidal wedge of high salinity water, greater than 30 psu, in the bottom of the Houston Ship Channel. A salinity wedge also
reaches up the Trinity River; its existence is the cause of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wallisville Lake Project on the Trinity River
just west of Lake Anahuac (Lester, 2011a, p. 9).”
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Status of Freshwater Inflows Implementation
Management of water supplies and the consideration of environmental flows have evolved since development of
GBP’95. The GBEP and its partners created the Galveston Bay Freshwater Inflow Group (GBFIG) in 1996 to
develop strategies to maintain adequate freshwater inflows to Galveston Bay. Texas Senate Bill 1, passed in 1997,
established 16 Regional Water planning groups for the state to determine how to meet future water needs over a
fifty-year planning horizon. Region H is the planning body for much of the lower portion of the Galveston Bay
watershed. The GBFIG developed environmental flow recommendations and encouraged Region H to consider
those flows when modeling available freshwater and developing regional freshwater management plans (HARC,
2017). Texas Senate Bill 2, passed in 2001, focuses on an instream flow data collection and study process for
Texas’ rivers.
In 2007, the 80th Texas Legislature passed Senate Bill 3, which tasked TCEQ to develop environmental flow
standards for Texas’ rivers and bays using a stakeholder approach. The legislation established the Environmental
Flows Advisory Group and the Science Advisory Committee. The Environmental Flows Advisory Group formed the
Basin and Bay Area Stakeholder Committee (BBASC) for each basin and bay system and the stakeholder
committee appointed a Basin and Bay Expert Science Team (BBEST) for their basin. The Trinity and San Jacinto
Rivers and Galveston Bay BBEST was appointed on December 1, 2008, and was tasked with recommending an
environmental flow regime for the Trinity and San Jacinto Rivers and Galveston Bay based solely on scientific
information (TCEQ, 2017).

Back the Bay campaign material (far left). A view from the Coastal Heritage Preserve in Galveston (center). A U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service aerial image (top right). Wetland in the Galveston Bay estuary (bottom right) (photo credits: Sarah Bernhardt).
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The BBEST recommendations were submitted to the the BBASC in November 2009 and to the Environmental
Flows Advisory Group and TCEQ in May 2010. The TCEQ adopted environmental flow standards for the Trinity and
San Jacinto Rivers and Galveston Bay in April 2011. Following adoption, BBASC, assisted by the BBEST, prepared
and submitted a work plan in 2012 that:
•
•

establishes a periodic review of the environmental flow recommendations and a schedule for continuing
validation or refinement of them, and
prescribes monitoring and studies.

As stated by the Trinity and San Jacinto Rivers and Galveston Bay BBEST, the status of the systems “…are healthy
and sound ecological environments” (Trinity and San Jacinto and Galveston Bay Basin and Bay Expert Science
Team, 2009, p. 4). However, climate variability, such as increasing frequency of extreme drought and flood
events, and population growth present emerging challenges that may affect the availability of freshwater inflows
in the future and the bay’s productivity. The 83rd, 84th, and 85th Texas Legislatures appropriated funds to the
Texas Water Development Board for the continued study of environmental flows and to support the work plans
for adaptive management.

FIGURE 24
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Action Plan Overview
The FWI Action Plan includes three Actions to ensure there are adequate levels of freshwater inflows. The GBEP
and its partners will encourage public and stakeholder participation in regional water planning groups and
development of priority policies that ensure adequate quantities of freshwater inflows to Galveston Bay (FWI-1).
It is also essential to support research that aids in understanding the annual and seasonal freshwater inflow needs
for Galveston Bay, as well as information needed to develop management strategies (FWI-2). Developing and / or
supporting outreach initiatives that promote water conservation and educate the public on the value and
importance of freshwater inflows is the third crucial component to ensuring there are adequate levels of
freshwater inflows in Galveston Bay (FWI-3).

94

Protect and Sustain Living Resources – FWI Action Plan

Successful implementation of regional planning efforts (FWI-1) and water conservation and education programs
(FWI-3) require coordination with the PPE subcommittee of the Galveston Bay Council on Actions SPO-1 and PEA2, included under Plan Priority Three: Engage Communities. Similarly, supporting research that aids in
understanding of freshwater inflows (FWI-2) closely aligns with Action ACS-2, and will also be coordinated
between the NRU and M&R subcommittees.
More information about SPO-1 is on page 108. More information about PEA-1 is on page 116. More information
about ACS-2 is on page 142.

FIGURE 25
FRESHWATER INFLOWS ACTION PLAN
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FWI-1

Regional Planning for Freshwater Inflows
Objective: Encourage public and GBEP stakeholder participation in regional water planning groups and the
development of priority policies that ensure adequate quantities of freshwater reach Galveston Bay.

Priority Issue: Without adequate quantities of freshwater, optimal productivity and ecosystem services in Galveston Bay cannot be maintained.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are encouraging public participation in regional water planning efforts and the development of priority policies
that ensure adequate quantities of freshwater reach Galveston Bay.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)
Within 2-5 years, identify opportunities to participate in the regional water
planning processes to ensure the rules that govern the regional water plans
better protect water for wildlife (specific goals to be determined, could
include increasing the number of partners each year).

Develop partnerships to inform public of
opportunities to comment on regional
water planning.

IMPLEMENTATION
COST
$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, work with partners to create a plan and materials to
address key issues.

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, see completion of plan items to address key issues.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
City of Fort Worth
City of Houston
City of Dallas
Galveston Bay Foundation
National Wildlife Federation
Sierra Club
Texas Living Waters Project

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Texas Water Development Board
U.S. Department of Agriculture - Natural Resource Conservation
Service
Other water authorities, including Trinity River Authority, North Fort
Bend Water Authority, Gulf Coast Water Authority, Gulf Coast
Authority, San Jacinto River Authority, and others

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Plan to address key issues of fresh water inflows completed.
2. Number of resource materials developed to address key issues of fresh water inflows.
3. Number of people reached with fresh water inflow resource materials and outreach.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: None
SAP Reference: Freshwater Inflow and Bay Circulation: Goal 1 / Objective A / Objective B / Objective C
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FWI-2

Freshwater Inflows Research and Management
Objective: Support further research to understand the annual and seasonal freshwater inflow needs for
Galveston Bay, as well as information needed to develop management strategies.

Priority Issue: Without adequate quantities of freshwater, optimal productivity and ecosystem services in Galveston Bay cannot be maintained.
Description: To ensure adequate quantities of freshwater reach Galveston Bay, the GBEP and its partners are supporting further research to understand
the annual and seasonal freshwater inflow needs for Galveston Bay, as well as information needed to develop management strategies.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)
Within 2-5 years, present at the State of the Bay Symposia.

Support research to understand the
annual and seasonal freshwater inflow
needs for Galveston Bay, as well as
information needed to develop
management strategies.

Within 2-5 years, collect data and share results and partner publications on
the GBEP website.

IMPLEMENTATION
COST
$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $ 1 million

Within 2-5 years, provide support on the development and public delivery of
white papers, technical presentations, and workshops (number TBD).

$0 - $200,000

On a cycle of every 5-10 years, use research data to contribute to the State
of the Bay Report.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Houston Wilderness
Local Municipalities
National Wildlife Federation
NOAA
NOAA Fisheries
Texas A&M University - Galveston

Texas Living Waters Project
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Texas Water Development Board
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Geological Survey
University of Houston - Clear Lake

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of research studies addressing the annual and seasonal freshwater inflow and freshwater management needs of Galveston Bay
completed.
2. Number of freshwater inflow white papers, presentations, and workshops completed.
3. Number of GBEP website visits.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: None
SAP Reference: Freshwater Inflow and Bay Circulation: Goal 1 / Objective A / Objective B / Objective C
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FWI-3

Water Conservation and Education
Objective: Develop or support outreach initiatives that promote water conservation and educate the public
on the value and importance of freshwater inflows.

Priority Issue: Without adequate quantities of freshwater, optimal productivity and ecosystem services in Galveston Bay cannot be maintained.
Description: To ensure adequate quantities of freshwater reach Galveston Bay, the GBEP and its partners are developing or supporting outreach
initiatives that promote water conservation and educate the public on the value and importance of freshwater inflows. These efforts will leverage and
build upon existing outreach and awareness initiatives.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)
Within 2-5 years, create regional initiatives plan that supports water
conservation and the value of freshwater inflows (specific goals to be
determined, could include increasing the number of partners each year).

Develop or support outreach initiatives
that promote water conservation and
educate the public on the value and
importance of freshwater inflows.

IMPLEMENTATION
COST
$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, see significant progress on regional initiatives plan items
(50% of goals met).

$200,000 - $1 million

Within 10-plus years, see completion of all regional initiatives plan items
(100% of goals met).

$200,000 - $ 1 million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Galveston Bay Foundation
Local Municipalities
National Wildlife Federation
Texas Living Waters Project
Texas Water Development Board

Other water authorities, including Trinity River Authority, North Fort
Bend Water Authority, Gulf Coast Water Authority, Gulf Coast
Authority, San Jacinto River Authority, and others

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Regional plan for water conservation completed.
2. Number of partners supporting the water conservation plan.
3. Number of regional plan initiatives completed.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: None
SAP Reference: Freshwater Inflow and Bay Circulation: Goal 1 / Objective A / Objective B / Objective C
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Plan Priority Three:
Engage Communities
To protect and sustain Galveston Bay for future generations, the GBEP and its partners must effectively engage the
communities in and around the lower portion of the Galveston Bay watershed.

An outreach professional explains the importance of using native plants in landscaping to prevent runoff pollution (photo credit: HoustonGalveston Area Council.
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The Galveston Bay watershed is home to a significant portion of Texas’ total population. Nearly 5.4 million people
live in the five counties that surround Galveston Bay (U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, 2016), and millions
more visit the region each year to take advantage of its fishing and ecotourism opportunities.
Protecting and promoting the health of Galveston Bay are important. But communicating why to residents and
visitors is a challenge. Long-term success in environmental awareness and stewardship takes time and is not
simple. It is the result of repeated interactions with the public and engagement on a topic, such as the Texas
Department of Transportation’s “Don’t mess with Texas” campaign, which has used the same slogan for more
than 30 years with great success.
Long-term success requires people to go one step beyond their usual actions to understand what stewardship
means by being conscious of what protects and promotes the health of Galveston Bay. Consciousness can lead to
action, such as deciding to pour fats, oils, and grease (FOG) into a separate container and into the trash instead of
pouring them down the drain, or tossing an empty soda can in the recycling bin instead of on the ground. To
adequately engage communities, two Action Plans are identified.

ACTION
PLANS

Preserve Galveston Bay Through Stakeholder and Partner Outreach
Support Public Education and Awareness Initiatives

The two Action Plans identified under this Plan Priority were developed primarily through the PPE subcommittee
of the Council.

Common Engagement Terms
Frequently, terms associated with community engagement are used interchangeably. However, there are many variations. Below are
some definitions to avoid ambiguity.
The “public” refers to all people in the Galveston Bay watershed. This is the broadest and most inclusive audience category.
A “stakeholder” could be an elected official, government employee, nonprofit organization employee, local business owner, land
owner, volunteer, recreational bay user, or industry representative.
A “partner” is any person, group, or entity actively working in the Galveston Bay Watershed to implement GBP’18. More information
about the GBEP partners is available at www.gbep.texas.gov/partners.
“Education” refers to efforts to increase the knowledge of specific audiences through intentional, structured communications or
trainings. Specific audiences might include K-12 students, college students, teachers and instructors at all academic levels, or adult
members of the public.
“Outreach” refers to any attempt to engage the public, stakeholders, or partners in activities or discussions that enhance connection
to Galveston Bay. Typically, outreach activities apply to a broad audience with a less specific structure.

101

Engage Communities

FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE PLAN PRIORITY
Population growth and shifts in land use contribute to how people relate to the natural environment and drive
this Plan Priority. As the population in and around Galveston Bay continues to grow, the built environment
increases and natural areas shrink, limiting opportunities for regular interactions with the natural environment.
Sixty-four percent of the households in the five counties surrounding the lower Galveston Bay watershed are one
mile or less from a body of water, with 95 percent of households within five miles of a major water body (H-GAC
Socioeconomic Modeling Group, 2016). A resilient Galveston Bay depends on an informed and supportive public
that feels personally invested in its health.

A portion of the results from the Galveston Bay Foundation and HARC’s online community surveys in 2014. (graphic credit:
Galveston Bay Foundation and HARC).

From 2010 to 2014, to help inform the direction of the Back the Bay campaign and develop key messages to be
used, surveys were conducted in the five-county region to gauge the public awareness level of Galveston Bay.
Sixty percent of the public said their daily activities had little impact on the overall health of Galveston Bay. The
results also showed that those who understood that their neighborhood storm drains connect to Galveston Bay
were more likely to feel their daily activities impact the bay.
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The survey also demonstrated that those who spend time outdoors have a higher awareness level of their
personal connection to the bay. A 2014 survey revealed more than 60 percent of respondents consider Galveston
Bay to be valuable to their community; however, 55 percent said their daily lives have little impact on the bay. A
disconnect in the area between personal impact and the value of the region’s natural resources continues to
create a challenge to the environmental stewardship community to educate and inform.
Beginning in 2014, the Galveston Bay Foundation conducted a series of community surveys to improve
understanding of the public’s knowledge about Galveston Bay issues. Seventy-six percent of survey respondents
were supportive of increased legal protection of habitats around Galveston Bay. Ninety-two percent of
respondents stated that individual actions can help improve water quality in Galveston Bay (The Galveston Bay
Report Card, 2015). These numbers indicate people realize the bay is an important regional ecosystem and have
an interest in protecting and maintaining its productivity. But the need to bridge the gap between understanding
and action persists.
Turning awareness into action to preserve the region’s most valuable natural resource is a persistent challenge.
Continuing to measure public awareness levels and opinions will help guide education and outreach efforts for
the benefit of Galveston Bay.

BUILDING ON PAST SUCCESS
The GBEP and its partners have developed and supported many successful PPE programs since 1989 to foster a
sense of connectedness to the bay, including Bay Day, Marsh Mania, Galveston Bay Watershed Academic
Partnership, the Galveston Bay Drive and Discover Guide, multiple State of the Bay symposia, and public outreach
efforts surrounding the creation of the SAP. A few key programs are highlighted in the text that follows.

Back the Bay supports the development of campaign materials aimed at educating homeowners about nonpoint source pollution.
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BACK THE BAY
Back the Bay, the most notable of the GBEP’s PPE campaigns, began with a pilot concept in 2010 as an outcome
of the SAP stakeholder engagement process. It aims to improve the environmental quality of Galveston Bay by
increasing public awareness about the bay’s value. Back the Bay is a
programmatic vehicle for smaller, more targeted campaigns and
environmental attitude and behavior assessments. To deliver the
message, the campaign takes a watershed approach, originating from the
bayous of metropolitan Houston, flowing to wetlands used by waterfowl
hunters, and ending with the users of Galveston Bay.
While working in the metroplex of the fourth-largest city in the United
States is challenging, the campaign aims to bring together a diverse group
of stakeholders. Its success serves as a case study for working in a large,
diverse, urban watershed in an economically driven region under the
administration of a state regulatory agency.
In 2012, Back the Bay was awarded a $1 million grant from the CIAP,
making it the first public awareness campaign to receive a CIAP grant. The
campaign successfully leveraged those funds and in-kind services from
television and radio stations and newspapers in the 10th-largest media
market in the U.S. to reach over five million people. The campaign
garnered success by using a consistent message throughout the region
and by leveraging partnerships. Organizations incorporated the
campaign’s messaging and creative materials into their outreach and
education efforts.

Back the Bay campaign targeting
water conservation and the use of
native plants in Galveston Bay.

GALVESTON BAY ACTION NETWORK

Advertisement for the GBAN pollution reporting and monitoring
tool.

The Galveston Bay Action Network (GBAN) is an online
pollution reporting and monitoring tool created by the
Galveston Bay Foundation. By reporting pollution seen in
the Houston-Galveston region, people can help protect
both human health and natural resources. Oil and
chemical spills, trash, dumping of waste, and illegal
discharge of boat sewage have the potential to harm the
environment and threaten the health of people, plants,
and animals. Waterways that are abnormally colored or
have an unusual odor, submerged vessels, and bird and
fish kills should also be reported through the GBAN
online tool. The public can report any type of pollution
they see in the four counties surrounding Galveston Bay
(Harris, Galveston, Brazoria, and Chambers) using their
desktop or mobile device. Reports are automatically sent
to the proper authority who can respond to the report.

104

Engage Communities

This tool provides people with one location to report all pollution, resulting in the quickest response to get the
pollution cleaned up. Reporting activities that negatively impact water quality, whether intentional or
unintentional, can help protect Galveston Bay. The tool includes an interactive map of the reports that have been
submitted.
At the GBAN website (http://www.galvbay.org/GBAN), people can report pollution or view past reports, as well as
download the app from the app store.

