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Introduction

INTRODUCTION ON CHARGES AND HEARINGS

Lieutenant Governor Dewhurst directed the Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural
Affairs and Coastal Resources to review the following issues:

1. Study and determine the effectiveness of federal and state government efforts to
combat intentional and unintentional harm against livestock and agricultural interests in
order to protect public health. Study what is being done in other states to prevent the
spread of plant and animal disease and prevent the use of terrorism to disrupt the food
supply and economic activity associated with the production and delivery of food and
fiber.

2. Study the effectiveness of the Coasta Erosion Planning and Response Program
(CEPRA) and make recommendations to improve the program, identify funding sources,
and determine the roles of federal and local governments in erosion response.
The Subcommittee held three hearings on these issues.

May 1, 2006, Austin, Texas

June 9, 2006, Corpus Christi, Texas

September 6, 2006, Austin, Texas
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CHARGE 1:

Study and determine the effectiveness of federal and state
government efforts to combat intentional and unintentional
harm against livestock and agricultural interests in order to
protect public health. Study what is being done in other states
to prevent the spread of plant and animal disease and prevent
the use of terrorism to disrupt the food supply and economic
activity associated with the production and delivery of food
and fiber.

INTRODUCTION

During the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources first
hearing, Steve McCraw, Director of the Governor's Office of Homeland Security testified

the three most significant threats to the State of Texas are:

1. Hurricanes
2. International terrorism

3. A biological event occurring naturally or perpetuated by man

He aso identified wildfires as a significant additional threat. Each of these threats affects

the agricultural sector of Texas economy.*

THREATSLINKED TO AGRICULTURE AND PUBLIC HEALTH

1) HURRICANES

After the disaster of Hurricane Katrina, evacuation of citizens became priority number
one when Hurricane Rita was projected to make landfall in Texas. The report addresses

the question of what to do with livestock in the midst of an evacuation.
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2) INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM

Threat #2, international terrorism, is areal threat in Texas. McCraw testified that Texas
porous international border coupled with the increased dominance of Mexican Criminal
Organizations provides terrorists with the supporting structure necessary to move people
and contraband into Texas and the U.S. undetected.? This is not only true for terrorists
bent on harming infrastructure and human life, but also for agroterrorists focused on the
destruction of our economy, crops, state herd, and public health. It is also true br
innocent ranchers/farmersbusinesses who are unknowingly sending infected

livestock/fiber/food north to Texas. Many trucks slip through uninspected.

3) BIOLOGICAL EVENT

Mr. McCraw's final threat identified as significant, a biological event facilitated by man
or naturaly, can be directly linked to our large international border as well. Just as with
threat #2, a porous border can alow a biological agent to be smuggled in. It will aso
alow, if the correct safeguards are not in place, a naturally occurring disease to pass
through our checkpoints commingled with produce, livestock, or fiber. While an
intentional attack is alegitimate threat, the chance of such an attack is slim. The chances
of a naturally occurring disease making its way into Texas are much higher.

4) WILDFIRES

Wildfires, while not identified as a significant threat, wreaked havoc on Texas this year.
By the Subcommittee's May hearing there had been 11,246 wildfires since the preceding
December, burning over 4,940,120 acres ard 436 homes.® In the Texas Panhandle,
thousands of cattle were lost in wildfires, leaving burnt carcasses across the land. A joint
response team of local and state entities responded and the carcasses were quickly buried
in a way that presented no threat to public health as the water table is deep below
ground. The challenge will come when a similar event occurs somewhere where the
water table is located a few feet below ground like Harris County and the burying of

thousands of carcassesis not an option.
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OVERARCHING RECOMMENDATIONS:

I. The Texas Legislature should activate and fund the Disaster Contingency Fund.
As the federal government becomes less able to respond to disasters, states must fill
in the gaps. The funding of the Disaster Contingency Fund will allow the State of
Texas to immediately operate independently from the federal government in
responding to major disasters. The subcommittee recommends this fund also be

used to help producer swho lose cropsin severe drought situations.

II. The TexasLegidatureshould fund the Governor'srequest for further defending
our southern border. Governor Perry is asking the Legislature for an additional
$100 million to help seal our southern border. The Legidature should fund this
request if permanent road stations on our domestic and possibly international
borders, manned by Texas Department of Agriculture and the Texas Animal Health
Commission with input from the Texas Department of State Health Service, are

included in the proposal.

FOCUS AND ORGANIZATION OF THE INTERIM REPORT ON CHARGE #1

In drafting this report, the subcommittee staff used the Texas Homeland Security
Strategic Plan (THSSP) as a tool to narrow the interim report's focus. One will find the
recommendations to relate directly to objectives and priorities as identified by the
THSSP.

This report is organized according to specific state agencies and their specific
responsibilities.  Occasionally, recommendations for one agency will overlap with
recommendations for other agencies. This was done in order to keep the costs of these

recommendations as low as possible.

In the face of a natura or marn made disaster, the State of Texas operates in two modes.
Thefirst is the mode of preventionwhich includes education, outreach, preparedness and
training, and the second is the mode of response, including contingency plans and plans

for the dissemination of information This report will divide the responsibilities of state
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agencies into that of prevention and response. The format of each section will begin with
an overview of the agency and their responsibilities, the preventative measures the
agency has in place and finaly the agencies response plans. Each section will end with
recommendations. In some cases, descriptions of specific threats and case studies are

included in the section as well.
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TEXASDEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE (TDA)

OVERVIEW AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The Texas food, horticulture and fiber industry generates $73 billion in economic activity
each year and employs one in seven Texans. In addition, each year Texas exports more
than $3 billion worth of agricultural products to other countries. TDA acts as the state's
lead agency for coordinating a defense to plant pests/diseases and other agricultural
emergencies related to crop production in Texas.*

PREVENTION THROUGH EARLY IDENTIFICATION

One of TDA's objectives in preventing agroterrorism is to improve detection and
monitoring for early recognition and reporting of a pest or disease outbreak or act of
terrorism in high-risk areas. TDA currently has two survey programs identifying pests
that threaten the state's crops.®

1. The first survey program looks for pests that have been identified by the U.S.
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
as high-risk pests, but which are not found in Texas, such as citrus greening, citrus canker
and the cactus moth. USDA provides TDA with funding to survey for these and other
pests in a cooperative Ag Pest Survey program. °

2. TDA aso surveys for insects and plant diseases such as fire ants, the sweet potato

weevil, the Japanese beetle, gypsy moth and Mexican and Mediterranean fruit flies.”

SURVEY DESIGN

In general, a survey is designed to determine if a pest or disease existsin a given area.
Depending upon the pest or disease and its associated biology, a trap is deployed or a
sample of the preferred host or soil is collected and analyzed. Example: To survey for
Gypsy Moths, atriangular cardboard trap that has a sticky glue substance inside is placed
on atreein atargeted area. The trap contains a pheromone that attracts the male gypsy
moth (if one exists in the area). The moth flies to the trap and gets caught in the glue

substance. When the trap is inspected, it is submitted to an identifier for confirmation.®
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Another example would be a survey for a plant disease. In this type of survey, the host
crop is sampled using a specified protocol during the time of the year when conditions
are favorable for potential disease infection. The sample is submitted to a laboratory and

tested using prescribed methods to determine the presence or absence of the disease.®

DETERMINING HIGH RISK AREAS

There are a number of factors used to determine risk relative to bioterrorism. Factors
include but are not limited to: 1) What are the economic impacts to an area/ industry if a
particular pest or disease was introduced either artificially, naturally or via bioterrorism?
2) Will commodity trade be disrupted intrastate or internationally? 3) Will crop failure
be experienced? 4) Potential threats, i.e., Is the pest/disease known to occur in the U.S.
and are associated host crops and optimum environmental conditions found in Texas or
the area of concern? 5) Can the pest or disease be controlled or eradicated? 6) How
costly (for affected individuals and government, if applicable) will it be to control or
eradicate the pest or disease.*®

PREVENTION THROUGH TEMPORARY ROAD STATIONS

TDA operates temporary road stations or check points in cooperation with the Texas
Department of Public Safety (DPS) to deter artificial introduction of pests into Texas.

Prior to 2002, all temporary road stations were conducted at DPS weigh stations during
the times when the weigh stations were in operation; usually from 2 to 4 hours at a time.
TDA found that once a road station was opened, truck drivers would notify other drivers

and the drivers who wanted to avoid inspection would park until the station was closed.*

Since TDA does not have permanent road stations, as is the case in other states, TDA
implemented a new strategy in 2002 to incorporate a 72-hour blitz. They used federa
funds to help with this effort and have conducted several 72-hour (round-the-clock) road
stations at Anahuac and Mt. Pleasant. A private company was contracted to assist with
carrying out the road stations and to assist with inspecting the trucks for prohibited
agricultural products and quarantined pests. There have not been any federal funds
recently alocated for this effort. Asaresult, in FY 05, TDA performed six of these road
stations, while in FY 06, they performed only three. These were conducted in
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conjunction with the Texas Animal Health Commission, as directed by SB 9 passed

during the 78th regular session. *2

RESULTS

175,625 trucks were inspected in FY 05. 538 were carrying regulated items of which 13
percent were rejected due to violations of Texas quarantine regulations. Some of the
pests found include the burrowing nematode, Caribbean fruit fly, citrus root weevil, lethal
yellowing and pecan weevil. If such pests are allowed to establish in Texas, they will
cause severe economic loss to the agricultural sector. One can estimate that thousands of
shipments must be entering Texas in violation of Texas quarantine laws and

regulations.

PREVENTION IN OTHER STATES

Arizona, Cdifornia, and Florida have permanent road stations conducting quarantine
inspections at their mgjor entry points. California and Arizona spend more than $10
million per year conducting inspections of shipments entering their states. These funds

are line item funded at the state level. **

Cdlifornia conducts inspections on al private and commercia vehicles at sixteen border
inspection stations located on major highways throughout the state. More than 33.5
million vehicles are monitored at the California inspection stations annually and

thousands of lots of prohibited plant material are intercepted at the stations.*®

VULNERABILITY
Currently Texas is extremely vulnerable to an introduced pest, disease or an episode of

bioterrorism due to Texas lack of permanent road stations.
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EXAMPLE: CITRUS GREENING, AN IMMEDIATE DOMESTIC THREAT

The Disease. Citrus greening is one of the more serious diseases of citrus. It is a bacteria
disease, which has no control other than removal of infected trees. The disease occursin
Asia, China, Brazil, and was recently detected in Florida.'°

Host Plants. The disease occurs in most Citrus species, but it is most severe on orange,

mandarin and tangelo.’

Damage. Infected trees produce misshapen, unmarketable, bitter fruit, and usually die in

3-5 years requiring replanting.

Symptoms. Infected trees may not show symptoms for years. Initial symptoms include
appearance of yellow shoot, blotchy leaf veins and mottled leaves. Since the disease is
readily confused with other citrus diseases and nutritional deficiency, molecular analysis

of the pathogen is the only definitive method of diagnosis.®

Disease Spread. The disease is spread through grafting with the diseased budwood and
by two insect vectors, Asiatic and African citrus psyllids. In the United States, only the
Asgiatic citrus psyllid occurs in Florida and Texas. The psyllid adults are tiny winged

insects, just 2-3 mm in length.°

Regulatory Actions. The disease was detected in Florida in September 2005. Both the
United States Department of Agriculture's Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
and the Florida Department of Agriculture have placed restrictions to prevent movement
of citrus greening. All citrus plants and the ornamental citrus psyllid host plant material
areregulated. The ornamental plants that the psyllid prefers are orange jasmine, curry
leaf plat, Chinese box-orange and jack fruit. TDA regulations quarantine the disease and

any plants capable of transmitting it.%*
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RESPONSE TO A PLANT PEST

Once a producer, a local citizen or anyone else informs the Texas Department of
Agriculture that they have spotted a new plant pest in Texas, TDA immediately collects
the pest specimens and conducts pest identification to determine if the pest is aready
established in Texas or if it is indeed an exotic pest. Correct identification of the pest is
pivotal since it would dictate the appropriate course of action. If the pest is aready
established in Texas, no action is taken. If the pest isexotic, then it usually falls under
the jurisdiction of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) branch of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture. In such an event, TDA assists APHIS in responding to
this pest. If the pest is "non-actionable’ under APHIS's guidelines, then TDA responds to
this pest emergency unilaterally. Ifthe pest incidence is suspected to bea terrorist
activity, the Governor's Division of Emergency Management is notified immediately,

which in turn may contact the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) for further action. %

Upon confirmation of the pest identification, a "pest risk analysis' is conducted. If this
analysis shows no or minimal impact to the state, no action is taken. If the analysis shows
significant impact to the state, the pest specific action plan is implemented. If the pest
specific action plan (pest specific emergency response plan) is not available, an action
plan is put together quickly in consultation with an ad hoc science pandl. This pandl also
recommends the best course of action, which may include doing nothing, containing the
pest, or eradicating it. If aresponse is recommended, it is handled using the Incident
Command System guidelines.?®

A survey is conducted to delimit the pest infestation. An emergency quarantine is enacted
to establish quarantine boundaries and to specify requirements for handling regulated
articles. Control activities are undertaken to eradicate the pest, which may include
chemical control and destruction of infected plants. Pest populations are monitored to
evaluate progress of the pest response tactics. Additionally, a public outreach campaign is
undertaken to answer the public's queries and keep the public informed. Criteria for a
successful program goa (for example, eradication) are established. Once the goa is
achieved, the quarantine may be rescinded. If available, the impacted stakeholders are
provided assistance to reestablish the economic viability as appropriate to the situation.
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If a pest quarantined by TDA is detected in a non-quarantined area of Texas, TDA may

implement the pest-specific action plan.?*
RECOMMENDATIONS:

I. The Legidlature should consider providing funding for permanent road stations
on six major highways at our domestic border and possibly just inside our
international border. Here are three alternative approaches for establishing

permanent road stations:

A) Conducting a road station at an existing DPS weigh station location with no
site modifications and operating only forty hours per week will require 4
FTEs, a $70,000 one-time equipment cost and an annual staffing and
operation cost of $246,000 (per road station location).®

B) Modifying an existing DPS weigh station site to allow for around-the-clock
road station operation will require 17 FTEs, a one-time equipment and
facility enhancement cost of $420,000 and annual staffing and operation costs

of $970,000 (per road station location).?®

C) Developing a new facility at the domestic border and operating it around-
the-clock would require 17 FTEs, a one-time equipment and facility
development cost of $1.07 million and annual staffing and operation costs of
$970,000 (per road station location).?’

*See Appendix A for more details including cost/cost-savings, opportunities for

multi-agency involvement, and opportunities for federal involvement/cost-sharing

[I. TDA should partner with TAHC and DSHS to develop a joint plan for
establishing road stations. This plan should be presented to the legidature before
the 80th Regular Session. TDA will be the lead agency in this effort.
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TEXASANIMAL HEALTH COMMISSION (TAHC)

OVERVIEW AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The Texas Animal Health Commission serves as the lead response agency for almost
every form of threat/disease/disaster threatening livestock. Their responsibilities range
from disposing of carcasses in the aftermath of wildfires like Texas experienced this year,
to coordinating the evacuation of production animals in the face of a hurricane. The
agency's role aso places them as the initial response agency to foreign and emerging
animal  diseases like foot-and-mouth disease and bovine  spongiform
enceohaopathy/BSE. Zoonotic diseases (one that can be transferred from animal to
human such as high pathogen avian influenza) however, might be initially responded to

by TAHC, but would quickly involve the Texas Department of State Health Services.