STATE OF THE BAY SYMPOSIA
The GBEP serves as a clearinghouse for Galveston Bay-related activities and information through events such as
the State of the Bay Symposia. The GBEP hosted 10 symposia from 1989 to 2017, spanning a broad range of
topics relevant to Galveston Bay.
More than 300 people attended the 2016 Symposium representing business, government agencies, universities,
nonprofit organizations, and the public. Program staff collaborated with regional partners on assembling a diverse
group of expert speakers to explore means of sustaining Galveston Bay amid the Houston-Galveston region's
rapidly growing population.

GALVESTON BAY DRIVE AND DISCOVER GUIDE
In 2013, the GBEP partnered with the Galveston Bay Foundation to update the 2004 Galveston Bay Drive and
Discover guide with a new print document and free mobile app. This was one of the most successful outreach
publications for the GBEP, with 40,000 copies distributed to visitor centers, libraries, and events. The publication
blends both the human and natural history of Galveston Bay into an easy-to-understand guide for visiting points
of historic, geologic, and environmental interest.

A GBEP partner hosts a Community Health And Resource Management (CHARM) workshop and live demonstration
(photo credit: Houston-Galveston Area Council).
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ACTION PLAN 1 OF 2

PRESERVE GALVESTON BAY THROUGH STAKEHOLDER
AND PARTNER OUTREACH (SPO)
As a crucial regional resource, the bay must be managed to ensure its productivity and ecological diversity on a
long-term, sustainable basis. The GBEP and its partners are involved in efforts to create a resilient Galveston Bay
and estuary. However, comprehensive monitoring and cutting-edge research will not bring about change unless
outcomes are communicated adequately to inspire the public toward action and behavioral change. The GBEP
supports ongoing stewardship opportunities which ensure greater interest in the bay. People are more likely to
protect and preserve Galveston Bay when they understand and feel connected to it.
As a non-regulatory program, stewardship is encouraged through voluntary regional efforts. Working with local
governments, offering workshops and trainings, and supporting volunteer programs, such as Texas Stream Team,
fosters engagement and connection. The GBEP can use existing stakeholder and partner relationships for strategic
outreach to let people know they have an interest in protecting and preserving this resource. It is also crucial to
identify barriers and benefits to needed behavioral changes so strategies can be developed to reach targeted
communities. This starts with research to discover what inhibits individuals from engaging in behaviors that
positively influence the health of Galveston Bay and then understanding what would encourage them to adapt
sustainable practices. Once this baseline information is gathered, these data will be used to create and support
stakeholder and partner outreach programs.

Example of Stakeholder and Partner Outreach Action Implementation
Since release of GBP’95, the GBEP has established, supported,
and implemented successful programs and campaigns with its
stakeholders and partners to engage communities in a resilient
Galveston Bay. One notable effort, Cease the Grease, seeks to
reduce sanitary sewer overflows from FOG through targeted
outreach. Established by the City of Dallas, this effort was
adapted for Galveston Bay through a partnership of 21 public and
private partner entities, led by the Galveston Bay Foundation. All
partners use common branding and consistent messaging to
inform homeowners, apartment residents, schools, public works
departments, restaurants, and hotels about the importance of
properly disposing of FOG.
The River, Lakes, Bays ‘N Bayous Trash Bash® (Trash Bash) is an
example of a coordinated stakeholder and partner campaign with
which the GBEP has an extensive network of partners and

Youth education is a crucial component of Trash
Bash. At the 2017 event, 56 percent of
volunteers were under 18 years of age (photo
credit: Trash Bash).
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volunteers. Trash Bash is the largest single-day waterway cleanup effort in the state of Texas. This award-winning
cleanup event takes a two-pronged approach to engage with volunteers. First, it provides volunteers with tools
and guidance to participate in the removal of trash from along waterways. Second, educational games and
displays are incorporated, covering topics about common trash items, the timeline of trash breaking down,
demonstrations for water conservation, and how trash affects the bay and coastal habitats. Between 1994 and
2017, 105,800 volunteers helped collect 2,189 tons of trash, recycle 16.33 tons of trash, recover 10,709 tires, and
clean up 1,447 miles of shoreline. The Trash Bash website provides more about this annual event.
Building relationships with communities and community leaders is vital to foster sustainable behavior change.
This means centering outreach and education within the community and taking the community's interests, issues,
and capacities into consideration when developing programs and campaigns. The GBEP and partners support
developing and strengthening stakeholder connections through community-based social marketing and
community engagement efforts such as those identified in the "Guidelines for Excellence: Community
Engagement" provided by the North American Association for Environmental Education.

Action Plan Overview
The SPO Action Plan includes four Actions to engage stakeholders and partners through outreach. SPO-1 will
increase stakeholders’ and partners’ sense of responsibility in the health of Galveston Bay by promoting new and
existing stewardship and volunteer opportunities in the watershed. By increasing the number of events and
workshops (SPO-2), stakeholders will have more opportunities to engage with partners in the region. Engaging
local governments in conversations about key estuary issues and decision making (SPO-4) and expanding and
supporting existing regional programs, such as the GBEP’s Back the Bay campaign (SPO-3), can reinforce the
relevance of Galveston Bay in the lives of stakeholders.

FIGURE 26
SPO ACTION PLAN MATRIX
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Successfully instilling a sense of responsibility for the health of Galveston Bay (SPO-1) supports Plan Priority One:
Ensure Safe Human and Aquatic Life Use, specifically NPS-2, PS-1, PHA-1, and PHA-2. These efforts should be
coordinated between the PPE and WSQ subcommittees. Successful implementation of Actions SPO-3 and SPO-4
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supports all four Plan Priorities of GBP’18 and are necessary for the protection and preservation of Galveston Bay.
Programming for these efforts should be coordinated between the PPE, WSQ, NRU, and M&R subcommittees.
Information about NPS-2 is on page 49. Information about PS-1 is on page 57. Information about PHA-1 is on
page 64. Information about PHA-2 is on page 65.

FIGURE 27
STAKEHOLDER AND PARTNER OUTREACH ACTION PLAN

108

Engage Communities – SPO Action Plan

SPO-1

Stewardship Programs and Volunteer Opportunities
Objective: Develop new and support existing stewardship programs and volunteer opportunities for
stakeholders.

Priority Issue: Individuals lack a sense of ownership and / or responsibility for the health of Galveston Bay.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are continuing to develop, support, and promote stewardship programs and volunteer opportunities for
stakeholders, industry, and government. Opportunities include the GBEP subcommittee participation, project stakeholder meetings, events, and
volunteer programs that allow participants to become ambassadors of Galveston Bay. Program types include, but are not limited to, conservation work,
water quality management, invasive species management, and trash clean up events.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Develop list of existing stewardship and
volunteer programs.

Within 2-5 years, develop database of existing programs.

$0 - $200,000

Identify new or underserved
geographies and communities in need of
stewardship or volunteer programs.

Within 2-5 years, identify new geographies and communities.

$0 - $200,000

Create stewardship plan to provide
stewardship and volunteer activities to
underserved geographies and
communities.

Within 2-5 years, create stewardship plan to support existing (or create) 10
programs.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, see a measurable increase in existing program
participation (specific to programs already supported, such as Texas Stream
Team and Trash Bash).

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, support five additional programs (or 50% goal met), per
the stewardship plan.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 10-plus years, support five additional programs (or 100% goal met),
per the stewardship plan.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Support and fund existing and new
stewardship and volunteer programs.

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Bayou Preservation Association
Galveston Bay Foundation
HARC
Sierra Club
H-GAC
Houston Zoo

Student Conservation Association
Texans for Clean Water
Texas Audubon
Texas Conservation Fund
Texas City - La Marque Community Advisory Council
Various Partners (Including Industry)

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Evaluation and plan to support stewardship and volunteer programs completed.
2. Evaluation and plan to reach underserved geographies and communities completed.
3. Number of existing programs supported by the stewardship plan.
4. Number of new programs created in underserved communities.
5. Evaluation of program success and number of people reached completed.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PPE-1, PPE-5 PPE-6
SAP Reference: Public Awareness: Goal 2 / Objective B
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SPO-2

Workshops and Events
Objective: Support and promote workshops and events that facilitate stakeholder and partner involvement.

Priority Issue: Individuals do not feel involved in the protection and preservation of Galveston Bay.
Description: To facilitate broad stakeholder and partner involvement in estuary program policy, management, and implementation, the GBEP and its
partners are continuing to host and expand the State of the Bay Symposia on a three-year schedule. The GBEP and its partners are supporting existing
workshops and events hosted by stakeholders and partners in “off years” and exploring opportunities for new workshops or events.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES
Continue the regular State of the Bay
Symposia to ensure key target audiences
are reached.

Identify new opportunities for GBEP and
partners to host workshops and events
for stakeholders.

Support existing stakeholder activities
and events in "off years."

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 3 years, host symposia. Complete events database.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, continue to host symposia.

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, continue to host symposia.

$0 - $200,000

Within 2-5 years, identify underserved geographies and culturally diverse
communities.

$0 - $200,000

Within 2-5 years, create a workshop and events action plan (specific number
of events to be determined).

$0 - $200,000

Within 2-5 years, develop and promote a list of topical speakers, spanning all
subject areas.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, see significant progress on workshop and events plan
items (50% of goals met).

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, complete all workshop and events plan items (100% of
goals met).

$0 - $200,000

Within 2-5 years, sponsor or assist in planning three stakeholder activities or
events in years between symposia.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, continue to sponsor or assist in planning two stakeholder
activities or events in years between symposia.

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, continue to sponsor or assist in planning two
stakeholder activities or events in years between symposia.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Galveston Bay Foundation
Houston Zoo
H-GAC
Bayou Preservation Association
HARC

Texas Community Watershed Partners
Texas Soil and Water Conservation Board
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. State of the Bay Symposia hosted every three to five years.
2. Number of workshops and events completed in the symposia off years.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PPE-2
SAP Reference: Public Awareness: Goal 2 / Objective A

110

Engage Communities – SPO Action Plan

SPO-3

Support Regional Initiatives
Objective: Continue to expand and support the Back the Bay campaign and other regional initiatives.

Priority Issue: Individuals do not feel connected to the health and / or protection and preservation of Galveston Bay.
Description: To increase connectivity, the GBEP and its partners are building on previous Back the Bay campaign success and exploring new opportunities
to refine and expand the campaign through stakeholder and partner feedback / participation.
The GBEP and its partners are supporting other regional initiatives, such as the Cease the Grease campaign and the GBAN.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Initial discussion of goals for Back the
Bay, including expanded geographies
and culturally diverse and underserved
communities.
Identify and support other regional
campaigns, such as Cease the Grease
and GBAN.

Within 2-5 years, create regional initiatives plan (specific goals to be
determined, could include increasing the number of partners each year).

$0 - $200,000

Create new material resources and
language translations, where needed.

Annual discussion of goals for Back the
Bay.

Within 5-10 years, see significant progress on regional initiatives plan items
(50% of goals met).

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 10-plus years, see completion of all regional initiatives plan items
(100% of goals met).

$200,000 - $1 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Bayou Preservation Association
Galveston Bay Foundation

Houston Zoo
Texas Living Waters Project

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Communication plan for outreach and education initiatives completed.
2. Number of resource materials created to support the campaign plan and other regional initiatives.
3. Number of materials and resources translated.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PPE-2
SAP Reference: Public Stewardship: Goal 1 / Objective A
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SPO-4

Local Government Outreach
Objective: Ensure local governments are knowledgeable about key estuary issues, common interests, and
new information as it becomes available.

Priority issue: Local governments do not feel connected to the health and / or protection and preservation of Galveston Bay.
Description: To ensure local governments feel connected, the GBEP and its partners are developing, distributing, and promoting resource materials for
local government use and reference. The resource materials developed are a vehicle to build new and support existing relationships with local
governments. Additionally, the GBEP and its partners are providing specific support to MS4 permit holders to assist in meeting permit requirements.
Specialized materials geared toward communities without MS4 permits to supplement public engagement activities may also be developed.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES
Develop list of existing resource
materials for local governments.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, develop a database of existing resources.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, update the database with new or updated resources.

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, continue to update database with new or updated
resources.

$0 - $200,000

Identify and address resource gaps /
needs and target geographies and
municipalities in need of resource
materials.

Within 2-5 years, create plan to address key issues (specific resources to be
determined based on gap analysis).

$0 - $200,000

Create new materials where needed.

Within 2-5 years, work with partners to create new materials identified in
plan to address key issues.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, see significant progress on action plan items to address
key issues (50% of goals met).

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 10-plus years, see completion of all action plan items to address key
issues (100% of goals met).

$200,000 - $1 Million

Update existing resource materials list.

Distribute existing and new materials to
targeted geographies and municipalities.

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
H-GAC
Galveston Bay Foundation
Texas General Land Office
HARC
Sierra Club

Houston Wilderness (Gulf-Houston Regional Conservation Plan)
National Wildlife Federation
Texans for Clean Water
Texas Living Waters Project

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Database of local government resource outreach and education materials of key issues for Galveston Bay completed.
2. Communication plan to address local government outreach and education efforts on key issues about Galveston Bay completed.
3. Number of local governments implementing the outreach and education action plan on key issues about Galveston Bay.
4. Assessment evaluating the success of local governments implementing the outreach and education communications plan completed.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PPE-2
SAP Reference: Public Awareness: Goal 2 / Objective A
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ACTION PLAN 2 OF 2

SUPPORT PUBLIC EDUCATION AND AWARENESS
INITIATIVES (PEA)
In the Galveston Bay watershed, both the social and ecological components of the ecosystem influence each
other. This dynamic informs the GBEP and its partners’ focus on public education and awareness initiatives in
Galveston Bay. Fostering environmental literacy in the region will help provide skills to understand, analyze, and
think critically about current and future needs for Galveston Bay. Environmental literacy is achieved through
awareness of the critical issues influencing Galveston Bay, including the importance of freshwater inflows, habitat
and water conservation, protecting native bay species, preventing NPS pollution, potential risks from contact
recreation, and seafood consumption safety.
Environmental literacy in kindergarten – 12th grade (K-12) and college students is a key focus area for GBP’18.
Students who are engaged in bay-related research and stewardship efforts can serve as ambassadors to the larger
community, affecting long-term, positive change as they become decision makers for the region. Environmental
education curriculum and programs aligned with a focus on science, technology, engineering, art, and math are
essential components for protecting and sustaining Galveston Bay. While there are several groups engaged in
providing environmental education and awareness programs, there is a need for a more cohesive regional system
to track these efforts and identify gaps in regional services and resources. In addition to implementing these
programs, the GBEP and partners can play a role in bringing various groups together by helping catalog, profile,
and publicize the region’s environmental education and awareness programs.

Example of Public Education and Awareness Implementation Action
In 1996, Rice University’s Kinder Institute for Urban Research conducted a survey for the GBEP to track public
awareness and perceptions of a wide range of issues relating to environmental concerns, ecotourism, and
protecting and preserving the region’s natural resources. In 2005, the HARC issued a Galveston Bay Indicators
report that included data on socioeconomic indicators for the region, including population data and changes in
land use patterns. Additional public perception and awareness data were captured through surveys conducted
before and during the Back the Bay campaign, and the Galveston Bay Foundation continues to track public
opinions and attitudes with the annual Galveston Bay Report Card.
However, empirical data on environmental literacy in and around Galveston Bay is incomplete. Stakeholders
developing GBP’18 identified environmental literacy as a crucial element to successfully engaging communities to
preserve Galveston Bay. To improve environmental literacy for students in the region, the GBEP and partners
created the Galveston Bay Watershed Academic Partnership in 2007. This led to two youth symposia that
highlighted student-led projects on local environmentally based issues and the development of a resource guide,
The Galveston Bay Estuary System: An Educator’s Resource for Developing Bay-Related Curricula. The guide
provides science educators curricular resources for grades six through eight that focus on bay issues.
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New partnership initiatives aim to make it easier to find educational resources in the region, such as the HERE in
Houston website, which provides a one-stop shop for classroom and informal educators, Texas Master
Naturalists, scout leaders, and others looking to teach about the environment of the Houston-Galveston region. In
addition, the GBEP’s partners hosted an education workshop at the 2009 State of the Bay Symposium. Many
partners continue to collaborate on educational programs for teachers, students, homeowners, and the public,
providing watershed education for curriculum, rain barrel workshops for homeowners, education for septic
systems and well owners, and more. A continued effort to track social indicators will help guide the GBEP and its
partners’ efforts. There is an additional need to conduct research to identify underrepresented and underserved
communities in the region to understand language and cultural barriers. This information will help guide
translating outreach and education materials.