WILDFIRES

TAHC aong with a coalition of state and local responders were actively involved in the
wildfire response that occurred this past winter and spring. Close to 5,000 cattle were
destroyed in a number of counties in the Texas panhandle. TAHC aong with county and
other state agency representatives formed strike teams to assist in the idertification of
strays, disposal of carcasses, and general response support for the state. This disaster
highlights the need for well defined all-hazard response plans for animal issues during
disasters.?®

HURRICANES

During Hurricanes Katrina and Rita evacuating citizens was one issue while evacuating
companion animals and production animals was another, less anticipated issue. As for
companion animals, the humanranimal bond can be a powerful force in decision making,
especialy when deciding when and if to evacuate from a potentially risky situation. The
same can be said for a rancher living along the coast, faced with parting from his herd

and livelihood in order to evacuate.?®
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TAHC, learning from the lessons of Katrina and Rita, partnered with the Governor's
Division of Emergency Management to develop an online document instructing local
governments how to create local Animal Issue Committees (AIC). These committees are
charged with the task of responding to animal issues during disasters. One of their
responsibilities is to identify local holding facilities for both production animals
(livestock) and companion animals (pets). TAHC maintains a database of al local
livestock holding facilities. This list does not include companion animal evacuation and
holding facilities, as those are managed locally. The identification of both production
anima and companion animal holding facilities is a cooperative effort between state and
local governments and is an ongoing process. Currently there are over 135 counties with
either active AICs or groups developing AICs in their counties, and the further

identification of holding facilitiesis one of their primary responsibilities.

Jack Colley, Chief of the Governor's Division of Emergency Management (GDEM)
recently sent a letter to al county judges and mayors in Texas, instructing them to
reference the Texas Animal Issue Committee (AIC) plan, which outlines guidelines for
local planning and creation of an AIC. The plan can be found at the TAHC website:
http://www.tahc.state.tx.us’emergency/Animal_Issues Committee Plan.pdf.

*See Appendix B for a copy of Chief Colley's letter

FOREIGN AND EMERGING DISEASES (FEADsS)

A foreign animal disease (FAD) is one that is not currently present in any animals within
the United States. An emerging animal disease (EAD) is a new disease or new form of
an old disease. Foreign or emerging animal diseases (FEADS) are usually, but not limited
to, those that are highly contagious and have the potential for very serious and rapid
spread, irrespective of national borders. They can have serious socio-economic or public
health consequences and a major impact on the international trade of animals, anmal
products, and animal by-products. An outbreak of a FEAD will adversely affect the food
and livestock industries, as well as associated businesses, for a significant period of time.
Production and exports will decrease, businesses will suffer, and some may fail. The
outbreak may have an adverse impact on the United States' and Texas ability to compete
in the global marketplace.*°
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CASE STUDY

Japan, who in 2003 bought approximately 1.4 billion dollars worth of U.S. beef
and was the United States largest overseas market, closed its markets for two
years to U.S. beef after mad cow disease was found in Washington State (most
other Asian countries quickly followed suit). Upon reopening, the markets were
quickly closed again due to nervous system tissue being found in a shipment of
US beef to Japan (bovine nervous system tissue can lead to transmission of mad

cow disease or bovine spongiform encephal opathy/BSE).

The ban on U.S. beef was lifted this summer, which is good news for the U.S.
government and cattle industry. However, regaining the market share lost during
the ban will be a significant challenge. The obstacles in front of the U.S. beef
industry include conquering the Japanese public perception of U.S. beef and
taking back the market share now enfjoyed by Australian producers. Australia
filled the gap left when U.S. beef was banned. U.S. beef is still banned in many

Asian countries.®*

FEADs pose a more likely threat than any intentional threat to livestock in Texas. TAHC
is tasked with being the lead agency in the response effort to FEADs. From the case
study, one can infer that Texas must have a plan in place to quickly track back and
contain any FEAD. One can aso assume the damage to the Texas economy would be
massive if a significant outbreak took place. The Mad Cow "outbreak” in Washington
State that shut down the U.S. beef trade with Asia was traced back to one cow. 255 other

cattle were tested for BSE and none were found to be positive.®?
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RESPONSE TO A FEAD BY TAHC

Exotic Newcastle Disease Response

El Paso, Texas

April-May 2003

Exotic Newcastle Disease (END), a reportable disease of poultry, with national and
international trade ramifications, was detected in El Paso as aresult of aforeign animal disease
investigation conducted on April 4, 2003. Texas was the fourth state to have END diagnosed in
2003, adong with Cdifornia, Nevada, and Arizona. The Texas Emergency Response Team

(TERT), comprised of TAHC and USDA employees was dispatched to El Paso on April 6,
following a presumptive diagnosis based on lab results. On April 6 (same day), the TERT

quarantined the infected premise, surveyed surrounding areas to assess the poultry population
nearby, depopulated the affected flock, and established an incident command post (ICP).33

The ICP was organized based on the State Foreign and Emerging Animal Disease Response
Plan (FEAD - Appendix 3 to Annex O). The ICP utilized standard incident command system
(ICS) protocols, with the assistance of the Texas Forest Service “overhead” team at the onset.
The “Co-incident Commander’s’ for the response were either USDA or TAHC veterinarians in
concert with the Department of Public Safety chief for that region, as part of a unified
command concept. The State Operations Center (SOC) in Austin and the local DPS disaster
district committee (DDC) supported the operation. Local officials were notified and were
involved in the response, including supplying the location for the ICP, first at the Socorro City
Hall, then at the Socorro Fire Station. The task force successfully eliminated and controlled the
possible spread of this exotic poultry disease in atimely and efficient manner. The ICP was in

operation until May 28, 2003 (53 days).>*

Below are some pertinent facts about the response:
A US Secretary of Agriculture “Extraordinary Emergency” was declared
50 TAHC personnel were deployed in 2 week shifts over the 2 month period
USDA, other Texas & New Mexico agencies, and local responders also participated
The scope of the response included 5 counties in both Texas (2) and New Mexico (3)
Texas and New Mexico responders worked under USDA authority in both states

Both commercial and “backyard” poultry operations were involved
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USDA placed quarantines on El Paso, Hudspeth, Luna, Otero and Dona Ana counties
Texas Animal Health Commission quarantined birds within El Paso County

The END surveillance zone surrounding the infected premise extended into Mexico

A Native American Indian reservation was surveyed within a 2 mile surveillance zone
2000 backyard birds from 40 affected premises were depopulated during the response
1500 ownersin 5 counties were contacted, and 830 premises were tested for END
The Texas and New Mexico poultry industries also participated in the response

The source of infection was suspected to aiginate from fighting cocks smuggled

from Mexico, but never confirmed.®

The State of Texas Foreign and Emerging Animal Diseases (FEAD) Response Plan can be
found at: http://www.tahc.state.tx.us’emergency/State FEAD Plan_8-23-04.pdf.

HOUSE BILL 1361 AND THE NATIONAL ANIMAL IDENTIFICATION
SYSTEM

The National Animal Identification System is a program created by the USDA, that when
fully implemented, gives producers the ability to individualy identify their livestock in a
national registry. Livestock will be identified using a radio frequency, effectively
allowing livestock to be scanned whenever it moves from one premise to another. The
national registry will constantly be updated as livestock is moved, creating a virtua
roadmap of where each animal has been in the course of its life. The roadmap will also

show what other livestock the animal has been in contact with.

If an animal is found with a FEAD, this roadmap will allow responders to scan the
animal's radio frequency and instantaneously view every movement, from one to premise
to another, the animal has ever made, and create a list of every other animal the infected
animal has been in contact with. Once the program is fully operational, FEADs will
theoretically be more effectively traced back to their point of origin and contained. The
hope is this system will protect the U.S. beef industry from future disasters like losing the
Asian market, and help sustain a positive public perception throughout and after an
outbreak event.
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H.B. 1361, passed with virtualy no opposition during the 79th Regular Session,
authorized the Texas Animal Health Commission to develop an animal identification
system consistent with the United States Department of Agriculture's National Animal
Identification System. However, during the process TAHC undertook to establish rules
for implementing a Premise Identification System, the first step in creating an animal
identification system, opposition grew and hundreds of citizens showed up to protest the

creation of any rules pertaining to Premise ID at a hearing for TAHC in Austin.

At the time, states were under the impression USDA would be making NAIS mandatory
in the near future and TAHC was attempting to create rules before the program became
mandatory. TAHC created a timeline based on the federal government's timeline and
many industry associations were publicly in favor of Premise ID and eventually Animal

ID, especidly in the face of the program becoming mandatory.

While industry backed the program, the public opposition grew immensely, eventually
leading to the suspension and finally expiration of TAHC rules. Since then, the Secretary
of Agriculture, Mike Johanns, has stated publicly that NAIS will remain voluntary for the
foreseeable future and that market forces will encourage participation, and may end up

compelling participation.

When NAIS was scheduled to become mandatory, ailmost al industry associations were
in support of the program. At the subcommittee's September 6th hearing however, a few
industry associations testified that they were in support of a voluntary program over a
mandatory program. This represents a shift in perception and acceptance of NAIS from
what was seen at the beginning of 2006. This shift combined with public opposition and
the change in the stance of USDA, has led the subcommittee to believe the market will
eventualy force NAIS. In the meantime, a voluntary program should be maintained and

encouraged.

FUNDING CHALLENGES
TAHC finds itself at a competitive disadvantage in acquiring grant funds available
through the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) initiatives. Before DHS was
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created following the attacks of September 11, 2001, TAHC received some funding
through cooperative agreements with USDA to support emergency management response
and planning activitiess. Since DHS was created, the grant money available for
emergency response has been primarily earmarked (80%) for local responders, and the
rest is disbursed at the discretion of the State Administrative Agency, which is currently
the Governor's Division of Emergency Management. TAHC must be available as both a
first responder and planning resource, but needs funding to support those ativities.
TAHC has not received any substantive funds through these DHS grant initiatives since

their inception. %

RECOMMENDATIONS:

|. Apply all Sunset recommendations.

II. Leave HB 1361 as is, but clarify that TAHC must act in a way consistent with
that of the USDA. If the program is voluntary at the federal level, it should be

voluntary at the state level.

[Il. Considering the expanding leadership role required of TAHC in response to
almost all disasters, 3 additional FTEs specifically tailored to emergency

management should be authorized.

V. Currently TAHC has one investigator to cover all 254 countiesin Texas. An

additional FTE should be authorized for the position of an additional investigator .

V. TAHC should work with TDA and DSHS to develop a joint plan for establishing
road stations. This plan should be presented to the legidature before the 80th
Regular Session. TDA will bethelead agency in this effort.
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TEXASDEPARTMENT OF STATE HEALTH SERVICES (DSHYS)

OVERVIEW AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The Department of State Health Services regulates almost all food safety in Texas. Texas
is the only state that has virtually all food safety located within a single agency and a
single division. The U.S. Food and Drug Administration considers our food and drug
program to be one of the best in the United States. In fact, the FDA contracts with the
Texas Department of State Health Services to conduct inspections for them, including
food processors, wholesalers, and on-the-farm tissue residue violatiors. DSHS performs
a myriad of different tasks ensuring the safety of our food from "farm-to-fork." They
operate at all levels...from production to the consumer.>’

PREVENTION OF NATURALLY OCCURRING FOOD-BORNE ILLNESS

There are over 110,000 establishments in Texas that engage in the production,
processing, distribution, and retailing of foods. Of these, approximately 30,000 are under
ingpection by the state and the remaining 80,000 are under inspection by local heath
jurisdictions. DSHS conducts over 25,000 inspections a year of dairies, meat processing
plants, seafood processors, canneries, bakeries, another 45 different types of food
processors, wholesale food distributors, and retail food stores. DSHS focuses on weak
areas in the process rather than inspecting "walls, cellings, and floors', in turn,
maximizing the state's efficiency. DSHS has approximately 245 inspectors, of which 140
are mesat inspectors assigned to specific meat processing plants. DSHS collects almost
29,000 samples each year for analysis. These samples include bay waters for the safe
harvesting of shellfish, lakes and streams for chemical and heavy metal contaminants,
milk supply for antibiotic residues, as well as many foods for bacteriological
contamination or contamination with filth, including rodents and insects. DSHS has its
own department of epidemiology and provides education and training to industry food

handlers and managers.=®

Interim Report 18
Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Charge 1

PREVENTION OF INTENTIONALLY INTRODUCED FOOD-BORNE ILLNESS
DSHS works through their inspection process to make sure that food defense is a priority
for the industry. DSHS hands out written materials during inspections detailing ideas for
food defense. They observe security issues during safety inspections such as unidentified
individuals inside facilities, open/unattended doors, and failure to examine incoming food
shipments. These observations are then shared with management during closing remarks
at the end of the inspection. *°

DSHS aso has a State Food Safety and Security Task Force that is composed of
members from DSHS, loca health departments and every segment of the food industry in
Texas. This task force is funded through a Small Conference Grant from the U.S. Food
and Drug Administration and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. The State
Food Safety and Security Task Force holds two annual meetings, brainstorming potential
ways to reduce food-borne illness in Texas, including additional funding, training, public
education, and enforcement. These meetings serve as a clearinghouse for al interested

parties to share ideas and tactics for increasing food safety. *°

*See Appendix C for example of agenda items

SPECIFIC PROBLEM: MEXICAN STYLE QUESO FRESCO AND QUESO
BLANCO

There is an ongoing national problem involving the importation of unpasteurized
Mexican style queso fresco and queso blanco into the U.S., which has caused numerous
illnesses, till births, and death from Listeriosis, a disease caused by the bacteria Listeria
monocytogenes. The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) currently permits
individuals to bring across 22 pounds of cheese per person for persona use, which is not
required to be declared. The problem, which has been observed and documented, is that
individuals are sent over the border to make these purchases which are then brought into
Texas (or California or another border state), commingled into large commercial lots, and
sold from flea markets or mom and pop grocery stores. This problem has been ongoing
for years, and despite pleadings from a number of states, the FDA has been unable to

make a decision on how to prevent this from happening. **
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RESPONSE TO FOOD BORNE ILLNESS OUTBREAK FROM A RAW
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY

Modeled after the recent outbreak of E. Coli in spinach from California

Using the recent outbreak of Escherichia coli O157:H7 in spinach from California as an
example, the Division for Regulatory Services (DRS), in coordination with other units
within the Department of State Health Services (DSHS), local health departments, and
with the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA), would respond as follows:

INITIAL ACTIVITIES
Receipt of information from hospitals, clinics or directly from consumers
indicating illnesses.
Coordination with any local health department(s)involved.
Coordination between staff within DRS and our DSHS Epidemiology and
laboratory staff.
Interviews with ill individuals to determine what food(s) may have been the
vector in transmitting the pathogen causing the illness, and collection of bacterial
isolates (from the patients, hospitals, etc.) that may be available for additional
testing. Such testing would include specific genetic strain identification whenever
possible.#?

CONFIRMATION ACTIVITIES.
Collection of samples of implicated food from retailers, wholesalers, and/or the
producing farm.
Contact with the FDA to keep them informed in case a nationwide recal is
required.
Verification that the same strain infecting patients is present in the food (This may
not be necessary if there is enough epidemiological information to implicate the
food, but it is aways desired).

Site visits to the source(s) of the produce — retail, wholesale, producer levels.*®
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REGULATORY ACTIVITIES.

Possible state embargos of any of the implicated food remaining, and stoppage of
any further shipments into commerce.

Requests for recalls of the implicated foods  (If firm is uncooperative, the
Commissioner of Health has the authority to issue a mandatory recall).

Assuming that we are able to determine where the implicated food was grown,
dite vidsits of the producing farm(s) to examine growing and food handling
procedures in an effort to determine how the contamination occurred. This would
include hygienic practices of the employees contacting the produce, the water
source used for both irrigation and washing of the produce, fertilizing practices,
food handling practices, processing methods and equipment (if the produce is
processed in any way), and other food safety requirements. This would further
include examination of the proximity of cattle or other ruminants to the growing
areas or the water supply. Also, determination of the brands implicated and

where these were shipped would be made.**

PROTECTING THE PUBLIC
Press releases by both DSHS and the grower(s), as well as by the FDA, would be
issued. These could include information on destroying or returning the implicated
foods to the retailer; symptoms of illness; and action(s) the grower or others are
taking to ensure that the food supply remains safe.
Follow-up visits to retailers and wholesalers b ensure that the recalled product
has been removed from commerce would be conducted.
DSHS would continue to work with the producer (if that is where the problem
began) to determine the cause of the contamination and elimination of any
problems that are identified.*

Throughout this time, consumers, the FDA, and the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention would be kept continually informed of DSHS activities and the status of the
investigation, and what, if anything, consumers should do to protect themselves and their

families. In addition, CDC may have additional isolates from other states that can be
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compared with the agent and specific strain identified our own investigation, to help

determine the extent of the outbreak.*®

This is meant to be only a sammary of the activities that would transpire in such a
situation. Details would vary depending upon the findings at any particular step during
the investigation.