FIGURE 28
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PLAN PRIORITIES
ACTION PLANS AND
CORRESPONDING ACTIONS

Ensure Safe
Human and
Aquatic Life
Use

Protect and
Sustain Living
Resources

Engage
Communities

Inform
Science-Based
Decision
Making

x

Action Plan: Support Public Education and Awareness Initiatives (PEA)
PEA-1

Key Issue Engagement

x

x

x

PEA-2

Adult Education

x

x

x

PEA-3

Kindergarten to 12th Grade (K-12)
Education Efforts

x

Action Plan Overview
The PEA Action Plan includes three Actions that ensure information on protecting and preserving Galveston Bay is
available to anyone who wants it. This is accomplished by engaging the public about key issues affecting
Galveston Bay (PEA-1) and developing and promoting adult-focused awareness initiatives (PEA-2) in the lower
Galveston Bay watershed. Engaging area students (K-12), as well as educators and trainers, on bay-related
curriculum and materials will teach them how their behaviors and attitudes can positively affect Galveston Bay
(PEA-3).
PEA-1 supports all Plan Priorities identified within GBP’18. Successful implementation of this Action requires
coordination between the PPE, WSQ, NRU, and M&R subcommittees.
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FIGURE 29
PUBLIC EDUCATION AND AWARENESS ACTION PLAN
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PEA-1

Key Issue Engagement
Objective: Develop new and support existing programs in Galveston Bay to engage the public in a dialogue
about key issues.

Priority Issue: An absence of continued, enhanced, and estuary-focused education limits long-term, lasting success in environmental stewardship.
Description: To establish more meaningful public engagement, the GBEP and its partners are continuing to develop, support, and promote public
awareness along with education/outreach and starting a dialogue with the public about key issues affecting Galveston Bay and what can be done to
mitigate those issues.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES
Capture list of existing awareness and
education programs in the region.
Conduct gap analysis, to include public
awareness and perception assessments
to identify audiences and geographies
needing additional education and
awareness programs.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Within 2-5 years, develop database of existing programs.

$0 - $200,000

Within 2-5 years, conduct awareness level assessments prior to program
expansion.

$0 - $200,000

Within 2-5 years, identify new geographies and communities from
assessments.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Bayou Preservation Association
Galveston Bay Foundation
HARC
Houston Zoo
Sierra Club

Student Conservation Association
Texans for Clean Water
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
Texas Community Watershed Partners

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Database of existing education and awareness programs in the region completed.
2. Number of completed public awareness assessments to identify audiences and geographies for education and outreach programs.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PPE-3
SAP Reference: Public Education: Goal 1 / Objective B
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PEA-2

Adult Education
Objective: Develop new and support existing programs in Galveston Bay that change behaviors and attitudes
in Galveston Bay with a focus on adult education.

Priority Issue: An absence of continued, enhanced, and estuary-focused education limits long-term, lasting success in environmental stewardship.
Description: To better engage the public in long-term environmental stewardship, the GBEP and its partners are continuing to develop, support, and
promote public education activities that change behaviors and attitudes in Galveston Bay with a focus on adult education and are conducting and / or
supporting public awareness and public perception assessments to measure awareness levels and impact of the message.
Implementation location: Action for the Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

Create plan of action to provide
education and awareness programs to
underserved geographies and
communities. Explore additional topic
needs, such as emerging pollutants.

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)
Within 2-5 years, create plan to engage the public (specific goals to be
determined based on gap analysis). Coordinate with other groups
conducting similar research / assessment.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, see significant progress on items outlined in plan to
engage the public (50% of goals met).

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, see completion of all items outlined in plan to engage
the public (100% of goals met).

Support and fund existing and new
education and awareness programs.

Create new material resources and
language translations, where needed.

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

$200,000 - $1 Million

Within 10-plus years, conduct awareness level assessment after program
expansion.

$0 - $200,000

Within 5-10 years, create new materials identified in plan to engage the
public.

$0 - $200,000

Within 10-plus years, create any additional new materials, as needed.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Galveston Bay Foundation
Bayou Preservation Association
HARC
Houston Zoo
Sierra Club

Student Conservation Association
Texans for Clean Water
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
Texas Community Watershed Partners

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Plan of action to deliver education and outreach programs in underserved geographies and communities completed.
2. Number of plan of action education and outreach programs implemented.
3. Number of materials and resources created to support outreach and education.
4. Number of pre- and post-assessments conducted with each education and outreach program.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PPE-3
SAP Reference: Public Education: Goal 1 / Objective B
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PEA-3

K-12 Education Efforts
Objective: Develop new and support existing K-12 Galveston Bay estuary-related curricular materials for
regional use. Seek opportunities to provide educator training.

Priority Issue: An absence of continued, enhanced, and estuary-focused K-12 education limits long-term, lasting success in environmental stewardship.
Description: To ensure students and educators receive the knowledge necessary to protect and preserve Galveston Bay, the GBEP and its partners are
continuing to develop, support, and promote programs that seek to educate K-12 audiences on how changes in behavior and attitude can positively
influence the protection and preservation of Galveston Bay.
The GBEP and its partners are continuing to develop, support, and promote programs that seek to work collaboratively with educators on how
educational materials and programs are introduced to students.
Implementation location: Action for the Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Capture list of existing K-12 programs in
the region.

Within 2-5 years, develop a database of existing programs.

Conduct gap analysis to identify K-12
program needs.

Within 2-5 years, conduct an educators summit to identify education gaps
and needs.

$200,000 - $1 Million

Convene thought leaders in region to
create plan of action to support K-12
programs.

Within 2-5 years, create a plan to support K-12 educators (specific goals to
be determined in Educators Summit).

$0 - $200,000

Support and fund existing and new K-12
programs.

Within 5-10 years, see significant progress on plan to support K-12 educators
(50% of goals met).

$0 - $200,000

Support existing and build new
relationships with Independent School
Districts, Professional Educator Groups,
Resource Developers, etc.

Within 10-plus years, see completion of the plan to support K-12 educators
(100% of goals met).

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Local school districts
Local science teacher associations
Artist Boat
Katy Prairie Conservancy

Bayou Land Conservancy
Bayou Preservation Association
Galveston Bay Foundation
Various Partners

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Database of existing K-12 education programs completed.
2. Educators Summit to identify needs and gaps in K-12 education completed.
3. Plan to support K-12 education (as identified at the Educators Summit) completed.
4. Number of programs delivered through the K-12 education plan.
5. Assessment of K-12 programs and the number of students and educators reached completed.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PPE-4, PPE-3
SAP Reference: Public Education: Goal 1 / Objective A

$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $1 Million
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Plan Priority Four:
Inform Science-Based Decision
Making
To preserve Galveston Bay for future generations, the GBEP and its partners must support science-based decision
making.

U.S. Geological Survey staff process water quality samples along the Trinity River (photo credit: Sarah Bernhardt).
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Galveston Bay is a complex, dynamic system influenced by ever-changing human interactions and natural
processes. These changes can affect the people, habitats, and species of Galveston Bay, making monitoring and
research Actions essential to the GBEP and its partners’ abilities to manage implementation activities.
Coordinated, quality-assured monitoring and accessible research data ensure that resource managers, elected
officials, and other decision makers in the region can make informed decisions to preserve Galveston Bay. At the
same time, it is crucial for those same decision makers to allocate adequate resources to the development of
robust monitoring and research programs. To adequately support science-based decision making, two Action
Plans should be addressed.

ACTION
PLANS

Collaborate with Research Institutions to Support Focus Area Applied
Research and Monitoring
Increase Access to Galveston Bay Ecosystem Information

The two Action Plans identified under this Plan Priority were developed primarily through the M&R subcommittee
of the Council.

FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE PLAN PRIORITY
Galveston Bay, its tributaries, and living resources are monitored for many parameters in support of the
ecosystem-based approach to resource management identified by GBP’95 (page 145 gives more information
about the Regional Monitoring Plan and the region’s monitoring activities).
The GBEP and its partners seek to increase understanding of Galveston Bay by collaborating with research
institutions to fill in knowledge gaps of the ecosystem's biological and physical components. However, the lack of
resources and funding for applied research and additional coordinated monitoring efforts make it difficult for the
GBEP and its partners to incorporate new and emerging contaminants into existing monitoring and research
efforts. Responding to a rapidly changing environment, converting science to action, and promoting sound
scientific procedures while at the same time remaining unbiased present challenges to maintaining robust
monitoring and research efforts.

Understanding the Difference Between Monitoring and Research
Monitoring and research are related but serve two distinct purposes. First, analysis of monitoring data determines whether the health
of the ecosystem is changing. Data are assembled from state and local monitoring partners, analyzed, and distributed to potential
users electronically. Data that are accurate, defensible, and accessible are imperative to protecting and preserving the bay.
Second, applied research is used to better comprehend specific Galveston Bay ecosystem components. When there are data gaps in
monitoring information, the program directs limited resources for targeted applied research. This research improves understanding of
the bay and its relationship to human use and strengthens the connection between scientists and resource managers.
The Action Plans in GBP’18 are informed by, and may be adapted according to, monitoring and research findings.
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Population growth affects regional monitoring and
research efforts. Anticipated growth for the region is
likely to result in land conversion for residential and
commercial purposes and require additional water
resources. This will require additional monitoring.

A Clean Rivers Program staff member prepares collection
containers for water quality sampling and analysis.

An increase in development means more impervious
surfaces that affect the quality of stormwater runoff,
which contains nutrients and microbiological
contaminants that negatively affect regional water
quality and may be harmful to human health. More
people also means an increase in the discharge of
treated wastewater and more vehicles and sources of
air pollution, which could also increase deposition of air
pollutants into Galveston Bay. A robust monitoring
network with appropriate analysis of the data will be
critical to meeting this challenge of growth with limited
environmental degradation.

In the future, funding for projects focusing on these new, or in some cases expanded, monitoring and research
parameters will be needed:
▪ contaminants and benthic communities, such as contaminant processing and freshwater inflow
indicators;
▪ zooplankton, marine birds, and megafauna (including sea-turtles, marine mammals, sharks, and large
pelagic fish);
▪ ecosystems in general (including wetlands, oysters, SAV, isolated wetlands, riparian wetlands, nontidal wetlands, beaches, coastal prairie); and
▪ invasive species in general (including those affecting the terrestrial environment and coastal rivers
and streams).
As monitoring technology becomes better, monitoring sites should experience fewer data gaps. This trend should
lead to more continuous monitoring of water quality and better habitat monitoring. The historic approach to
monitoring ecosystems will change due to advances in testing and analysis. Over the next 10 years, the GBEP and
its partners will begin to fill knowledge gaps in the Galveston Bay ecosystem.
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BUILDING ON PAST SUCCESS
The GBEP and its partners will bolster research and increase data access to support science-based decision
making in the region. Since the release of GBP’95, this has been accomplished through monitoring and research
projects. These projects include the Regional Monitoring Database (formerly called Status and Trends), and
collaborations with resource managers and the NRU subcommittee on monitoring phytoplankton as an indicator
of freshwater inflows (more information is given on page 149). Two such successful projects are highlighted in the
text that follows.

MANGROVE RESTORATION IN GALVESTON BAY:
ECOLOGICAL BENEFITS AND EFFECTIVE RESTORATION TECHNIQUES
In 2015, TAMUG began a study funded by the GBEP to assess whether change in the dominant plant community
should alter restoration practices. Landscape-level shifts in plant species distribution and abundance can alter
ecosystem structure and function. Such shifts are occurring on the Texas Gulf Coast where, in recent years,
mangroves have grown into some areas occupied by salt marsh grass. A series of surveys were conducted at
restored and reference sites with and without mangroves in Galveston Bay. Plants, soil, and fauna were surveyed
at 12 sites in spring 2016, fall 2016, and spring 2017. The two objectives of the study were to compare mangrove
planting techniques and quantify the ecological benefits of mangrove restoration in the Galveston Bay area.
Few of the planted mangroves at restoration sites thrived. Most of the planted shrubs remained small (less than
one meter) for several years after planting, though many flowered. The healthiest mangroves were usually at
relatively high elevations, near the upper edge of the Spartina alterniflora zone. Mangroves were actively
recruited to this high elevation zone at numerous locations around Galveston Bay, independent of planting sites.
Based on these observations, the recommendation for restoration practice was to focus planting efforts on fastgrowing species such as Spartina alterniflora and allow natural recruitment of mangroves to occur gradually over
time.
In addition, marsh plant diversity was lower at sites with high mangrove cover. Within marsh or mangrove stands,
fish and invertebrate densities were generally similar, though the species composition differed. Stable isotope
analysis indicated that salt marsh vegetation is more important than mangroves for support of coastal wetland
food. At low densities, mangroves did not substantially alter wading bird or shorebird abundances. Mangroves
generally increased carbon retention in the soil. The results revealed salt marshes and mangroves support
different plant and animal assemblages, and mangrove growth is likely to influence complex changes in
ecosystem processes.
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STATE OF THE BAY
One of the most successful projects providing data access to the public is The State of the Bay Report. In 2011, the
GBEP, with support from the HARC, published The State of the Bay: A Characterization of the Galveston Bay
Ecosystem, 3rd Edition. The report built on the two previous published editions and included an overview of
Galveston Bay, past and present human roles, physical form and processes, water and sediment quality, key
habitats, living resources, impacts on public health, and a look at the future of the bay.
The report’s purpose is to improve management of the valued resources of Galveston Bay and assist resource
professionals as they adapt current management actions to address challenges and to inform decisions regarding
future management of Galveston Bay and its watershed. These adjustments are critical to sustaining the bay
ecosystem and the service it affords the region (Lester & Gonzalez, 2011, p. 4). The State of the Bay Report will be
updated as new information becomes available.

Scenic bay view at sunset (photo credit: Justin Bower).
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ACTION PLAN 1 OF 2

COLLABORATE WITH RESEARCH INSTITUTIONS TO
SUPPORT FOCUS AREA APPLIED RESEARCH AND
MONITORING (RES)
Scientific research forms the basis for models that predict or describe ecosystem function, justifies standards, and
supports every aspect of the regulatory process. It is crucial to successful management of Galveston Bay and its
resources.
Diverse concerns relating to aquatic habitat, wildlife, resource usage, water quality, and human health cannot be
adequately addressed without the involvement of multiple natural-resource agencies and bay stakeholders.
Challenges of a more regional nature – those affecting the entire ecosystem – require regionally coordinated
efforts and a strong commitment to partnership.
The GBEP facilitates these partnerships to support an
ecosystem-based approach by establishing research
focus areas, defining the overall goals of research, and
coordinating activities within a set of established
priorities. The GBEP provides perspective and guidelines
through assessments and regular interaction with
scientists, bay managers and users, private industry, and
the public to identify research needs. The GBEP then
helps researchers match prioritized research needs with
existing and potential funding services. Nonprofit
organizations and environmental organizations, as well
as universities, help with this process and leverage
funding for more research.

“There is a lot of practical value in learning how
natural systems work, {and} how human
activities and other influences perturb these
systems, what causes these perturbations, how
changes in one system affect other systems; and
how knowledge may guide well-informed
choices about means of transforming or
restoring ecologic systems.” (Omenn, 2006, p.
1697)

Example of Applied Research and Monitoring Action Implementation
During development of GBP’18, the GBEP and its partners emphasized the need for continued collaboration with
research institutions, as well as between the subcommittees of the Council, on applied research and coordinated
monitoring activities.
There have been many such successful collaborations since release of GBP’95, notably the Coastal Restoration
Assessment. This project was a multipartner effort that began in 2007 and is still ongoing at publication of this
document. Coastal marsh ecosystems anchored by smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora) are some of the most
highly productive ecologic communities in the lower Galveston Bay watershed, providing many ecologically
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critical functions and services. In response to substantial loss of these ecosystems over the past 50 years, active
restoration of numerous coastal wetland systems has been undertaken. Research on restoration techniques and
success occurred in conjunction with replanting projects. The GBEP, in partnership with Lee College and the
University of Houston-Clear Lake, examined whether functional differences are achieved through different marsh
restoration techniques on a series of restored wetlands within Pierce Marsh, located in the lower Galveston Bay
watershed. While the best methodology for marsh restoration has yet to match naturally occurring marsh
ecologic functional development, this research demonstrated a successful collaboration between the NRU and
M&R subcommittees of the Council and has informed additional restoration research efforts. This project is an
example of how the GBEP and its partners support resource management through targeted research that
increases ecosystem understanding.