Good Agricultural Practices (GAPs) are mostly an extension of basic food safety
regulations that are derived from the food adulteration sections of the Texas (and federal)
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, Health and Safety Code Chapter 431. Texas has adopted
all relevant regulations from the FDA. However, GAPs themselves are guidance at the
federal level and not strictly enforced as regulation. The greatest “ enforcement” of GAPs
is indirect, in that many retailers nowadays will not purchase produce from a grower
unless the grower guarantees that he is following GAPs in his production practices. Until
recently, the two national organizations of the fresh produce industry have not been in
favor of making GAPs mandatory regulation, although they fully support industry

compliance with these guidelines.*’
RECOMMENDATION:

I. Instruct DSHS to train the Texas Department of Agriculture specifically to

monitor for unpasteurized Mexican cheese at TDA road stations.

[l1. If an event liketherecent E. Coli outbreak occurs, authorize DSHSto man TDA
road stations until the threat has passed.
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TEXASCOOPERATIVE EXTENSION (TCE)

OVERVIEW AND RESPONSIBILITIES

TCE is an educational agency of the state and a member of the Texas A&M University
System, with professional educators serving every county. TCE's greatest emergency
management contribution is its capacity for public information and public education
through a network of county extension agents who are backed by highly trained

specidists and cutting edge research. *®

Essentially, TCE provides first defenders and
responders in a rural area direct access to Texas A&M University resources. TCE aso

provides the necessary education to local citizens in early detection of athreat.

TCE COLLABORATESWITH A NUMBER OF ENTITIES

The Institute for Countermeasures against Agricultural Bioterrorism at Texas A& M
The Nationa Center for Foreign Animal and Zoonotic Disease

The Governor's Division of Emergency Management

The Texas Anima Health Commission (TAHC)

The Texas Department of Agriculture

The Texas Department of State Health Services

The Texas A&M University System

County officials

Locd citizens

PREVENTION THROUGH EXTENSION AGENT TRAINING

TCE received Office of Domestic Preparedness and Department of Homeland Security
funds from the Department of State Health Services and the National Center for Foreign
Animal and Zoonotic Disease Defense, to host 675 Extension agents and specialists in
two-day all- hazards emergency trainings in May 2006. Extension agents were schooled
to become community trainers with competencies on the Nationa Incident Management
System (NIMS), Incident Command System, Preparing for the Unexpected (Family and
business preparedness curriculum), Patriotism through Preparedness (4-H and Y outh
Curriculum), farmstead biosecurity, crop biosecurity and foreign and emerging animal
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diseases. In addition, every county Extension agent in the state will have completed the
NIMS 700 certification course by the end of the year. Agents have also received training

in emergency management and foreign and emerging animal diseases.*°

PREVENTION THROUGH ACTION AND EDUCATION

1. Agents currently facilitate through local government jurisdictions county animal
management plans for disease and non-disease disasters in cooperation with TAHC and
DSHS.*°

2. Agents conduct educational programming through presentations, communications, and
publications for enhancing awareness of first defenders on potential occurrences of
livestock disease outbreaks.>*

3. On June 1, 206, an 18-month statewide TCE Emergency Management Plan was
launched that will focus on five emergency sypport functions within the state: Public
Information and Education, Plant and Animal Emergencies, Firefighting (Wildfires),
Direction and Control, and the Drought Preparedness Council of the Governor's Division
of Emergency Management.>?

4.TCE is working with Prairie View A&M University Cooperative Extension to create
the Texas Extension Emergency Management Plan. Through identifying incident-based
information and educational needs, the partners have committed to develop fact sheets,
media releases, public presentations, professional development, web-based materials, and
result demonstrations on mitigation to diffuse best- management- practices among citizens,

business owners and the farm and ranch community. >

RESPONSE RESPONSIBILITIESAND POSSIBILITIES

TCE is a member of the Texas Foreign and Emerging Animal Disease (FEAD) Working
Group under the TAHC. TCE's Agency Emergency Management Plan of 2002
established a preparedness mode for TCE to address through outreach education the
potential occurrences of FEADs. This plan is a component of the State of Texas FEAD
Response Plan, which is activated by an incident command system under the direction
and control of the TAHC and the Texas Department of Public Safety. Under this plan,
TCE will provide: (1) media support, (2) training and educational information for

impacted farmers and ranchers, (3) evaluation of agricultural economic issues, (4)

Interim Report 24
Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Charge 1

evaluation of public sociologic and economic issues, (5) evaluation of air and water
safety issues, (6) assistance in biosecurity communications and public information, (7)
assistance with licensing of animal movements, and (8) assistance in staffing FEAD

indemnity issues.®*

Currently, TCE is not a member of the State Emergency Management Council. As a
member, TCE could fulfill response responsibilities in the aftermath of an agroterrorist
event, smilar to those it has as a member of the Texas Foreign and Emerging Animal

Disease Working Group.

EXAMPLE: LOCAL EDUCATION AND INTERACTION, RESPONSIBILITIES
AND POSSIBILITIES

Currently all county extension agents in agriculture are assisting local emergency
management coordinators to form county animal issues committees and develop county
animal issues plans by December 31, 2006.%° The assistance offered by county extension
agents illustrates the vital role they play in emergency management. In this example,
Hurricane Rita highlighted a problem with storage and transportation of animals during a
disaster. The Office of the Governor and TAHC created a plan for addressing the issue.
County extension agents are actualy working with local governments to help facilitate

the creation and implementation of the plan.

By including Texas Cooperative Extension in the State Emergency Management Council,
existing affiliations of county extension program units with jurisdictions of county
governments will have the opportunity to be expanded to membership of county
emergency councils.®® This will further enhance the development of outreacheducation

under local jurisdictions during emergency disaster situations.

STATE VULNERABILITY AND TEXAS COOPERATIVE EXTENSION

The number of veterinarians trained as experts in foreign and emerging animal diseases
has dropped significantly as the state becomes more urban and more veterinarians focus
on small-animal practice. This shift has left a significant lack of expertise in the ability

for the State of Texas to respond to and prepare for an emergency event, especially
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involving production stock. This gap could be filled by a TCE veterinarian. TCE is
currently requesting funding for an extension veterinarian specialist in emergency
management of animal disasters. The position would serve as a resource for extension
agents. It would aso function as a hub for training veterinarians across the state in

recognizing and responding to an emergency, disaster, disease or act of bioterrorism.

PREVENTION AND RESPONSE THROUGH OUTREACH EDUCATION IN
OTHER STATE

Few states are aggressively pursuing the inclusion of extension agents in statewide
emergency management plans. Missouri has the only other significant program in the
country.®’ Other states also lag behind Texas in creating a mandate to establish training
for county extension agents in agriculture to deliver educational programming in

emergency management in animal disease disasters.®®

RECOMMENDATIONS:

I. Texas should utilize the relationship Extension agents have with local, rural
citizens. Extension agents serve as " boots-on-the-ground” where resources are
usually scarce. Extension agents roles should be broadened from that of an
educator to that of a liaison between state agencies, universities, local government,

local citizens, and the State Operation Center during times of perceived/real threats.

II. Texas Cooperative Extension should immediately be made a member of the

State's Emer gency M anagement Council.