Action Plan Overview
The RES Action Plan includes eight Actions to support applied research and monitoring in the Galveston Bay
watershed. To increase understanding of the Galveston Bay ecosystem, specialized monitoring and research of
biological stressors (RES-1), geochemical stressors (RES-2), and physical stressors (RES-3) must be conducted.
Successful implementation of all three Actions requires coordination of all four subcommittees of the Galveston
Bay Council and is necessary to the protection and preservation of Galveston Bay. Physical stressors include, but
are not limited to, physical impacts to the estuary such as erosion (HC-3), litter (PEA-1, NPS-2), and freshwater
inflows (FWI-2).
To better understand the factors that limit safe human use of Galveston Bay, a characterization of public contact
recreation affected by waterborne pathogens and bacteria must occur to identify new or emerging pathogen
indicators (RES-4). It is essential to identify sources of pollution, including legacy pollutants and run-off that
impact seafood consumption in order to establish appropriate remediation activities (RES-5). Successful
implementation of RES-4 requires coordination with the WSQ subcommittee of the Council on Actions PHA-2 and
PHA-3, included under Plan Priority One: Ensure Safe Human and Aquatic Life Use. RES-5 will require coordination
on Actions PHA-1, PHA-4, and PHA-5 included under Plan Priority One: Ensure Safe Human and Aquatic Life Use.
Understanding the limits to Galveston Bay's resiliency requires knowledge about BMP effectiveness for improved
water quality (RES-6), determination of ecosystem services (RES-7), and the study of resiliency risk for coastal
habitats (RES-8). Successful implementation of RES-6 requires coordination with the WSQ Subcommittee of the
Council on Action NPS-3, included under Plan Priority One: Ensure Safe Human and Aquatic Life Use.
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FIGURE 30
RES ACTION PLAN MATRIX
PLAN PRIORITIES
ACTION PLANS AND
CORRESPONDING ACTIONS

Ensure Safe
Human and
Aquatic Life
Use

Protect and
Sustain Living
Resources

Engage
Communities

Inform
Science-Based
Decision
Making

Action Plan: Collaborate with Research Institutions to Support Focus Area Applied Research and Monitoring (RES)
RES-1
RES-2
RES-3
RES-4
RES-5
RES-6
RES-7
RES-8

Conduct Biological Stressor Monitoring
and Research
Conduct Geochemical Stressor Monitoring
and Research
Conduct Physical Stressor Monitoring and
Research
Conduct Monitoring and Research to
Address Limits to Contact Recreation
Conduct Monitoring and Research to
Address Limits to Seafood Consumption
Evaluate Best Management Practice (BMP)
Projects
Conduct Research on Ecosystem Service
and Economic Valuation of Bay Resources
Complete Coastal Resiliency and
Acclimation Studies

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x
x
x

Further information is given for the following: HC-3, page 81; PEA-1, page 116; NPS-2, page 49; FWI-2, page 96;
PHA Actions, pages 64-68; NPS-3, page 50.
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FIGURE 31
APPLIED RESEARCH AND MONITORING ACTION PLAN
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RES-1

Conduct Biological Stressor Monitoring and Research
Objective: Develop new and support existing efforts to conduct biological stressor monitoring and research.

Priority Issue: A lack of available applied research and monitoring data can prevent understanding of Galveston Bay ecosystem components, addressing
limits to human uses, and implementing estuary preservation initiatives.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are evaluating the influence of biological stressors (these may include, but are not limited to, harmful algal
blooms, Toxoplasma gondii, Perkinsus marinus {Dermo}, invasive species, and commercial and recreational harvest) on aquatic, semi-aquatic, and
terrestrial species populations.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Present biological stressor research
results at the State of the Bay Symposia.

Within 2-5 years, host a State of the Bay Symposium.

Collect data and share biological stressor
research results and partner
publications through GBEP website.

Within 2-5 years, collect data and share results through GBEP website.

Support the development and public
delivery of biological stressor research.

Within 2-5 years, provide support on the development and public delivery of
white papers, technical presentations, and workshops (number TBD).

$0 - $200,000

Incorporate biological stressor research
results into the State of the Bay Report.

On a cycle of every 5-10 years, use research data to create the State of the
Bay Report.

$0 - $200,000

$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $1 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Various Research Institutions, Agencies, and Nonprofit Organizations

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of biological stressor research studies completed.
2. Number of biological stressor white papers, presentations, and workshops completed.
3. Number GBEP website visits.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: Regional Monitoring Plan, RSC-2, RSC-3, RSC-4, PH-2, PH-3, SP-1, SP-2, SP-3, SP-4, SP-5, SP-8, SP-10
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Sustain and Restore Native Species Populations: Goal 1 / Objective A / Objective D; Ecosystem and
Human Health - Sustain and Restore Native Species Populations: Goal 2 / Objective B ; Ecosystem and Human Health – Water and Sediment Quality: Goal
1 / Objective C / Objective D; Monitoring and Research: Goal 1 / Objective A ; Monitoring and Research: Goal 2 / Objective D; Monitoring and Research:
Goal 1 / Objectives A and B, Goal 2: Objectives A, B, C, D; Freshwater Inflow and Bay Circulation: Goal 1 / Objective B
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RES-2

Conduct Geochemical Stressor Monitoring and Research
Objective: Develop new and support existing efforts to conduct geochemical stressor monitoring and
research.

Priority Issue: A lack of available applied research and monitoring data can prevent understanding of Galveston Bay ecosystem components, addressing
limits to human uses, and implementing estuary preservation initiatives.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are investigating the effect of geochemical stressors (e.g., eutrophication, biomagnification of legacy toxins, and
endocrine disrupters) on aquatic, semi-aquatic, and terrestrial species populations found in the Galveston Bay watershed. They will also evaluate fate
and transport through the environment and develop baselines for future comparison.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Present geochemical stressor research
results at the State of the Bay Symposia.

Within 2-5 years, host a State of the Bay Symposium.

Collect geochemical stressor research
data and share results and partner
publications through GBEP website.

Within 2-5 years, collect data and share results through GBEP website.

Support the development and public
delivery of geochemical stressor
research.

Within 2-5 years, provide support on the development and public delivery of
white papers, technical presentations, and workshops (number TBD).

$0 - $200,000

Incorporate geochemical stressor
research results into the State of the Bay
Report.

On a cycle of every 5-10 years, use research data to create the State of the
Bay Report.

$0 - $200,000

$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $1 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Various Research Institutions, Agencies, and Nonprofit Organizations

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of geochemical stressor research studies completed.
2. Number of geochemical stressor white papers, presentations, and workshops completed.
3. Number of GBEP website visits.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: Regional Monitoring Plan, RSC-2, RSC-3, RSC-4, PH-1, SP-10, WSQ-1, WSQ-2, WSQ-6, WSQ-7, NPS-3
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Sustain and Restore Native Species Populations: Goal 1 / Objective A / Objective D ; Ecosystem and
Human Health - Public-Health Protection: Goal 3 / Objective A; Ecosystem and Human Health - Public-Health Protection: Goal 2 / Objective B; Monitoring
and Research: Goal 1 / Objective A ; Monitoring and Research: Goal 2 / Objective D; Monitoring and Research: Goal 1 / Objectives A and B, Goal 2:
Objectives A, B, C, D; Public-Health Protection: Goal 1/ Objective C, Goal 2/ Objective B, Goal 3, Objective Freshwater Inflow and Bay Circulation: Goal 1 /
Objective B
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RES-3

Conduct Physical Stressor Monitoring and Research
Objective: Develop new and support existing efforts to conduct physical stressor monitoring and research.

Priority Issue: A lack of available applied research and monitoring data can prevent understanding of Galveston Bay ecosystem components, addressing
limits to human uses, and implementing estuary preservation initiatives.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are studying the influence of physical changes to the estuary (e.g., litter and illegal dumping, modified freshwater
inflows, bay circulation, coastal erosion, shoreline hardening, land use changes, and loss or fragmentation of habitats) on aquatic, semi-aquatic, and
terrestrial species populations found in the Galveston Bay watershed.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Present physical stressor research
results at the State of the Bay Symposia.

Within 2-5 years, host a State of the Bay Symposium.

Collect physical stressor research data
and share results and partner
publications through GBEP website.

Within 2-5 years, collect data and share results through GBEP website.

Support the development and public
delivery of physical stressor research.

Within 2-5 years, provide support on the development and public delivery of
white papers, technical presentations, and workshops (number TBD).

$0 - $200,000

Incorporate physical stressor research
results into the State of the Bay Report.

On a cycle of every 5-10 years, use research data to create the State of the
Bay Report.

$0 - $200,000

$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $1 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Houston Wilderness
Texas Living Waters Project / National Wildlife Federation

Various Research Institutions, Agencies, and Nonprofit Organizations

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of physical research stressor studies completed.
2. Number of geochemical stressor white papers, presentations, and workshops completed.
3. Number of GBEP website visits.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: HP-3, FW-5, FW-7, RSC-2, SM-4
SAP Reference: Monitoring and Research: Goal 1 / Objectives A and B, Goal 2: Objectives A, B, C, D; Ecosystem and Human Health - Sustain and Restore
Native Species Populations: Goal 1 / Objective A / Objective D; Ecosystem and Human Health - Freshwater Inflow and Bay Circulation: Goal 1 / Objective
B
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RES-4

Conduct Monitoring and Research to Address Limits to Contact
Recreation
Objective: Develop new and support existing efforts to conduct monitoring and research to address limits to
contact recreation.

Priority Issue: A lack of available applied research and monitoring data can prevent understanding of Galveston Bay ecosystem components, addressing
limits to human uses, and implementing estuary preservation initiatives.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are initiating and completing studies that characterize the public's contact recreation risks from waterborne
pathogens in Galveston Bay and its tributaries. Partners are conducting bacteria source tracking to characterize sources of pathogens and evaluate the
emergence of new pathogen indicators.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Present contact recreation research
results at the State of the Bay Symposia.

Within 2-5 years, host a State of the Bay Symposium.

Collect contact recreation research data
and share results and partner
publications through GBEP website.

Within 2-5 years, collect data and share results through GBEP website.

Support the development and public
delivery of contact recreation research.

Within 2-5 years, provide support on the development and public delivery of
white papers, technical presentations, and workshops (number TBD).

$0 - $200,000

Incorporate contact recreation research
results into the State of the Bay Report.

On a cycle of every 5-10 years, use research data to create the State of the
Bay Report.

$0 - $200,000

$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $1 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
GLO
EPA
Local Governments
TCEQ

USGS
Various Research Institutions, Agencies, and Nonprofit Organizations

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of contact recreation research studies completed.
2. Number of contact recreation white papers, presentations, and workshops completed.
3. Number of GBEP website visits.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PH-3, RSC-2
SAP Reference: Monitoring and Research: Goal 1 / Objectives A and B, Goal 2: Objectives A, B, C, D; Public-Health Protection: Goal 1 / Objective C
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RES-5

Monitoring and Research to Address Limits to Seafood Consumption
Objective: Develop new and support existing efforts to conduct monitoring and research to address limits to
seafood consumption.

Priority Issue: A lack of available applied research and monitoring data can prevent understanding of Galveston Bay ecosystem components, addressing
limits to human uses, and implementing estuary preservation initiatives.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are identifying sources and evaluating remedial actions to address legacy pollutants, run-off, illegal dumping, and
air deposition that can affect the size of recreational shellfish harvest areas or number of seafood advisories. Known pollutants of concern include PCBs,
dioxins, and mercury.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Present seafood consumption limitation
research results at the State of the Bay
Symposia.

Within 2-5 years, host a State of the Bay Symposium.

Collect seafood consumption research
data and share results and partner
publications through GBEP website.

Within 2-5 years, collect data and share results through GBEP website.

Support the development and public
delivery of seafood consumption
research.

Within 2-5 years, provide support on the development and public delivery of
white papers, technical presentations, and workshops (number TBD).

$0 - $200,000

Incorporate seafood consumption
research results into the State of the Bay
Report.

On a cycle of every 5-10 years, use research data to create the State of the
Bay Report.

$0 - $200,000

$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $1 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
City of Houston
EPA
Food and Drug Administration
Houston Wilderness
NOAA

Research Institutions
TCEQ
Texas Department of State Health Services
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of research studies conducted addressing limits to seafood consumption completed.
2. Number of limitation of seafood consumption white papers, presentations, and workshops completed.
3. Number of GBEP website visits.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: PH-1, WSQ-2, RSC-2
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Public-Health Protection: Goal 2 / Objective B; Ecosystem and Human Health - Public-Health Protection:
Goal 3 / Objective A; Monitoring and Research: Goal 1 / Objective A; Monitoring and Research: Goal 2 / Objective C
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RES-6

Evaluate Best Management Practice Projects
Objective: Evaluate the effectiveness of BMPs to address NPS and PS pollutants and improve water quality.

Priority Issue: A lack of available applied research and monitoring data can prevent understanding of Galveston Bay ecosystem components, addressing
limits to human uses, and implementing estuary preservation initiatives.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are evaluating data from BMPs or from future planned BMPs. Partners will monitor new BMPs to collect
stormwater run-off in watersheds with impaired waters.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Present BMP project results at the State
of the Bay Symposia.

Within 2-5 years, host a State of the Bay Symposium.

Collect data and share present BMP
project results and partner publications
through GBEP website.

Within 2-5 years, collect data and share results through GBEP website.

Support the development and public
delivery of BMP project research.

Within 2-5 years, provide support on the development and public delivery of
white papers, technical presentations, and workshops (number TBD).

$0 - $200,000

Incorporate BMP project results into the
State of the Bay Report.

On a cycle of every 5-10 years, use research data to create the State of the
Bay Report.

$0 - $200,000

$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $1 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Houston Wilderness
Local Governments

Various Research Institutions, Agencies, and Nonprofit Organizations

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of BMP project evaluations completed.
2. Number of BMP project evaluation white papers, presentations, and workshops completed.
3. Number of GBEP website visits.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: NPS-2, NPS-5, NPS-11, RSC-2
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health – Water and Sediment Quality: Goal 1 / Objective C; Monitoring and Research: Goal 1 / Objective A;
Monitoring and Research: Goal 2 / Objective C
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RES-7

Evaluate Ecosystem Services and Determine Economic Valuation
Objective: Conduct research on ecosystem services and determine an economic valuation of bay resources.

Priority Issue: A lack of available applied research and monitoring data can prevent understanding of Galveston Bay ecosystem components, addressing
limits to human uses, and implementing estuary preservation initiatives.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are describing the ecosystem services provided by Galveston Bay and upland habitats and determining an
economic value for each.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Present ecosystem services and
economic valuation results at the State
of the Bay Symposia.

Within 2-5 years, host a State of the Bay Symposium.

Collect ecosystem services and
economic valuation data and share
results and partner publications through
GBEP website.

Within 2-5 years, collect data and share results through GBEP website.

Support the development and public
delivery of ecosystem services and
economic valuation research.

Within 2-5 years, provide support on the development and public delivery of
white papers, technical presentations, and workshops (number TBD).

$0 - $200,000

Incorporate ecosystem services and
economic valuation results into the
State of the Bay Report.

On a cycle of every 5-10 years, use research data to create the State of the
Bay Report.

$0 - $200,000

$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $1 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Houston Wilderness

Various Research Institutions, Agencies, and Nonprofit Organizations

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of ecosystem service and economic evaluation research studies conducted.
2. Number of ecosystem service and economic evaluation white papers, presentations, and workshops completed.
3. Number of GBEP website visits.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: N/A
SAP Reference: Ecosystem and Human Health - Habitat and Landscape Level Conservation: Goal 1 / Objective A / Objective D; Monitoring and Research:
Goal 1 / Objective A; Monitoring and Research: Goal 2 / Objective D
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RES-8

Complete Coastal Resiliency and Acclimation Studies
Objective: Complete coastal resiliency and acclimation studies to characterize the risks to coastal habitats.

Priority Issue: A lack of available applied research and monitoring data can prevent the understanding of Galveston Bay ecosystem components,
addressing limits to human uses, and implementing estuary preservation initiatives.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are characterizing the risks to coastal habitats from changing sea levels, altered precipitation patterns, and
changes to the frequency and size of tropical systems. Partners will determine the effects and ecosystem adaptations to a changing environment.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Present coastal resiliency research
results at the State of the Bay Symposia.

Within 2-5 years, host a State of the Bay Symposium.

Collect coastal resiliency research data
and share results and partner
publications through GBEP website.

Within 2-5 years, collect data and share results through GBEP website.

Support the development and public
delivery of coastal resiliency research.

Within 2-5 years, provide support on the development and public delivery of
white papers, technical presentations, and workshops (number TBD).

$0 - $200,000

Incorporate coastal resiliency research
results into the State of the Bay Report.

On a cycle of every 5-10 years, use research data to create the State of the
Bay Report.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Various Research Institutions, Agencies, and Nonprofit Organizations

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Number of coastal resilience and assimilation research studies conducted.
2. Number of coastal resilience and assimilation white papers, presentations, and workshops completed.
3. Number of GBEP website visits.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: N/A
SAP Reference: Monitoring and Research: Goal 1 / Objective A; Monitoring and Research: Goal 2 / Objective D

$0 - $200,000

$200,000 - $1 Million
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ACTION PLAN 2 OF 2

INCREASE ACCESS TO GALVESTON BAY ECOSYSTEM
INFORMATION (ACS)
Access to Galveston Bay ecosystem information is a crucial element in decision making by resource managers and
policy makers. Bay ecosystem data support decisions on current and future management needs, informing
policies, applicable to the bay and its living resources, that are necessary to maintaining the health of the bay.
Ecosystem data should also be easily accessible to other members of the environmental decision-making process,
as well as stakeholders and the public. Access to data ensures adequate understanding of the components
comprising the Galveston Bay ecosystem. This will assist residents’ understanding of how they impact the estuary
and motivate them to change their actions.
Prior to the GBEP Regional Monitoring Plan (the current Plan begins on page 145), it was difficult to access these
data because there was no clearinghouse for all information related to the health of the bay, resulting in some
duplication of efforts. In addition, the efforts of each partner agency and organization were typically directed at
fulfilling partner-specific mandates. Therefore, these datasets were not automatically compatible with the
ecosystem scale assessments desired by the GBEP. These issues, coupled with a lack of standard formats for
collected data and inconsistent quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC), decreased the availability and utility of
the information.
Through coordinated efforts and the development of environmental indicators, the GBEP and its partners
introduced data-tracking consistency. Creating the regional monitoring database, implementing better QA/QC,
and engaging in a more collaborative approach to data sharing has allowed the GBEP and its partners to provide
successful access to a broad cross-section of end users on environmental and programmatic successes. In the
future, the GBEP and its partners will continue to enhance the system for tracking the implementation efforts of
GBP’18 and provide implementation updates to the public.

Example of Access to Information Action Implementation
The GBEP provides access to information that can be used to improve understanding of the Galveston Bay
ecosystem and disseminates relevant data to partners, research institutions, stakeholders, and the public. This is
accomplished in part through public awareness initiatives, such as Back the Bay, Cease the Grease, and Pump
Don’t Dump, and through larger regional projects, such as the Regional Monitoring Database, which provides
web-based data access. More information on the Regional Monitoring Database is given in the Regional
Monitoring Plan that begins on page 145.
Another successful example of increased data access for a broad cross-section of audiences is the Invasive Species
Work Group (ISWG). In 2001, the NRU subcommittee of the Council formed ISWG after a review of GBP’95
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elevated certain activates to a high-priority status. The ISWG comprises invasive species experts and stakeholders,
acting as a coordinating body for invasive species management activities.
In 2004, the Galveston Bay Invasive Species Risk Assessment was completed by the Environmental Institute of
Houston and HARC. The risk assessment identified 296 species (including 166 plant species) as current and
potential invaders of the lower portion of the Galveston Bay watershed. Each species was ranked according to
ecological risk by a group of experts. The risk assessment also outlined a series of recommendations to enhance
prevention and control of invasive species, including large-scale public outreach and education efforts, programs
restoring aquatic habitats degraded by invasive species, and general invasive species research related to impacts
by invasive species.
Since 2005, ISWG has completed several successful invasive species research, control, and education efforts. A
direct outcome of the ISWG was the GBEP’s funding of two invasive species field guides. The Quiet Invasion: A
Guide to Invasive Plants of the Galveston Bay Area was created in 2006, and The Quiet Invasion: A Guide to
Invasive Animals of the Galveston Bay Area was created in 2010 by the HARC.

Screenshot of the digital format invasive species field guide.

These pocket-sized field guides are designed to help gardeners, land managers, and landscape architects identify
invasive plants and animals that can be harmful to local habitats. The plant guide suggests native species
alternatives which are better choices for planting, providing access to key ecological data in an easy-to-read
format. In 2017 these efforts were updated through a partnership between the HARC and TPWD to a digital
format. More information about efforts to remove invasive species is given on page 85.
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The GBEP and its partners facilitate technical workshops for professional organizations to disseminate important
information that can be used to inform the public. Presentations are given to the Council quarterly to keep
agencies, industries, and organizations involved with preserving Galveston Bay abreast of research and current
conditions. This information is distributed within Council members’ entities where they can provide updates to
their stakeholders. Presentations are given to a broad-based audience at universities, symposia, and conferences.
The GBEP updated their website in 2018 to house GBEP-funded final reports, one-page project summaries,
presentations, and links to research related to the Galveston Bay ecosystems. These resources provide access to
the most current information available.

Action Plan Overview
The ACS Action Plan includes three Actions to increase understanding of and access to monitoring and research
information in Galveston Bay. First, continue supporting the development and tracking of the GBEP’s Regional
Monitoring Database in collaboration with local research institutions and organizations (ACS-1). Second,
disseminate monitoring and research results using a variety of outreach tools tailored to each audience (ACS-2).
Third, track implementation of Actions identified in GBP’18 and share with the Council and stakeholders (ACS-3).
All three Actions support all Plan Priorities in GBP’18 by providing support data- and tracking-implementation
efforts.

FIGURE 32
ACS ACTION PLAN MATRIX
PLAN PRIORITIES
ACTION PLANS AND
CORRESPONDING ACTIONS
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FIGURE 33
INCREASE ACCESS ACTION PLAN
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ACS-1

Track Ecosystem Health Indicators
Objective: Support tracking the status and trends of environmental and stressor indicators of Galveston Bay
ecosystem health.

Priority Issue: A lack of information and data gaps can impair the ability of resource managers, decision makers, and the public to assess bay health and
make appropriate decisions.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are obtaining, analyzing, and synthesizing routine monitoring data sources and determining the status and trends
of Galveston Bay indicators, parameters, and stressors directly related to the health and sustainability of the bay. Results are shared in formats that
increase access and understanding.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Support and promote the Galveston Bay
Regional Monitoring Database (formerly
called Status and Trends).

Within 2-5 years, update the Galveston Bay Regional Monitoring Database,
post data to the website.

$0 - $200,000

Support regional monitoring and data
reporting efforts.

Within 2-5 years, support continuation of the annual Galveston Bay Report
Card.

$0 - $200,000

Create the State of the Bay Report.

Within 5-10 years, create the State of the Bay Report

$0 - $200,000

Evaluate the need to update GBP’18.

Within 5-10 years, review Galveston Bay indicators data and determine if
new information indicates the need for any updates to GBP’18.

$0 - $200,000

Evaluate the need to revise GBP’18.

Within 10-plus years, review Galveston Bay indicators data and determine if
new information indicates the need for any revisions to GBP’18.

$0 - $200,000

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
GBEP

Various Industry Partners

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Galveston Bay Regional Monitoring Database completed.
2. Annual Galveston Bay Report Card completed.
3. State of the Bay reports completed.
4. Assessment of the Galveston Bay indicators data completed.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: RSC-3
SAP Reference: Monitoring and Research: Goal 2 / Objective A / Objective B
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ACS-2

Provide Access to Monitoring and Research Data
Objective: Expand the dissemination of easy-to-access Galveston Bay monitoring and research.

Priority Issue: Galveston Bay monitoring and research data is not always easy to access.
Description: The GBEP and its partners are disseminating monitoring and research results through a variety of outreach activities for different audiences,
including the GBEP partners, decision makers, bay user groups, and the public.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Continue the State of the Bay Symposia.

Within 2-5 years, host a State of the Bay Symposium.

$0 - $200,000

Collect data and create a data and
mapping research hub (database).

Within 2-5 years, collect research data and use it to create a data and
mapping research hub (database).

Support the development of white
papers, technical presentations, and
workshops.

Within 2-5 years, provide support on the development of white papers,
technical presentations, and workshops (number TBD).

$0 - $200,000

Create the State of the Bay Report.

Within 5-10 years, use research data to create the State of the Bay Report.

$0 - $200,000

Evaluate the need to update GBP’18.

Within 5-10 years, review new monitoring and research data and determine
if new information indicates the need for any updates to GBP’18.

$0 - $200,000

Create a research synthesis report.

Within 10-plus years, use research data to create a research synthesis
report, an annotated bibliography of new research on Galveston Bay.

$0 - $200,000

Evaluate the need to revise GBP’18.

Within 10-plus years, review new monitoring and research data and
determine if new information indicates the need for revisions to GBP’18.

$200,000 - $1 Million

$200,000 - $1 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
Galveston Bay Foundation
GBEP
HARC
Texas A&M University

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Various Industry Partners
Various Research Institutions, Agencies, and Nonprofit Organizations

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Mapping research database completed.
2. Improved access to monitoring and research database.
3. Research synthesis report completed.
4. Number of visits to web-based resources.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: RSC-3
SAP Reference: Monitoring and Research: Goal 2 / Objective
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ACS-3

Track Galveston Bay Plan Implementation
Objective: Establish and maintain a Galveston Bay Plan implementation tracking system and share results.

Priority Issue: It is necessary to establish a monitoring program that quantifies the success of its programmatic and environmental aspects.
Description: The actions of the GBEP and its partners toward CCMP implementation will be tracked and shared with the Council and stakeholders.
Implementation results, in addition to ecosystem, socioeconomic, and other indicators of bay health, will be evaluated and the need to update or revise
GBP’18 determined.
Implementation location: Lower Galveston Bay watershed.

ACTIVITIES

TIMEFRAME AND OUTPUT(S)

IMPLEMENTATION
COST

Establish an implementation- tracking
system.

Within 2-5 years, create tracking system in coordination with stakeholders

$0 - $200,000

Share results at State of the Bay
Symposia.

Within 5-10 years share results.

$0 - $200,000

Incorporate results into the State of the
Bay Report.

On a cycle of every 5-10 years, use implementation data to create the State
of the Bay Report.

$0 - $200,000

Assess the need for updating GBP’18.

Within 5-10 years, evaluate the need to update, then if needed, update
GBP’18.

$0 - $200,000

Assess the need for revising GBP’18.

Within 10-plus years, evaluate the need to revise, then if needed, revise
GBP’18.

$200,000 - $1 Million

POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTERS
GBEP

PERFORMANCE MEASURES
1. Development of a plan implementation tracking system completed.
2. Evaluation of the need to update or revise The Galveston Bay Plan completed.

REFERENCES
GBP’95: Regional Monitoring Plan
SAP Reference: N/A

This page intentionally left blank.

145

Regional Monitoring Plan

Regional Monitoring
Plan
Adaptive management involves exploration of alternative ways to meet objectives, prediction of outcome
alternatives based on the current state of knowledge, implementation and monitoring of those
alternatives, and use of the results to adjust management (Williams, Szaro, & Shapiro, 2009, p. 1).

Frog at Armand Bayou Nature Center (photo credit: Lyman Brown).
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A UNIFIED APPROACH TO MONITORING
The Galveston Bay watershed has a network of more than 300 water quality stations that are actively maintained
by partners in the Clean Rivers Program. The Clean Rivers Program, considered the backbone for water quality
monitoring in the region, is a crucial partnership between the TCEQ and water management authorities.
Many additional environmental and socioeconomic indicators are monitored by the GBEP federal and state
partners. It is important to use a unified approach to determine the efficacy of regional monitoring.
This section of GBP’18 uses those monitoring data to inform the Regional Monitoring Plan (RMP). The RMP
recommends collection of all various monitoring data to help the GBEP track how effectively implementation is
managed by answering two questions.

Red-bellied woodpecker at the Armand Bayou Nature Center (photo credit: Lyman Brown).

147

Regional Monitoring Plan

1. ARE THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES SET FORTH IN THE GALVESTON BAY PLAN BEING MET?
Programmatic monitoring assesses progress in reaching the stated goals and objectives of GBP’18 by tracking all
Actions and determining the effectiveness of each. The results of programmatic monitoring are used to inform
annual work plans and updates and revisions to the CCMP, ensuring efficient use of financial and human
resources.

2. IS THE HEALTH OF THE ECOSYSTEM IMPROVING?
Environmental monitoring assesses ecosystem health by establishing environmental baselines for key ecological
indicators and measuring data against those baselines over GBP’18 time horizon. Environmental indicators track
changes to ambient conditions, ecological functions, and biological trends in populations and communities.
Results of ecosystem monitoring are used in program decision making, and access to data and analyses are
provided through an online database and web-accessible reports.

RMP Background
The RMP, previously referred to as the regional monitoring program, was developed in 1994 to determine what
monitoring measures were readily available or easy to acquire to answer programmatic and environmental
questions set forth by the CCMP. It was established early on that the GBEP would collaborate and coordinate with
organizations monitoring the watershed. Historically, the monitoring program in Galveston Bay was guided by the
following goal statement:
The [RMP] is a statistically sound, holistic monitoring effort designed to provide environmental
data of known quality and confidence. It will be responsive to [GBP’95] management goals and
objectives and will also have a larger goal of providing knowledge of bay-wide ecosystems,
their variability, and societal impacts both environmental and ecological.
The [RMP] promotes a cooperative effort by all agencies, organizations, and other stakeholders
who participate in bay monitoring activities. The Galveston Bay regional monitoring program
will integrate and expand the disparate monitoring efforts currently active in Galveston Bay
into a comprehensive and unified monitoring plan. The [RMP] will integrate current monitoring
efforts to the maximum extent possible, while acceding to the independent objectives of the
groups involved (Regional Monitoring Program for the Galveston Bay Plan, GBNEP-45,
November 1994).
The revised RMP maintains this approach. Federal, state, and local governments, in cooperation with
universities and research organizations, continue to collect and analyze environmental data for
individual programs with differing objectives. The GBEP gathers those datasets into a collection to
evaluate progress in reaching a sustainable Galveston Bay ecosystem. As part of the RMP, the GBEP
seeks to identify gaps in available monitoring programs, changes in technology, emergence of new
challenges, and other monitoring needs that require program action.
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Regional Monitoring Success
The RMP is a success. The Council and its partners have developed and supported successful monitoring and
research programs over the past 22 years. Access was provided to Galveston Bay data and information, and
studies that fill gaps and expand the working understanding and knowledge of the Galveston Bay ecosystem were
funded. The following are some of the successful regional monitoring and research efforts completed by the GBEP
and its partners.

SUBCOMMITTEES OF THE GALVESTON BAY COUNCIL
All four subcommittees of the Council meet quarterly to discuss emerging issues, identify priorities for
implementation of the CCMP, and share results of ongoing and completed research, monitoring,
conservation, and restoration efforts. This information is used to develop annual work plans, with
projects vetted and developed collaboratively using the annual budget following approval by the
Galveston Bay Council. The members of these subcommittees also represent the Council to local
organizations that implement the CCMP in the watershed. Figure 39 on page 163 demonstrates the
cyclical nature of the annual planning process and development of Work Plans.
The M&R subcommittee provides a quarterly forum for presenting issues and research results, discussing
gaps in data and information for the Galveston Bay estuary, overseeing the RMP, and directing and
approving monitoring design changes. M&R recommends specific research projects for implementation
through the GBEP annual work plan. The other three subcommittees, WSQ, NRU, and PPE, provide a
forum for project coordination by sharing best practices, leveraging resources, and identifying funding
sources.

GALVESTON BAY DATA AND INFORMATION
During development of the CCMP, over 40 technical reports were published to establish the factual basis
for its Goals, Actions, and Objectives. Since that time, the GBEP maintained the Regional Monitoring
Database, a robust database of Galveston Bay information; published three State of the Bay Reports;
convened 10 State of the Bay Symposia; and funded many individual and coordinated research projects
and studies.
The GBEP’s Regional Monitoring Database is an online tool that houses agency data on Galveston Bay in a
single, easy-to-access location. Data files for independent analysis and query options are available online
to all users.
The State of the Bay Reports provide readers access to information about the Galveston Bay ecosystem
with an overview of Galveston Bay, human roles, physical form and processes, water and sediment
quality, key habitats, living resources, effect on public health, and the future of the bay. The third edition,
published in 2011, was made available both online and via interactive CD.

FRESHWATER WETLAND FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT STUDY
In 2005 research found that coastal prairie wetlands were disappearing faster than any other type of
wetland in the coastal Texas region (Jacob and Lopez, 2005). With expected population growth in the
Harris-Galveston county region, development pressure on this habitat is expected to continue.
Researchers from Baylor University received funding from the GBEP to conduct a study on the
connectivity of coastal prairie wetlands to the water entering the Galveston Bay ecosystem.
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The goal of the Baylor study was to highlight the importance of these wetlands in maintaining water
quality in the Houston-Galveston region. The study found that each coastal prairie wetland was capable of
greatly reducing the amount of inorganic nitrogen in water that passed through it. Inorganic nitrogen has
been linked to eutrophication of coastal waters in the Gulf of Mexico and algal blooms in Galveston Bay.
This study also found that coastal prairie wetlands filtered water so that it had lower levels of ammonia
(Forbes et al., 2012, p. 705).

PLANKTON RESPONSE
The GBEP provided support to TAMUG in 2014 for research which focused on understanding the
downstream ecological effects of changes to freshwater inflows on estuaries, using phytoplankton,
Vallisneria (plant), and Rangia (clam) communities as indicators.
With rising demand for freshwater and a concern for environmental flows in Texas bays, stakeholders
agreed there is a need to better understand the freshwater requirements for Galveston Bay. TAMUG used
a novel approach of in situ monitoring stations and dataflow transects to analyze water quality
parameters, phytoplankton, Vallisneria, and Rangia.
Many other GBEP research initiatives and projects have been completed or are ongoing. These projects
will answer questions related to freshwater inflows and will help the GBEP, the Council, and partners to
implement the CCMP.