[I1. The legislature should appropriate additional funds to TCE for an Extension
veterinarian. As TCE isresponsible for the State's first line of defense...education
of local citizens, Extension agents (and veterinarians) are the logical choice to turn
to when an outbreak occurs. A TCE veterinarian would provide an immediate
contact for any Extension agent who receives a report of an outbreak of a FEAD in
the field. This position will dso serve as a means to train local veterinarians and

agentsin preparing, recognizing, and responding to an animal emer gency/disaster.
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*See Appendix D for a detailed description of Texas Cooperative Extension'srolein

emergency management
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CHARGE 2:

Study the effectiveness of the Coastal Erosion Planning and
Response Program (CEPRA) and make recommendations to
improve the program, identify funding sources, and
determine the roles of federal and local governments in
erosion response.

BACKGROUND

Texas is literally losing ground. The Texas General Land Office (GLO) estimates
that approximately 235 acres of land per year aong the Gulf coast is lost due to
coastal erosion. Texas has some of the worst coastal erosion rates in the nation yet has
lagged behind other coastal statesin tapping Federal funds available to combat erosion
and restore coastline. Most of the state's 367 miles of Gulf shoreline and 3,300 miles
of bay shoreline are highly impacted by erosion.>®

Since the establishment of the Coastal Erosion and Response Act®® the GLO has
received many more project proposals than it has money to fund. The lack of
sufficient state "match” has prevented Texas from maximizing Federal funding. The
areas where projects go unfunded will continue to deteriorate and make future

restoration more expensive.

CAUSES OF EROSION

The greatest cause of coastal erosion is the effect of storms and hurricanes. Other
factors include the rising sea level and subsidence. "The winds and currents of the
Gulf of Mexico create a strong littoral drift, which transports sand parallel to the beach
in the near shore area. The dams on all of Texas magjor rivers have prevented new
sand from making it downstream to the coast . . . Also, the building of jetties to protect
navigational inlets has created unnatural patterns of erosion and accretion. The lack of
sediment flowing downstream is particularly harmful considering that the sea levd is

1

rising."®!  Wetlands are also eroded by wakes made by commercial and private

vessels, especially along the Gulf Intercoastal Waterway. %2
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REASONS FOR CONCERN

Maintaining healthy beaches, bays and wetlands are vital to the economic well-being
of the Texas economy and the quality of life of its residents. There is vaue to dl
Texans when the coastal areas are protected and improved. The beauty and bounty of
the Texas coast will continue to draw people there to live, work and recreate.
According to the 2000 Census, the 18 Texas counties falling under the jurisdiction of
the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, held 25% of Texas population
(5.2 million). These counties (Aransas, Brazoria, Calhoun, Cameron, Chambers,
Galveston, Harris, Jackson, Jefferson, Kennedy, Kleberg, Matagorda, Nueces, Orange,
Refugio, San Patricio, Victoria and Willacy) grew by 16 percent over the 1990 Census

count. %3

The growth and increased human activity in coastal areas will aso increase pressure
on the very natura resources that attract and sustain this growth. A healthy gulf and
resilient coastal ecosystem will provide a high quality of life and healthy economy. A
growing population, while experiencing the benefits of coastal living, is also causing

greater damage to the coast, resulting in a growing need to address coastal issues.

FEDERAL RESPONSE
The federal government has been responding to coastal erosion since 1930 when the
United States Congress passed the Beach Erosion Board (now the Coastal Engineering
Research Board). It authorized the Corps of Engineers to study shore protection
measures in partnership with the states. The federal Water Resources Development
Act (WRDA) of 1986 authorizes the Corps to:
pay 65% of the cost of beach restoration projects for storm protection
purposes;
pay 50% of the cost of placing beach quality sand dredged in Corps projects
onto the beach;
incur part of the cost of periodically renourishing beaches for up to fifty
years.
Later amendments to WRDA authorize the Corps to work with states to develop

comprehensive state and regional erosion response plans.®*
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The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) assists states with planning, designing,
and managing water resource projects. The Corps is authorized to partner with states
and local governments to protect coastal areas, including beaches and wetlands, from
hurricanes and coastal storm damage. In the past, the Corps addressed beach erosion
by implementing shoreline protection structures such as sea walls and revetments.

Today the Corps focuses more on beach nourishment projects to replenish sand on
beaches. The process to draw down federal funding to address beach erosion differs
from most federal grant programs. The Corps is authorized to partner with grantees
through either the Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) or by federal legislation that

authorizes specific beach erosion projects.®®

The Energy Bill of 2005 includes $1 billion in coastal impact assistance for the six
coastal oil and gas producing states ($250 million per year for fiscal years 2007
through 2010, for Alabama, Alaska, California, Louisiana, Mississippi and Texas).
Each state is allocated a fair share based on the oil and gas production off its coast.
These funds may be used for the conservation, protection and restoration of coastal
areas and wetlands; the mitigation of damage to fish, wildlife and other natural
resources; and the implementation of federally-approved marine, coastal and other
conservation management plans. Local counties and communities would receive 35
percent of each state's share.

STATE RESPONSE

CEPRA dls for the funding of beach nourishment projects with a mix of state and
local funds. CEPRA funds consist of General Revenue and interest accrued from the
Coastal Protection Account. This account is comprised of revenues derived from a 1.3
cent per barrel fee on oil loaded and unloaded in Texas ports and was established to
fund coastal oil spill response by the GLO.®®

Any local government, state or federal agency, ingtitution of higher education,
homeowners association, or other public or private ertity may apply for CEPRA
funding through the General Land Office (GLO). The GLO requires a 25% minimum

match (cash or inkind services) for potential project partners proposing erosion
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response projects or studies for beach nourishment projects on a public beach or bay
shore. For marsh restoration projects, bay shoreline protection projects other than
beach nourishment, or any other coastal erosion response study or project, a 40%
minimum cash or inkind services match is required. The exception to the poject
partner cost-sharing match requirement relates to proposed large-scae beach
nourishment projects on a public beach each biennium. The Land Commissioner may
select one such project which will not require a project partner match. The cost of
such a project cannot exceed one third of the total biennial appropriation to the
CEPRA program.

The Legidature alocated $15 million in the 2000-2001 biennium for the new CEPRA
program. A total of 42 projects in 11 counties were funded from the initial program.
The $15 million in CEPRA state dollars leveraged over $6 million of Federa dollars
and local project partners contributed $6.3 million. * See Appendix E.

A similar amount was alocated in the 2002-2003 biennium and GLO funded 56
projectsin 12 counties. *See Appendix F. Thisfour-year total of $30 million funded
98 projects.

In the 2004-2005 biennium, the Legidature appropriated $7.32 million for the
biennium. Cycle 3, announced in March of 2004 funded 20 priority projects in 6
counties. *See Appendix G.

In the 2006-2007 biennium, $7.3 million was appropriated. GLO announced the
initial Cycle 4 projects in September of 2005, but due to the hurricane events, the
actual projects that will go forward are not definite. * See Appendix H.

CEPRA PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

State law requires the Commissioner of the General Land Office (GLO) to make
biennial reports to the Texas Legidature regarding certain data about the CEPRA
program. The report must address the "economic and natural resource benefits from

each coastal erosion response study or project funded under CEPRA during the
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67" In prior reports to the Legisature, GLO has included

preceding biennium.
assessment and research from the University of Texas at Austin, School of
Architecture, Community and Regional Planning Program (UT) to show that specific
projects funded by CEPRA did have economic and natural resource benefits to the
state. Erosion response projects are economically beneficial and represent a positive
investment program based upon the UT report. Preservation of coastal areas has a
significant economic return to Texas. A cost-benefit evaluation of 14 CEPRA projects
in the Cycle 2 funding show an average total net benefit of $13.90 per $1.00 of

investment, given specified project life spans and areas of impact.®®

PREVIOUSLEGISLATIVE FUNDING EFFORTS:
75" Legislature (1997): SB 1339 proposed a statewide coastal erosion response fund
to provide grants to local governments. A specia license plate for beaches and a $1

surcharge per year on each policy of Texas windstorm and hail insurance and Texas
fire and explosion insurance issued through the Texas Catastrophe Property Insurance

Association were to be used to fund this account.