Galveston Bay supports numerous species of phytoplankton. From left to right starting on the first row, the images
are of: Alexandrium sp., Bacteriastrum sp., and Chaetoceros sp.
On the second row from left to right is Coscinodiscus sp., Odontella sp., and Prorocentrum sp. (photo credit:
Phytoplankton Dynamics Laboratory).
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Adaptive Management Approach
The revised RMP reflects the work of the GBEP and its partners and follows an adaptive management
approach. Adaptive management is an iterative approach used to redirect and refocus resources
during implementation activities to address emerging challenges and new opportunities as they
become apparent (illustrated in Figure 34: Adaptive Management Cycle). As a part of the adaptive
management approach, the GBEP will incorporate partner-produced, external data into the RMP for
future planning purposes.

FIGURE 34
ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT CYCLE
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Step 1: Plan
The first step in adaptive management is planning. GBP’18 outlines Actions and Objectives necessary to preserve
Galveston Bay. It is a living document and maintains a degree of flexibility in its Actions and Objectives to address
emerging challenges and new opportunities.
Updates to the CCMP avoid the requirements of major revisions. Updates are considered at the five-year mark,
while revisions should be considered after 10 years of implementation or if major changes are needed to improve
implementation sooner. Revisions to the CCMP provide an opportunity to determine if major changes are needed
to improve management implementation. During the CCMP revision process, stakeholders work with the GBEP to
ensure each aspect is reviewed, impediments to implementation are identified, and new Actions are created as
needed.
An integral part of GBP’18 is the RMP. The RMP has a strong QA/QC system. As a program of the TCEQ, the GBEP
falls under the TCEQ’s Quality Management Plan. Projects collecting, acquiring, or generating environmental data
funded by the GBEP require Quality Assurance Project Plans (QAPP) and routine audits by the TCEQ.
Data collected by organizations independent of the GBEP gathered for the Regional Monitoring Database
maintain their own quality assurance methods and protocols. The GBEP requires that work performed to
maintain the Regional Monitoring Database will follow an approved QAPP. The Regional Monitoring Database
QAPP documents the procedures to evaluate and document independent sampling, analytical methods, and
QA/QC protocols that various agencies have and how that data is acquired, stored, and analyzed.

Step 2: Manage
Implementation of GBP’18 is the second crucial step in adaptive management. This is managed through
implementation of outlined Actions and Objectives.
Tracking implementation funded through the GBEP is a simple task and a requirement of the EPA. Tracking
implementation by partner programs and organizations outside of the direct sphere of the Council is more
difficult, but it is important for the adaptive management model and truly assessing the long-term sustainable use
of Galveston Bay and preservation of the ecosystem. The GBEP will use new information technology to make
identifying partner needs easier and less cumbersome and will continue to implement methods for capturing
information at the State of the Bay Symposia and other venues, as appropriate.
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Step 3: Monitor
Monitoring is an essential part of adaptive, ecosystem-based management because this promotes accountability.
Monitoring establishes baselines to evaluate environmental response to episodic changes (e.g. storms, oil spills,
and drought). There are several monitoring programs that support implementation and provide updates and/or
revisions of the GBP’18.

GALVESTON BAY INDICATORS REPORT
To refine the monitoring scope of the RMP, HARC-- with the GBEP and its partners-- completed the
Galveston Bay Indicators Project in 2005, which resulted in the creation of the Galveston Bay indicator
framework. The indicator framework consists of 16 assessment questions and 28 indicators, describing
aspects of the lower portion of the Galveston Bay watershed’s physical environment (included in Category
1: Media) and indicators that describe the state of human uses of bay resources (included Category 2:
Uses).
Using the framework, the GBEP generated a 2005 Indicators Report, in which key data sources and
datasets were identified as priorities for the region. The 2005 Indicators Report is used as a guide in the
development of the Regional Monitoring Database. There are six organizations (noted in Figure 35) that
routinely monitor the water, sediment, biota, or habitat of the bay for some environmental purpose. The
data collected by these organizations are known as the status and trends parameters.

FIGURE 35
MONITORING ENTITIES AND ASSOCIATE PARAMETERS
ENTITY

PARAMETERS

GLO

Oil Spills

EPA

Toxic Release Inventory

NOAA

Digital Coast

Texas Colonial Waterbird Society

Colonial Nesting Waterbirds

TCEQ

Aromatic Organics in Sediment
Field Water Quality
Metals in Sediments
Microbiological
Nutrients
Pesticides in Sediment
Physical Variables

TPWD

Field Water Quality
Fisheries Data
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FIGURE 36
INDICATORS FRAMEWORK – CATEGORY 1
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FIGURE 37
INDICATORS FRAMEWORK – CATEGORY 2
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SUPPLEMENTAL MONITORING PROGRAM
The RMP establishes a baseline set of routinely available monitoring data. The GBEP uses this monitoring
data to identify research and monitoring gaps, changes in technology, emergence of new challenges, and
other management monitoring needs. The GBEP then collaborates with its monitoring partners and
research institutions to fill the data gaps and, when necessary, fund new monitoring and research.
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Step 4: Assess
Assessment takes monitoring data and evaluates it to determine whether management actions resulted in
progress toward stated environmental goals. Assessment is not independent of planning and management, but
rather directs changes to CCMP Actions, identifying knowledge gaps and informational needs which require
further research or supplemental monitoring. The monitoring plan requires reassessment, and the GBEP forms
special work groups to discuss changes or additions to the monitoring approach.
To apply the results from the routine and supplemental monitoring, the GBEP created assessment tools that
include both programmatic and environmental assessments. Monitoring assessments are part of the planned
funding structure of the program. Funding is divided among grant projects, a program website, and monitoring
assessments. Because funds are limited, the monitoring assessments are funded on a rotation and may change
over time to address priorities.

FIGURE 38
MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT SCHEDULE
PROJECTS

FREQUENCY

State of the Bay Report

Every 5 years

State of the Bay Symposia

Every 3 - 4 years

Regional Monitoring Database

Ongoing (or Every 2-3 years)

Monitoring and Research Web Page

Ongoing

Implementation Assessment of CCMP

Ongoing; every 5 -10 years

The Galveston Bay Report Card (not funded by the GBEP)

Annually

CCMP Update

Assess need every 5 years

CCMP Revision

Assess need every 10 years

STATE OF THE BAY REPORT
The State of the Bay Report is the hallmark publication of the GBEP. The first edition was published in
1994. The first and second (2002) editions of The State of the Bay Report were published as printed
books, and the third edition (2011) was published as an interactive CD and internet-available PDFs. The
State of the Bay Report summarizes monitoring data, research findings, and management actions along
with information describing historical resource use and modern social and economic features of the lower
Galveston Bay watershed.
To present a more user-friendly, accessible, and dynamic version of the report, future editions will be
developed with a website that is easy to update. The updated State of the Bay Report will present a
summary of CCMP implementation and research, and an analysis and presentation of the indicators and
metrics available for Galveston Bay based on acquired and quality-assured monitoring data from the
Regional Monitoring Database.
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STATE OF THE BAY SYMPOSIA
The GBEP coordinates the State of the Bay Symposia which provide an opportunity for stakeholders to
interact and share environmental policy and management successes, disseminate the latest monitoring
and research findings, develop consensus for actions, and illuminate challenges facing Galveston Bay.
Each symposium audience is made up of representatives from resident and environmental groups;
business and industry; commercial and recreational fishing; ecotourism and recreation; K-12 education
and academia; and local, state, federal, and regional governments.
Presentations, posters, and panel sessions cover all aspects of the CCMP. Specific areas of interest as they
relate to topics include new environmental threats; effects of human population growth; understanding
physical and biological factors of estuarine ecosystems; environmental policy and management;
successes, lessons learned, and challenges; and innovative tools, incentives, and techniques.

Photos from the 2016 State of the Bay Symposium (photo credits: Sarah Bernhardt).
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Screenshot of the online Regional Monitoring Database, hosted by TAMUG.

REGIONAL MONITORING DATABASE
The goal of the Regional Monitoring Database is to make the environmental and social data about the
Galveston Bay watershed accessible to a variety of user groups with diverse knowledge levels, while
providing information the GBEP needs to evaluate progress. The Regional Monitoring Database builds on
and extends the previous work produced by the HARC. Since 2000, project data have been available
online.
The 2015 to 2017 update adds interactive features available through the web-mapping application
(www.texascoastalatlas.com). Users can select, query, chart, print, and view data temporally. The webmapping application is connected to Google maps and allows user to observe and see trends from the
regional level to a street view. Future updates of the Regional Monitoring Database will take advantage of
new online technology (such as web-based applications, geospatial or story maps, and data analytical
tools).
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MONITORING AND RESEARCH WEB PAGE
The goal of the monitoring and research page of the GBEP’s website is to encourage greater research
interest in Galveston Bay and expand the access to monitoring and research information. During
development of GBP’18, stakeholders expressed an interest in expansion of the GBEP website to include
monitoring and research.
The monitoring and research page on the website will include white papers and final reports from
projects funded by the GBEP, presentations, links to research and peer reviewed papers by investigators
funded by the GBEP, links to the State of the Bay Report, the Regional Monitoring Database, and onepage documents which describe CCMP implementation projects.
More information is available at the GBEP’s website.

GALVESTON BAY REPORT CARD
The Galveston Bay Report Card is an annual, resident-driven, scientific analysis of the health of Galveston
Bay. This partner-led initiative is an example of a data source outside the GBEP. The report card is
supported by the Houston Endowment and produced by the Galveston Bay Foundation and HARC. The
Report Card grades the health of the Galveston Bay ecosystem in six topic areas: Water Quality, Pollution
Events and Sources, Wildlife, Habitat, Human Health Risks, and Coastal Change. The goal is to engage the
public and inspire actions to protect and preserve the Bay.
More information is available at the Galveston Bay Report Card’s website.

The GBEP maintains a quality-assured monitoring program. The program uses the information learned from
routine monitoring partners and supplemental projects to improve implementation and management planning.
The Galveston Bay Regional Monitoring Database and State of the Bay Reports provide access to data for use by
program partners and other user groups. With the revised RMP, the GBEP will continue to use identified
monitoring programs and supplemental monitoring to inform decisions. The GBEP improved assessment tools by
the use of technology and information in developing the Regional Monitoring Database and report documents.
The GBEP will expand access to other sources of monitoring, research, and implementation information by
expanding the Galveston Bay website.
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Finance Plan
Two types of costs are associated with GBP’18: (1) funding the GBEP office and employees and (2) implementing the
Action Plans outlined in the CCMP.
The following information provides an update to the Finance Plan as outlined in GBP’95. The 1995 Finance Plan is
incorporated by reference to this revision, with additional information providing supplemental updates and revisions
where appropriate.

Scenic view from the shores of Brays Bayou at Mason Park (photo credit: Sarah Bernhardt).
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FUNDING THE GALVESTON BAY ESTUARY PROGRAM
Federal, state, and partner contributions are critical to the success of the GBEP. The GBEP is funded annually with
EPA funds from Section 320 of the Clean Water Act, which are matched (1:1) with state funds from the TCEQ. The
partnership between TCEQ and EPA is critical to successful implementation of GBP’18, since some Actions fulfill
the tenets of the CWA and Texas Water Code and support the missions of both agencies.

Leveraging Partner and State Funding
While funding received from the EPA and the state is integral to meeting operational needs, the GBEP’s
ability to plan and leverage additional monies is what makes the program a valuable partner in the region.
The GBEP provides technical support to its partners in developing and securing funding for a variety of
project types and applies for external funding when applicable. Awards received include the CIAP, which
was administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in partnership with the GLO, and the Gulf
Environmental Benefit Fund administered by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.
Since 2000, the GBEP leveraged an average of $13.40 in partner and state funding for every $1 of EPA
funding received. For every $1 of state funding received, the GBEP leveraged an average of $5.96 in
partner contributions.

Great egret carrying nesting material at the rookery at High Island (photo credit: Jason Leifester).
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FIGURE 39
WORK PLAN DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
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GBEP IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN ACTIONS
The GBEP recognizes that successful implementation of the Actions* identified in GBP’18 are subject to potential
changes in national funding levels, environmental and weather related factors, the national economic climate,
and other variables beyond its control.
The GBEP also recognizes that changes to the Objectives, Priority Issues, and Activities can be influenced by
revisions to national EPA guidance. Subsequently, the GBEP, in coordination with the Council and its
subcommittees, may choose to re-evaluate and update Work Plans generated through GBP’18 to adjust for such
changing factors. This adaptive management approach enables the GBEP to make appropriate modifications.
More information about the Adaptive Management Approach is presented in the Regional Monitoring Plan
section of this document.
The GBEP continues to seek funds to implement the actions recommended by GBP’18 from a variety of sources to
avoid creating a disproportionate financial burden on any group and to aid partners pursuing additional funds for
implementation of Actions wherever possible. Funding includes grants, contract operations with partners, and
private and nonprofit organization sources.
* Outputs that appear in multiple Actions are not intended to count toward total Implementation Costs multiple times but are instead a shared cost between
multiple Actions. An example of this is the State of the Bay Symposium, which will be the final output for many research Activities under multiple Actions.

Grants
The GBEP typically pursues grants from major federal assistance programs administered by:
• The EPA
• The NOAA
• The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
• The U.S. Department of Agriculture
• Sources related to the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill, such as the Natural Resource Damage
Assessment; Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities, and Revived
Economies of the Gulf Coast States Act (referred to as the RESTORE Act); and Gulf Environmental
Benefit Fund
The GBEP also passes grant funds through to organizations responsible for implementing Actions, or
pursues grant funding on behalf of the organizations responsible for implementation activities. State and
federal funding provided to the GBEP from the TCEQ and EPA is leveraged as match for partners in the
pursuit of these funds, when applicable. For example, EPA Section 319 nonpoint source funding through
the Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board and TCEQ annual grant programs has been
successfully matched with GBEP state funding to implement local WPPs, such as in Double Bayou, that
implement the Action Plan: Improve Water Quality Through Nonpoint Source Pollution Abatement. This
demonstrates how the GBEP successfully works with its partners to maximize funding sources.

Contract Operations
The GBEP predominantly conducts implementation activities under interlocal and interagency contracts
with other units of government and academia. Contract services for nonprofit organizations and private
sector organizations may be pursued by the GBEP if the identified activities are consistent with GBP’18
and qualify under federal and state law. This allows the GBEP to adopt existing agency programs to
accomplish the Objectives identified in GBP’18.
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Private and Nonprofit Organization Sources
Funding from nonprofit organizations and foundations that support projects related to environmental
conservation may be obtained by the GBEP and will be pursued, when applicable.

PARTNER IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN ACTIONS
Many actions identified in GBP’95 and GBP’18 will be pursued independent of fiscal support from the GBEP, but
will be supported by the GBEP and stakeholder guidance. Other actions may be completed independent of both
fiscal and other support from the GBEP. Partner implementation of actions may be funded through a variety of
state, local, private, foundation, federal, or other funding sources. Numerous existing and proposed programs will
expend funds to benefit Galveston Bay outside the annual GBEP EPA funds from Section 320 of the CWA;
therefore, these costs do not add to the cost of GBP’18.
In fact, CCMP costs are small in comparison to the total expenditures in the region on water quality improvement
programs alone. These externally funded programs are an important part of GBP’18’s bay-wide strategy for
stewardship, but are not funded through CCMP by their separate mandates (i.e., they would occur regardless of
GBP’18). An important role of GBP’18 is in coordinating these programs through the Galveston Bay Council and
subcommittees, to assure the bay's most significant problems are addressed.

FIGURE 40
EXAMPLES OF EXTERNALLY FUNDED PLAN ACTIONS
GBP’18 ACTION

FUNDING SOURCE

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS (INCLUDING FUNDING PARTNERS)

HC-1

GEBF, Deepwater Horizon,
National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation (NFWF)

TPWD and Audubon Texas received $3 million to build and restore
bird islands in Galveston Bay.

HC-2

NOAA Marine Debris
Program

The Galveston Bay Foundation received funding to remove derelict
and abandoned vessels and pilings. The GLO provided matching
funds.

RES-4

National Academy of
Sciences Gulf Research
Program

The Galveston Bay Foundation received funding for “Making
Monitoring Matter,” a Galveston Bay volunteer water qualitymonitoring program.

RES-8

Gulf of Mexico Alliance
(GOMA)

Rice University SSPEED Center received funding to host the “Upper
Texas Resiliency Conference” in 2010.

ACS-1; Regional
Monitoring Plan

Houston Endowment

The annual Galveston Bay Report Card is produced by the Galveston
Bay Foundation and HARC.

PEA-3

NOAA B-Wet

The Artist Boat received funding to conduct educational training for
K-12 educators on watershed issues related to Galveston Bay.