During the interim, the House Land and Resource Management Committee was tasked
to “Review local and state funding mechanisms to support mitigation of coastal
erosion.” The committee report found that the lack of state erosion response funding
placed the state at a disadvantage compared to other states in assessing federal funds
for coastal erosion projects. That report also concluded that there was a lack of
consensus among community leaders, property owners, and business interests as to
how to fund a state erosion program. Without making a specific recommendation, the
committee identified several options including general revenue, fees on real estate
transactions, fees on insurance policies, specia assessments, and erosion control

districts with taxing authority (such as districts created to construct sports arenas).

76th Legidative Session (1999): SB 1690 by Bernsen, created CEPRA, and aso
provided the use of the Oil Spill funding as an authorized use of that money for
CEPRA projects.
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77th Legidative Session (2001): HB 3481 by Eiland and SB 1639 by Bernsen would
authorize counties to form coastal county conservation districts and assess property

owners for the costs of providing erosion control and beach nourishment projects.

78th Legidative Session (2003): SB 1480 by Janek proposed to use hotel/motel

occupancy taxes to fund coastal erosion projects. Rep. Eiland's companion bill was

HB 2781. This was another attempt to find funds originating from coastal areas to
divert for CEPRA projects. Another bill, HB 1110 by Luna attempted to raise the cap
on the Oil Spill fund, which would have increased the interest from that fund that is
used for CEPRA.

During the interim The Senate Natural Resources Committee was tasked to "Study
long-term funding and planning solutions to combat erosion aong the Texas Coast.”
That report recommended the continued funding of CEPRA and to continue efforts to
identify long-term, non-Genera Revenue funding sources for CEPRA, ensuring that

such funding sources benefit from Texas coastal resources and the coastal economy.

The House Land and Resource Management Committee interim charge was to
"Evaluate need and possible strategies for a stable, long-term funding source for
coastal hazard mitigation and the coastal erosion program at the General Land Office."
Those recommendations were:
1) The Committee believes that a stable dedicated funding source should be
found to protect the Texas coastline from erosion.
2) The Committee believes that the funding should come from a variety of
sources, primarily those that are responsible fore the erosion or that benefit most

from Texas beaches.

79th Legidative Session (2005): HB 3252 by Ritter proposed a container fee. HB
3248 by Ritter proposed various other revenue generators. HB 3128 by Eiland

proposed a new fee on truck tires. HB 2946 by Eiland proposed the use of a portion of
hotel/motel occupancy taxes attributable to coastal counties for funding CEPRA.
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CONCLUSION

The Texas Gulf supports a diverse array of coastal, bay and estuary ecosystems,
including sea grass beds, wetlands, marshes, barrier islands, sand dunes, cora reefs,
bayous, streams and rivers. These ecosystems provide numerous ecological and
economic benefits including improved water quality, nurseries for fish, wildlife
habitat, hurricane and flood buffers, erosion prevention, stabilized shorelines, tourism,
jobs and recreation. Intact coastal beaches and wetlands are invaluable as wildlife
habitat, areas for recreation and buffers from hurricanes and tropical storm surges.
Coastal wetlands and estuaries are threatened by both natural and manmade processes.
Strategic conservation and restoration efforts will help to protect homes, businesses
and industrial plants and maximize flood protection for residents and community

infrastructure.

The issue of coastal erosion and the state's need to respond has been thoroughly
studied and debated for years. The need to fund CEPRA has wide agreement; it's the
method of funding that continues to elude the Texas Legidature.

RECOMMENDATIONS

I. Fund CEPRA for the 2008-2009 biennium in the amount of $30 million, as
requested in GLO L egidative Appropriation Request.

The Legidature should attempt to raise new revenue sources for CEPRA. These
revenues should come from the areas that most benefit from the coastal economy or
those industries that cause some of the coastal and bay erosion problems. In order to
minimize the impact on a particular segment the Legislature should propose nominal
revenue measures that encompass a wide range of industries. There are various

suggested mechanisms to raise this revenue, which include:

Limited Sales Tax increase by local option in coastal counties. A 1/8 cent increase in

the seventeen counties along the coast would generate approximately $18.3 million each
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year. This new sales tax would not have to off-set property taxes asit currently doesin
Chap. 323, Tax Code.

State fee of $10 on each cruise ship ticket. Any cruise line originating a cruise out of a

Texas port would collect this fee. A nominal fee of this size should not discourage
passengers from cruising out of Texas ports. Anticipated revenue approximately $5

million per year.

Red estate transaction fee. A $25 to $50 fee on red estate transfers in coasta

counties could be collected by the County Clerks and remitted to the state. This is
modeled after the State of Florida who requires this fee on al real estate transactions.

Windstorm insurance fee. A nomina annual fee of $25 could be added to each

windstorm insurance policy written on property located ina coastal county.

Port wharfage fee. Require all ships and barges to pay a $50 fee to dock in a Texas

port.

[I. Allow CEPRA funding for specific projects do be allocated over a period of

years greater than a single biennium.
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Cost Estimatesfor Per manent Road Stations

Overview

Road station inspections serve as an important pest management strategy for quality
control and promotion of regional commerce. These inspections not only play an
important role in homeland security but also alow for the interception, containment and
control of pestsand diseases. Currently, the Texas Department of Agriculture (TDA)
operates temporary road stations on a limited basis in cooperation with the Department of
Public Safety (DPS) to inspect plant and plant product shipments entering Texas in
interstate commerce.

Prior to 2002, all of the temporary road stations were conducted at DPS weigh stations
only during the times when the weigh stations were in operation - which could range
from 2 to 4 hours of operation at atime. Inspectors found that once the road station was
opened, truck drivers would notify other drivers and the trucks would park until the
station closed, if they wanted to avoid the inspection. Because TDA does not have
permanent round-the clock stations, asis the case in some other states, TDA implemented
anew strategy in 2002 to incorporate a 72- hour inspection blitz. Since then, federal
funds have been obtained to help with this effort and there have been14 of these 72-hour
(round-the-clock) road stations conducted at Anahuac and Mt. Pleasant. A private
company was contracted to assist with carrying out the road stations and to assist with
inspecting the trucks for prohibited agricultural products and quarantined pests. In 2005,
TDA performed six of these road stations and in 2006 TDA is projected to do a minimum
of three 72- hour road stations depending upon available funds.

The results of these road station inspections indicated that out of the 175,625 trucks
inspected, 538 were carrying regulated items of which 13 percent, were rejected due to
violations of Texas quarantines for pests such as burrowing nematode, Caribbean fruit
fly, citrus root weevil, lethal yellowing and pecan weevil. If such pests were allowed to
establish in Texas, they would cause severe economic loss to agriculture.

The data on the regjected shipments are just a snapshot of the quarantine violations. Based
on the data, one can estimate that thousands of shipments must be entering Texas in
violation of the Texas quarantine laws and regulations. In contrast, states such as
Arizona, California and Florida, have permanent road stations at their major entry points
for quarantine inspections. It is highly desirable for Texas to establish permanent road
stations to alleviate artificial introduction of damaging pestsinto Texas. The high
rejection rate of 13 percent also indicates that Texas is highly vulnerable to bioterrorism
in absence of permanent road stations.

Associated costs to enhance pest detection efforts through the development of permanent
road stations at strategic locations were explored and are provided in this document.
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Summary of Analysis

A summary of three alternative approaches and associated cost estimates for establishing
a permanent road station is as follows:

1) Conducting aroad station at an existing DPS weigh station location with no site
modifications and operating only forty hours per week will require 4 FTEs, a
$70,000 one-time equipment cost and an annual staffing and operation cost of
$246,000 (per road station location).

2) Modifying an existing DPS weigh station site to allow for around-the-clock road
station operation will require 17 FTES, a one-time equipment and facility
enhancement cost of $420,000 and annual staffing and operation costs of
$970,000 (per road station location).

3) Developing a new facility at the domestic border and operating it around-the-
clock would require 17 FTES, a one-time equipment and facility development cost
of $1.07 million and annual staffing and operation costs of $970,000 (per road
station location).