SPO-3

U.S. EPA Gulf of Mexico
Program

The Galveston Bay Foundation received funding for the G-BAN
Mobile App and Outreach.
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Public Review Process
GBP’18 is the result of strong and sustained involvement by the Council and its subcommittees. It
serves as a guidance document for improved coordination among stakeholders across the Galveston
Bay watershed to optimize the efficiency and efficacy of regional efforts and to avoid duplication.

A Workshop #2 participant providing framework feedback (photo credit: Houston-Galveston Area Council).
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The continued involvement of Galveston Bay stakeholders will be critical to implementation of GBP’18 and in the
protection and preservation of Galveston Bay. This section includes an overview of the public review process, the
GBEP’s public engagement activities, and a summary of public comments.

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT PLAN AND FULL EXECUTION PLANS
In October 2016, the GBEP developed a Public Engagement Plan (PEP). The PEP outlines the process used to
inform and engage stakeholders about GBP’18.
The PEP was designed to:
• create a clear foundation for public engagement methods,
• identify stakeholders that should actively participate on the project, and
• establish the schedule for task completion and critical milestones, including three project workshops.
The PEP identified two audience groups: critical audience and secondary audience. The critical audience included
the Council and subcommittee members. Most of the scheduled coordination and outreach focused on this
group. The secondary audience was composed of members of various interested parties.

FIGURE 41
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT PLAN AUDIENCE GROUPS
Critical Audience for GBP’18.
Most scheduled coordination and
outreach focused on this group.

GALVESTON BAY COUNCIL
SUBCOMMITTEES TO THE COUNCIL
LOCAL / REGIONAL GOVERNMENTAL AUTHORITIES
City representatives
County representatives
Other programs of TCEQ
TPWD
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Secondary Audience for GBP’18.
Composed of various conservation
and academic groups, as well as
government authorities.

ADJACENT PROFESSIONAL SERVICES PARTNERS / NONPROFIT
ORGANIZATIONS
Bayou Preservation Association
Galveston Bay Foundation
HARC
Houston Audubon
Houston Wilderness
Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Service
Texas A&M Forest Service
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In addition to the PEP, the GBEP developed a Full Execution Plan (FEP) for each of the three workshops held in the
development of GBP’18. Each FEP includes details about goals for the workshop, a detailed agenda, promotional
information, and data needs. Appendix B: List of Public Engagement Materials gives information on where to view
the PEP and three FEPs.

PROJECT WEBSITE
In October 2016, the GBEP launched a project website. The website included links to GBP’95, SAP, and current
project information; provided details on workshops and other events; and served as the online public comment
forum for the release of GBP’18 draft. All documents and e-blasts providing information on GBP’18 included links
to the website.

The Galveston Bay Plan Revision website, hosted by the Houston-Galveston Area Council, is a major resource for project information.

Opportunities for public comment on GBP’18 draft were provided online through the project website for a 30-day
period. The website is located at www.GalvestonBayPlan.org.

NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAMS COORDINATION
The GBEP is one of 28 NEPs in the United States. As such, there are 27 current CCMPs available for process
reference and comparison.
In September 2016, the GBEP distributed an online questionnaire to the directors and / or CCMP revision
coordinators from other NEPs. Representatives from 12 NEPs provided feedback on the public engagement
techniques used in revising their CCMPs, as well as the effectiveness of those techniques and lessons learned. The
GBEP used this feedback as a basis for developing a plan of action for the public engagement process for GBP’18.
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Respondents said in-person stakeholder workshops and public meetings were widely used, with stakeholder
workshops deemed the most effective form of engagement (noted in Figures 42 and 43). Respondents also
preferred facilitated meetings by a wide margin, with structured questionnaires used to supplement in-person
efforts (noted in Figure 43). Using respondent feedback, the GBEP included early and iterative coordination with
the Council and its subcommittees, with a focus on small-group meetings.

FIGURE 42
NEP QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT TECHNIQUES USED
Responses
Public Meetings
Stakeholder Workshops
Electronic Media (e-blasts, website, etc.)
Social Media
Other*

Number of
Responses
9
13
9
4
6

Response
Ratio
69%
100%
69%
31%
46%

Effectiveness
Score
Neutral
Effective
Effective
Neutral

*Other included print and media advertisements, community work groups, presentations, assessments, and
listening sessions.

In addition, the GBEP established a Technical Advisory Committee, including some members of the Council and
the chairs of its subcommittees, to guide stakeholder engagement activities and the development of GBP’18
content.

FIGURE 43
NEP QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: CONSENSUS TOOLS USED
Responses
Facilitated Meetings
Questionnaires
Video Conferencing
E-mail / Online Discussion
Other

Number of
Responses
12
9
1
7
0

Response
Ratio
92%
69%
7.6%
54%
0%

Effectiveness
Score
Effective
Effective
Ineffective
Neutral

The GBEP incorporated feedback from the NEPs into the comprehensive PEP (noted in Appendix B: List of Public
Engagement Materials) and scheduled stakeholder and public engagement activities.
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WORKSHOP #1 AND OPEN HOUSE
On October 26, 2016, the GBEP hosted Workshop #1 and an Open House to review existing priorities in GBP’95
and the SAP and emerging issues to incorporate into GBP’18.

APPROACH AND AGENDA
The Council and subcommittee members were invited to the workshop via e-mail invitations.
Respondents registered in advance to allow for thorough pre-planning.

EXERCISE #1 – EXISTING PRIORITIES
Fifty Council and subcommittee members attended Workshop #1, participating in small-group facilitated
discussion and exercises at five stations:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Implementation and Vision
Monitoring and Research
Natural Resource Uses
Public Participation and Education
Water and Sediment Quality

FIGURE 44
EXERCISE #1: TOP EXISTING PRIORITY FOR EACH STATION
STATION /
CATEGORY

EXISTING PRIORITIES

WKSHP
VOTES

DIGITAL
WKSHP
VOTES

TOTAL

% OF
VOTES

Water and
Sediment Quality

Reduce Nonpoint Source
Pollutant Loads

39

8

47

28%

Natural Resource
Uses

Protect Existing Coastal
Habitats

42.25

12

12

33%

Public
Participation and
Education

Create a Sense of Personal
Ownership and Shared
Responsibility Among All
Cultural Components of the
Community, Including the
Public, Industry, and
Government

52

11

63

36%

Monitoring and
Research

Increase Understanding of
the Galveston Bay
Ecosystem

32.5

8

40.5

78%
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For four of the five stations, participants placed dots on existing priorities they believed should be the
focus of GBP’18. The top existing priority for each station, excluding Implementation and Vision, are
noted in Figure 44.

EXERCISE #2 – EMERGING PRIORITIES
Participants listed emerging priorities on sheets provided during the facilitated small-group discussion.
The GBEP collected this information during the early portion of the workshop, then created a list of
summarized emerging priorities. The list was posted at the venue, and participants were asked to note
whether they agreed or disagreed with each summarized emerging priority (indicating whether it should
be included in GBP’18).
Stakeholders identified multiple emerging priorities; however, resilience and sea level change were
mentioned with the greatest frequency across all categories.
Unlike the other four stations, the Vision and Implementation station provided stakeholders an
opportunity to discuss the boundaries of GBP’95 service area, as well as the implementation feasibility of
GBP’95 and GBP’18.

OPEN HOUSE
The GBEP hosted an open house immediately
following Workshop #1. The open house invitation
was sent via Constant Contact to a list of 1,853
members of the public and the secondary audience
group. Participants were invited to participate in
the existing priorities exercise; however, because
they did not participate in a facilitated small-group
discussion, they did not participate in the emerging
priorities exercise. Instead, open house
participants took part in a “Why I Back the Bay”
activity.
Comment card received at Workshop #1.

INCLUSION OF DIGITAL WORKSHOP QUESTIONNAIRE
The Council and subcommittee members unable to attend Workshop #1 were provided a Digital
Workshop #1 questionnaire with activities and exercises from the workshop available from November 3,
2016, to November 10, 2016.
The Workshop #1 Digital Questionnaire received 12 completed responses. Incomplete submissions were
not included. The results from the Digital Workshop #1 Questionnaire are included in the Findings Report,
and were marked accordingly.
Appendix C: Workshop Findings Report gives information on how to view the complete Workshop #1
Findings Report.

173

Public Review Process

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS
In December 2016 and January 2017, the GBEP met with the four subcommittees to discuss Workshop #1
outcomes and to draft technical frameworks developed around those results. The subcommittees discussed each
programmatic focus area, providing input and updates to Objectives, Plan Actions, and Outputs. A total of six
meetings were held. Based on these meetings, the GBEP revised the draft frameworks in preparation for
Workshop #2.

WORKSHOP #2
The GBEP held Workshop #2 on March 1, 2017. Fifty-four people attended to vet the frameworks and Action
Plans, with a focus on implementation feasibility.
Upon arriving, participants received an informational packet, including an agenda; project reference information
and acronym list; materials for Exercise #2; and framework reference sheets for M&R, PPE, NRU, and WSQ
subcommittees.

APPROACH AND AGENDA
The Council and subcommittee members were invited to the workshop via e-mail invitations.
Respondents registered in advance to allow for thorough pre-planning. Registrants received Workshop #2
primer materials on February 24, 2017, which included a project status update, PDFs of the four
subcommittee-specific frameworks, and prompts for workshop exercises.

EXERCISE #1 – EXISTING PRIORITIES
For Exercise #1, revised frameworks for each focus area were mounted on 60-by-40-inch boards.
Participants reviewed the revised frameworks and provided additional Projects and Accomplishments, as
well as Implementers to the frameworks.

EXERCISE #2 – OUTPUTS AND COST TO IMPLEMENT
Exercise #2 focused on Outputs, ensuring that they will be achievable, measurable, and support identified
Objectives (goals). Respondents checked “yes” or “no” for each Targeted Output. Those respondents who
selected “no” for a Targeted Output(s) were asked to provide further feedback.
Respondents provided cost estimates for each Targeted Output, but only if they felt comfortable doing so.
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EXERCISE #3 -- IMPLEMENTATION FEASIBILITY
Exercise #3 focused on implementation feasibility. Participants pinned pre-printed Objectives (referred to
as Actions in the technical sections of GBP’18) to a grid, according to their answers to two questions:
1. To what extent would accomplishing this Specific Objective advance the mission of The Galveston
Bay Plan? (y axis)
2. How easy or difficult would accomplishing this Specific Objective be? (x axis)

FIGURE 45
EXERCISE #3: WATER AND SEDIMENT QUALITY IMPLEMENTATION FEASIBILITY

For WSQ, Objectives contained the most variability between “Ease” and “Mission.”
•
•

67 percent of Objectives were considered easy to very easy to implement.
75 percent of Objectives strongly support mission implementation.
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FIGURE 46
EXERCISE #3: NATURAL RESOURCE USES IMPLEMENTATION FEASIBILITY

Seventy-five percent of NRU Objectives advanced the mission extremely well. Sixty-three percent of NRU
Objectives were considered easy to implement, with 25 percent considered very difficult to implement.
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FIGURE 47
EXERCISE #3: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND EDUCATION IMPLEMENTATION FEASIBILITY

PPE clustered the most of the four Focus Areas. Fifty percent Objectives were considered easy to implement.
Sixty-seven percent of Objectives were considered as strongly implementing the mission.
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FIGURE 48
EXERCISE #3: MONITORING AND RESEARCH IMPLEMENTATION FEASIBILITY

One hundred percent of M&R Objectives strongly advance the GBEP's mission. Forty percent of Objectives were
considered easy to implement.
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INCLUSION OF DIGITAL WORKSHOP QUESTIONNAIRE
Council and subcommittee members unable to attend Workshop #2 received Digital Workshop #2
Questionnaires (12) with activities and exercises from the workshop available from March 23, 2017, to
April 5, 2017.
Appendix C: Workshop Findings Report provides information on Workshop #2 Findings Report.

WORKSHOP #3
The GBEP held Workshop #3 on March 5, 2018. Thirty-five stakeholders attended to review GBP’18 draft and
provide feedback. This meeting kicked off a 30-day public comment period, during which the GBEP received
comments from the Council and its subcommittees, as well as other agencies, governments, and the public.
The primary audience for Workshop #3 remained the Galveston Bay Council, its subcommittees, and stakeholders
that participated in the Open House and Workshops #1 and #2. However, Workshop #3 was advertised more
widely to reach more members of the public.
APPROACH AND AGENDA
Unlike the facilitated approach taken for Workshops #1 and #2, Workshop #3 was set up as an Open
House with five manned stations.
1. Plan Priority One: Ensure Safe Human and Aquatic Life Use of Galveston Bay
Technical content from this section of GBP’18 was presented through posters and exhibits,
designed to provide attendees with a broad understanding of the three Action Plans under this
Plan Priority and 12 associated Actions.
2. Plan Priority Two: Protect and Sustain the Living Resources of Galveston Bay
Technical content from this section of GBP’18 was presented through posters and exhibits,
designed to provide attendees with a broad understanding of the three Action Plans under this
Plan Priority and eight associated Actions.
3. Plan Priority Three: Engage the Communities of Galveston Bay
Technical content from this section of GBP’18 was presented through posters and exhibits,
designed to provide attendees with a broad understanding of the two Action Plans under this
Plan Priority and seven associated Actions.
4. Plan Priority Four: Inform Science-Based Decision Making in Galveston Bay
Technical content from this section of GBP’18 was presented through posters and exhibits,
designed to provide attendees with a broad understanding of the two Action Plans under this
Plan Priority and 11 associated Actions.
5. General Plan Information
This station included posters and exhibits for content from sections of GBP’18 not included under
a Plan Priority, such as the Regional Monitoring Plan and Finance Plan.
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To provide for more in-depth discussion, Plan Priority stations were manned primarily by the GBEP staff
and subcommittee chairs / vice chairs. Each station included a mechanism for providing content feedback,
though all Workshop #3 attendees expressed a preference for using the online feature after more careful
review of the draft GBP’18.

PUBLIC COMMENT LOG
In addition to the formal communications channels outlined in this section, the GBEP received multiple letters
and e-mails from stakeholders pertaining to GBP’18 content, revision process, and functionality of the GBEP.
A log of these comments is presented in Appendix D: Public Comment Log.

Workshop #2 attendee participates in an exercise (far left). Participants at Workshop #1 review prioritization exercise results (center).
Another Workshop #2 attendee participates in an exercise (top right). Participants add their thoughts to the PPE technical framework
at Workshop #2 (bottom right) (photo credits: Houston-Galveston Area Council).
(bottom right).
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APPENDIX A: GLOSSARY
abundance
algal bloom
ambient
assemblage
assessment unit
bacteria implementation group
benthic
best management practice
biodiversity
biomagnification
brackish
coastal prairie
colonial nesting
community
competition
conservation easement
conservation
contact recreation
cordgrass
delta
dermo

The number of individuals of a given species found in an area over a given time period.
Population explosion of phytoplankton in response to optimal growth conditions, including nutrient overenrichment from wastewater and nonpoint sources.
Prevailing environmental conditions, as opposed to those measured in a laboratory or waste stream.
A subset of a taxonomic group located in a given area. Used in community ecology.
A stream and/or water body that has been individually defined by the TCEQ and assigned a unique identification
number.
Thirty-member committee preparing an implementation plan to remedy high levels of bacteria in waterways
identified in four TMDL projects in the Houston Region.
Of, relating to, or occurring at the bottom of a body of water.
Pollution-control techniques applied to waste disposal, spill control, site runoff, and other activities. Implemented
to prevent or reduce the amount of pollutants entering a water body.
Degree of variability in the living world. The term can describe the number of species, the amount of genetic
variation, or the number of community types present in a given area.
The concentration of toxins in an organism resulting from ingestion of other plants or animals in which the toxins
are more widely disbursed.
The mixture of saltwater and fresh water in estuaries. Salinity can range from 0.5 to 35 parts per thousand.
A native habitat consisting of a mixture of upland and wetland geomorphology, hydrology, and vegetation located
along the Gulf Coastal Plain.
The propensity for some bird species, e.g., most egrets and herons, to nest in dense colonies.
An assemblage of various plant and animal species that share a given habitat at the same time.
Rivalry by multiple individuals or populations in pursuit of a limited resource (e.g., food or space).
An agreement between a landowner and a government authority or qualified land trust for conserving habitat. The
agreement restricts the way in which a land parcel can be used in the future.
Management that preserves, protects, and restores natural resources (e.g., habitat) in the presence of social and
economic needs.
Activities that are presumed to involve a significant risk of ingestion of water (e.g., wading by children, swimming,
water skiing, diving, tubing, surfing, handfishing as defined by Texas Parks and Wildlife Code, §66.115).
Any member of the genus Spartina; a partially submerged wetland plant common to brackish and salt marshes of
the Gulf Coast.
An exposed or submerged deposit of stream-borne sediments found at the mouths of rivers.
A disease of oysters caused by the parasitic protozoan Perkinsus marinus.
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dioxins
dissolved oxygen
diversity
dredge and fill

E. coli
ecological services / ecosystem
services
ecosystem approach
ecosystem
ecotourism
education
effluent
emergent wetlands
Enterococcus
estuary
eutrophication

A class of chemical contaminants formed during combustion processes such as waste incineration, forest fires, and
backyard trash burning, as well as during some industrial processes, such as paper-pulp bleaching and herbicide
manufacturing.
Oxygen dissolved in water that is necessary for the survival of most aquatic life.
A measure of the variety of living things in a community, based upon one of several mathematical formulae which
account for both numbers of species and numbers of individuals within species.
The movement of sediments from one location to another, typically for navigation channel maintenance, shoreline
development, or habitat-restoration activities. Dredge-and-fill activities typically require a Section 10/404 permit
issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
Escherichia coli is a subgroup of fecal coliform bacteria that is present in the intestinal tracts and feces of warmblooded animals. It is used as an indicator of the potential presence of pathogens. E. coli is currently an accepted
indicator of contamination in freshwater.
Human benefits arising from the ecological functions of ecosystems (e.g., fisheries harvests, nature tourism, and
provision of clean water).
Management of ecological systems that integrates ecological, social, and economic goals and recognizes humans
as key components of the ecosystem.
A natural system that includes the totality of living things, their physical environment, and the interrelationships
among them.
Tourism involving travel to areas of natural or ecological interest for observing wildlife and learning about the
environment, e.g., birdwatching.
Refers to efforts to increase the knowledge of specific audiences through intentional, structured communications
or trainings. Specific audiences might include K-12 students, college students, teachers and instructors at all
academic levels, or adult members of the public.
Wastewater discharged from any point source prior to entering a water body.
Marshes in which vegetation is rooted underwater and the tops exposed (as contrasted with submerged
vegetation or upland habitats).
A subgroup of fecal streptococci bacteria (mainly Streptococcus faecalis and Streptococcus faecium) that is present
in the intestinal tracts and feces of warm-blooded animals. It is used as an indicator of the potential presence of
pathogens. Enterococcus is currently an accepted indicator of contamination in saltwater.
A coastal, semi-enclosed body of water within which saltwater from the sea mixes with freshwater from land
drainage.
Nutrient over-enrichment of a water body resulting in overgrowth of algae, frequently followed by algae die offs
and oxygen depletion.
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fecal coliform
finfish
food chain
food web
fragmentation
freshwater inflow
habitat
impairments
impervious surface
impingement
indicator bacteria
inflow
inlet
intertidal
invasive species
jetty
landings
loading
microbiological
microplastics
microscopic
most probable number

A portion of the coliform bacteria group that is present in the intestinal tracts and feces of warm-blooded animals;
heat tolerant bacteria from other sources can sometimes be included. It is used as an indicator of the potential
presence of pathogens
Fish, as opposed to shellfish.
A series of interconnected feeding relationships; the process of energy capture (by green plants) and successive
transfer to grazers (primary consumers) and predators (secondary consumers and above).
The network of trophic relationships in an ecosystem; a complex network of food chain interactions.
The breaking up of large expanses of habitat into smaller tracts,
Freshwater that flows into an estuary from rivers, streams, and creeks, including the contribution of wastewater
effluent discharges, return flows, and stormwater runoff into the bay and its tributaries.
The place in the environment where an organism lives or can be found.
Water quality that fails to meet surface water quality standards for rivers, lakes, and estuaries, as defined by the
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
Land surface with a low capacity for soil infiltration, e.g., parking lots or roadways. Degrades water quality by
increasing surface runoff and the quantity of nonpoint source pollution.
The accumulation of organisms on a water-intake screen, e.g., at a power-plant cooling-water intake.
Types of bacteria used to detect and estimate the level of fecal contamination of water.
The water feeding an estuary, generally referring to river sources.
A channel of water between adjacent barrier islands that connects a bay with the open ocean.
The portion of shoreline exposed at low tide and inundated by high tide.
Non-native species that establish, reproduce, and spread in the region to which they were introduced.
An artificial structure that projects into a body of water and is used to direct water currents or accommodate
maritime vessels.
The part of fishing vessel’s fisheries catch that is brought ashore. Landings are the total catch minus the discards.
The rate of introduction of a constituent (e.g., contaminant) to a receiving water, for example in pounds per day.
Loading is significant in relation to the volume and circulation of the receiving water; problems occur when high
loadings occur into receiving waters with limited assimilative capacity.
Pertaining to biology that deals with microorganisms.
Small plastic particles in the environment, defined by NOAA as less than 5 mm in diameter.
Too small to be seen by the unaided eye but large enough to be studied under a microscope.
A method of measuring the concentration of fecal coliform bacteria in a water sample.
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National Estuary Program

nonpoint source
nursery areas
outfall
outreach
partner
pathogen
phytoplankton
point source
polychlorinated biphenyls
population
predation
preservation
primary producer
restoration
return flow
riparian
saline water (saltwater)
salinity
salinity gradient
salinity wedge

A non-regulatory program of the U.S. EPA that encompasses 28 estuaries of national importance. It requires that
each estuary develop a comprehensive conservation and management plan. Its goal is to improve the quality of the
nation’s estuaries.
Any source other than a point source; any of a number of diffuse, land-based sources of constituents (including
pollutants) in water, which are generally transported in runoff from precipitation. Contrasts with point source
pollutants, or end-of-the-pipe constituents generally transported in wastewater from a discrete source.
Portions of the estuary where marine species spend their early life stages, fulfilling requirements for adequate food
and protection from predators. Examples include emergent marshes and seagrass beds.
A site where there is a point loading of domestic, industrial, or heat wastes to an aquatic system; a discharge point
for a wastewater stream, e.g., a sewage treatment plant or refinery.
Any attempt to engage the public, stakeholders, or partners in activities or discussions that enhance connection to
Galveston Bay. Typically, outreach activities apply to a broad audience with a less specific structure.
Any person, group, or entity actively working in the Galveston Bay Watershed to implement GBP’18.
A disease-causing microbe.
Green plants (for example algae) inhabiting waters, unattached and drifting with the currents.
End-of-the-pipe constituents (including pollutants) generally transported in wastewater from a discrete source.
A family of organic compounds; mixtures of up to 209 individual chlorinated compounds. They have been used as
coolants and lubricants in transformers, capacitors, and other electrical equipment because they do not burn easily
and are good insulators.
An aggregation of organisms of a given species, capable of interbreeding.
Capture and consumption of one organism by another.
The management of a natural resource which strives to maintain the natural state of the ecosystem so that it is not
artificially interrupted or destroyed and natural resources are not depleted.
An organism capable of producing biomass from inorganic compounds; the base of the food web.
Returning a degraded system to a natural, healthy, and undegraded state.
Water that returns to surface or ground water after human use.
Associated with the bank of a watercourse, for example, the riparian woodlands bordering a river.
Water that contains a significant concentration of dissolved salts. The salinity of water in the ocean averages
about 35 parts per thousand.
A measure of salt concentration in water, ranging from zero to about 33 parts per thousand in estuaries.
A spatial salinity transition, e.g., from a fresh river mouth to saline ocean inlet.
A layer of dense saltwater that lies below less dense, lower-salinity waters. The salinity wedge in Galveston Bay
moves northward (particularly through the Houston Ship Channel) with high tides and low freshwater inflows.
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salt marsh
seafood advisory
stakeholder

storm surge
stormwater runoff
submerged aquatic vegetation
subsidence
substrate
terrestrial
Texas Clean Water Act Section
303(d) List
tidal flats
total maximum daily load
treatment wetlands
trophic level
turbidity
water quality standards
watershed
watershed-based plan

Coastal wetlands that occur on the intertidal shorelines of estuaries where salinities vary due to mixing of
freshwater and seawater. The dominant salt-marsh plant species in Galveston Bay is salt-marsh cordgrass (Spartina
alterniflora).
Warning issued by a public-health authority recommending avoidance or reduced intake of certain species of
seafood that may pose increased health risks to consumers.
An individual or organization with an interest in a natural resource or other issue by virtue of livelihood or simple
personal concern. A “stakeholder” could be an elected official, government employee, nonprofit employee, local
business owner, land owner, volunteer, recreational bay user, or industry representative.
The increase in water depth caused by a hurricane, due to a combination of low atmospheric pressure (which
creates a bulge in surface waters) and wind-piling of water against the shore. Serious damage can result when a
storm surge moves onshore and as waters flow back to their source.
Water from rain or snowmelt that does not soak into the ground but runs off the land and flows, untreated, into
waterways.
Rooted, submerged vegetation, including seagrasses and freshwater rooted macrophytes; contrasts with emergent
species such as smooth cordgrass.
The loss of land elevation due to groundwater or petroleum withdrawal and natural settling and compaction.
The material or substance on which an organism lives, grows, or obtains its nourishment.
Refers to land, as opposed to the aquatic or marine environment.
The list of impaired surface waters in Texas, updated annually by the TCEQ under section 303(d) of the federal
Clean Water Act.
Non-vegetated areas of sand or mud that are alternately submerged or exposed to air, depending on the tides.
As defined in the federal Clean Water Act, the maximum amount of a pollutant a water body can receive and still
meet water quality standards.
Constructed wetlands that are designed and created to filter and treat storm water runoff or wastewater effluent
using natural physical, biological, and chemical treatment processes.
The position in the food chain relative to eating and being eaten; includes primary producers, primary consumers,
and higher consumers.
The relative lack of clarity (cloudiness) of water, caused by suspended material (e.g., sediments), colored materials
in solution, and plankton. Turbidity correlates inversely with available light for photosynthesis.
The criteria used to establish explicit goals for the quality of streams, rivers, lakes, and bays.
The land area drained by a river or stream. The natural hydrologic unit associated with numerous ecological and
physical processes involving water.
A comprehensive land-use and water management plan targeted at improving water quality.
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wetland
zooplankton

An area where saturation with water is the dominant influence on characteristics of the soil and on composition of
the plant community.
Animals that are suspended in, and move within, the water column.
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APPENDIX B: LIST OF PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT MATERIALS
Go to www.GalvestonBayPlan.org or www.gbep.texas.gov to view and download copies of relevant public
engagement materials.
Galveston Bay Estuary Program – Comprehensive Conservation Management Plan Revision: Public
Engagement Plan
Galveston Bay Plan Revision – Workshop #1 Full Execution Plan
Galveston Bay Plan Revision – Workshop #2 Full Execution Plan
Galveston Bay Plan Revision – Workshop #3 Full Execution Plan
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APPENDIX C: WORKSHOP FINDINGS REPORTS
Go to www.GalvestonBayPlan.org or www.gbep.texas.gov to view and download copies of findings reports.
The Galveston Bay Plan Revision – Workshop #1 Meeting Summary and Findings Report
The Galveston Bay Plan Revision – Workshop #2 Meeting Summary and Findings Report
The Galveston Bay Plan Revision – Workshop #3 Meeting Summary and Findings Report
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APPENDIX D: PUBLIC COMMENT LOG
The table that follows references a draft version of GBP’18, released for public comment on March 5, 2018. Page,
paragraph, and line references may differ from this document based on edits and / or additions. Some comments
have been modified for clarity.
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LIST OF COMMENTERS
More than 150 stakeholders provided content, comment, and feedback for GBP’18. The following individuals
provided formal comment between March 5, 2018 – April 4, 2018.
COMMENTER

NUMBER OF
COMMENTS PROVIDED

Brandt Mannchen, Sierra Club - Houston (LETTER)

171

Doug Jacobson, EPA (VERBAL / E-MAIL)

25

Jan Culbertson, TPWD (ONLINE FORM)

3

Jeff Taebel, H-GAC (E-MAIL)

3

John Wuttke, Building Everyone a Cleaner Houston (ONLINE FORM)

1

Jorge Brenner, The Nature Conservancy (ONLINE FORM)

1

Kenneth Teague (LETTER)

183

Paula Paciorek, Galveston Bay Foundation (ONLINE FORM)

2

Sarah Gossett, Galveston Bay Foundation (ONLINE FORM)

5

Scott Jones, Galveston Bay Foundation (ONLINE FORM)

27

Stennie Meadours, 3P Project (ONLINE FORM)

1

T'Noya Thompson, Galveston Bay Foundation (ONLINE FORM)

4

Anonymous Commenter (E-MAIL)

1
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APPENDIX H: ADDITIONAL RESOURCES
All website and document links included in GBP’18 are current as of publication date {September 25, 2018}.
GBEP Website
www.gbep.texas.gov
Regional Monitoring Database (Status and Trends)
http://www.texascoastalatlas.com/AtlasViewers/StatusAndTrends/SnTatlas.html
Galveston Bay Report Card
http://www.galvbaygrade.org/
Basin Highlights Report – How’s the Water
http://www.h-gac.com/community/publications/water-resources.aspx
Texas Department of State Health Services Website - Fishing Advisories, Bans, and FAQs about Bodies of Water Seafood and Aquatic Life
https://www.dshs.texas.gov/seafood/advisories-bans.aspx
EPA Impaired Waters and TMDLs: Program Overview: Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL)
https://www.epa.gov/tmdl/program-overview-total-maximum-daily-loads-tmdl
TCEQ: Watershed Protection Plans for Nonpoint Source Water Pollution
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/waterquality/nonpoint-source/mgmt-plan/watershed-pp.html
Water Resources Information Map
www.h-gac.com/Go/WRIM
GBAN
http://www.galvbay.org/GBAN
Trash Bash
www.trashbash.org
HERE in Houston
http://www.hereinhouston.org
Invasive Field Guide
http://www.galvbayinvasives.org/
State of the Bay Report - 2011
http://galvbaydata.org/www.galvbaydata.org/StateoftheBay/tabid/1846/Default.html
Texas Coastal Atlas
www.texascoastalatlas.com
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HB2755
Food Service Establishment Permitting Fees

Public Health Services · Emergency Medical Services · Animal Resource Center · Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org

The Bill
• House Bill 2755 was signed by Governor Abbott on June 5, 2019
• Relates to certain county and public health district fees, specifically
food service establishment permitting fees.
• HB 2755 amends section 437.012 (B) of the Health and Safety Code
as follows: The fee charged by a county or public health district for
issuing or renewing a permit may not exceed the amount necessary
to recover the county’s or district’s costs
Public Health Services · Emergency Medical Services · Animal Resource Center · Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org

Cost Projections
• Health District staff is currently calculating the estimated expenditures to recover
the cost of permitting and inspecting an establishment as provided by this section
of the Health and Safety Code.
• Current Assumptions:
1. Inspection frequencies are determined by risk
2. A high-risk establishment takes longer to inspect than a low-risk
establishment
3. Assume no follow-up inspections are necessary.
• The overall costs projections per inspection will be based on personnel salaries,
benefits, travel, overhead costs, etc.
Public Health Services · Emergency Medical Services · Animal Resource Center · Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.
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Fair and Equitable
• In addition, Section 437.012 (f) allows counties and public health
districts to use a variable scale to determine a fair and equitable fee
charged for each permit. The Health District may consider: the size of
the food establishment, the number of people employed at the food
establishment and the gross sales of the food establishment.
• Currently, the Health District based their permit fee scale on risk.
High risk = $300.00; Medium Risk = $275.00 and Low Risk = 250.00.
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Fee Categories - Proposed
R I S K C AT EG ORY

S I Z E C AT EG O RY

FEE

Low

Small: <500 sq. ft.

Low/Small

Low

Medium: 501 – 1500 sq. ft.

Low/Medium

Low

Large: >1500 sq. ft.

Low/Large

Medium

Small: <500 sq. ft.

Medium/Small

Medium

Medium: 501 – 1500 sq. ft.

Medium/Medium

Medium

Large: >1500 sq. ft.

Medium/Large

High

Small: <500 sq. ft.

High/Small

High

Medium: 501 – 1500 sq. ft.

High/Medium

High

Large: >1500 sq. ft.

High/Large
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Conclusion
• Fee categories based on risk and square footage appear to be more
equitable than just basing fees on risk alone.
• We will be presenting a food permit fee schedule to the Board at
the August meeting that complies with HB2755 legislation.
• HB2755 Legislation is effective on September 1, 2019
• Questions?
Back to Agenda

Public Health Services · Emergency Medical Services · Animal Resource Center · Coastal Health & Wellness
Protecting and promoting the optimal health and well-being of Galveston County.

gchd.org

GALVESTON COUNTY HEALTH DISTRICT
UNITED BOARD OF HEALTH

9850-A.106 Boardroom Emmett F. Lowry Expressway, Texas City

United Board of Health
July 2019
Item #17
Consider for Approval Sending United Board of Health Members to National
Association of Local Boards of Health 2019 Annual Conference in Denver, CO from
August 14-16, 2019
(Submitted by Eric Froeschner)
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