Cost Analysis Detail

There are three approaches that were considered in estimating the costs for permanent
road stations. 1) conducting road stations at existing locations for forty hours per week,
2) enhancement of existing inspection locations and 3) development of new inspection
locations. Note: this analysis only considers interstate locations because international
shipments entering the state along the Texas-Mexico border are regulated by the United
States Department of Agriculture and inspected by the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS).

Road stations conducted around-the-clock at strategic locations for monitoring shipments
entering the state is most ideal for achieving the goal of these inspections. The best
locations for intercepting shipments is near the Texas domestic border on interstate
highways (i.e., IH 10, IH 20, IH 30, IH 35, IH 44 and IH 40.)

Currently there are no state-owned inspection stations at domestic border entry points on
interstate highways. The DPS has weigh stations at various locations on inter state
highways and some mgjor U. S. highways (see Appendix A), however, those near border
regions are located severa miles within the state. Consequently, some shipments
entering the state may take aternate routes to avoid inspection stations. Because it may
not be feasible to establish road stations at all interstate highway entry points, the
following isalist of high-risk areas, in order of priority, to target for permanent stations:
1) IH 10 westbound at the L ouisiana border, 2) IH 20 westbound at the L ouisiana border,
3) IH 10 eastbound at the New Mexico border, 4) IH 30 westbound at Texarkana, and 5)
IH 35 southbound at the Oklahoma border.
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Approach 1. Conduct road stations at existing locations for forty hours per
week

While around-the-clock road stations maximize the ability to monitor shipments into
the state, resource limitations may require a reduction in the number of staff and
hours of operation for a station. This approach estimates the costs of conducting road
stations at existing DPS weigh station locations for forty hours per week.
Modifications to the existing DPS weigh station sites are not proposed, however, data
would be obtained during road station operations to determine if future modifications
would enhance the effectiveness, efficiency and use of the site.

Staffing for each 40-hour per week road station would require 4 FTEs at an estimated
annual cost of $226,000. Annual operating costs are estimated to be $20,000. A one-
time equipment purchase at an estimated $70,000 would also be required for start-up
pUrposes.

In summary, using an existing DPS weigh station location for a 40-hour per week
road station is estimated at a one-time cost of $70,000 per station with annual staffing
and operation costs of $246,000 per station. Using existing DPS weigh stations
nearest to the five high-risk entry points identified above is estimated to cost
$350,000 with annual staffing and operational costs of $1.23 million.

Approach 2. Enhancement of Existing L ocations

While road station locations at the border of the state are ideal for intercepting
shipments, limited resources may require a compromise to allow for the use of
existing state-owned inspection facilities. Modifications to the facilities may be
required at some locations to accommodate inspection activities as the existing DPS
facilities are primarily designed to conduct weight inspections on vehicles.

This approach is different from Approach 1 in that road stations are proposed for
around-the-clock operation. Staffing for each road station would require 17 FTEs at
an estimated annual cost of $950,000. Annual operating costs are estimated to be
$20,000. Modifications and enhancements to an existing DPS weigh station are
estimated” to be a one-time cost of $350,000. A one-time equipment purchase at an
estimated $70,000 would aso be required for start-up purposes.

In summary, converting an existing DPS weigh station into a permanent road station
siteis estimated at $420,000 per station with annual staffing and operation costs of
$970,000 per station. Modifying/enhancing existing facilities nearest to the five high-
risk entry points identified above is estimated to cost $2.1 million with annual staffing
and operational costs of $4.85 million.

! Estimate based on historical coststo convert arest areainto a DPS weigh station. Obtained from the
Texas Department of Transportation.
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Approach 3. Development of New L ocations

Like Approach 2, this approach is proposes around-the-clock road stations. Staffing
for each station would require 17 FTES at an estimated annual cost of $950,000.
Annual operating costs are estimated to be $20,000. Since these facilities do not
currently exist, construction of an inspection station would be required and is
estimated? to be $1 million (does not include any costs for land acquisition,
environmental studies, public hearings, etc., if required.) Note: Typicaly on the
interstate system enough right-of-way is available for these facilities. A one-time
equipment purchase at an estimated $70,000 would also be required for start-up
purposes.

In summary, developing a new permanent road station site is estimated at $1.07
million per stationwith annual staffing and operation costs of $970,000 per station.
The estimated cost to develop road station sites at the five high-risk entry points
identified above is $5.35 million with annual staffing and operational costs of $4.85
million.

Other Factorsto Consider:

This analysis does not factor in costs that may be required to provide for local or
state law enforcement support/assistance. The DPS currently provides law
enforcement for existing road station efforts, either in-kind or through interagency
contract (depending upon availability of funds). The implementation of around-
the-clock road stations may require additional DPS troopersin an areato provide
law enforcement support/assistance.

Cost estimates for development of stations were obtained from the Texas
Department of Transportation and factor in costs to install truck scales for use by
the DPS. If the station will not be used by the DPS for weighing purposes, the
overall costs may be reduced.

If new road station facilities are developed, existing DPS weigh stations may no
longer be used/required. This analysis does not factor in any cost savings/losses
to the state related to this issue.

The Texas Animal Health Commission aso randomly conducts inspections of
animal shipments moving into the state and has expressed interest in joint
inspection efforts. This analysis does not factor in any cost savings to the state if
efforts are combined.

The Fuel Monitoring Division of the Internal Revenue Service has expressed
interest in the past about conducting joint inspections. A source of federal funds
may be available for these types of joint efforts. This analysis does not factor in a
federa source of funds.

2 Estimate based on recent costs to build a DPS weigh station. Obtained from the Texas Department of
Transportation.
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Because road station inspections support homeland security efforts, a source of
state or federal funding may be available. This analysis does not factor in the use
of funding provided by the DHS to states. However, TDA can coordinate with
the State Homeland Security Office to apply for grant funds to support road
station efforts, which are listed as a performance action in the Texas Homeland
Security Strategic Plan.

Because development of new facilitiessmodification of existing facilities may take
time to complete before a station can become fully operational, estimated costs
for staffing and operation in the first year may be reduced, thereby producing an
overall lower estimate to fund aroad station initiative.

Around-the-clock staffing and operation of permanent road stations maximizes
the use of resources to monitor the movement of plant shipments into the state.
Historical inspection data also indicates that shipments enter the state at all hours
of theday. Asindicated in approach 3 above, annual staffing and operation costs
may be reduced by restructuring and reducing the hours per day or week the
station is in operation, to achieve a reduction in estimated costs of station
operation.

The estimates provided in this document are based upon the best information
available at thistime. Road station site estimates are based upon historical costs
and do not reflect an in-depth analysis at sites recommended for development or
modification in this document.
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Appendix A. List of weigh station inspection sites used by the Texas Department of
Public Safety.®

| DPS Weigh Station Location County
IH 45 Northbound Dallas

IH 45 Southbound Dallas

US 75 Southbound Denison Grayson
IH 20 Eastbound Terrell Kaufman
IH 20 Westbound Terrell Kaufman
IH 20 Eastbound Tyler Smith

IH 20 Westbound Tyler Smith

US 287 Kennedale Tarrant

IH 30 Eastbound Mt Pleasant Titus

IH 30 Westbound Mt Pleasant Titus

US 59 Queen City Cass

IH 10 Eastbound Brookshire Waller

IH 10 Westbound Sealy Austin

US 59 Northbound Hungerford Wharton
US 59 Southbound Sugarland Fort Bend
IH 45 Northbound New Waverly Walker

IH 10 Eastbound Anahuac Chambers
IH 10 Westbound Anahuac Chambers
IH 37 Southbound Three Rivers Live Oak
IH 37 Northbound Three Rivers Live Oak
IH 10 Eastbound Kingsbury Guadalupe
IH 10 Westbound Kingsbury Guadalupe
US 181 South of TX 123 Karnes
US 181 Skidmore Bee

US 59 Northbound Inez Victoria
US 59 Southbound EI Toro Jackson
US 59 Fannin Goliad
US 59 East of Beeville Bee

US 77 Northbound / Southbound Refugio Refugio
IH 35 Southbound Devine Medina
IH 35 Northbound Devine Medina
US 281 Northbound Falfurrias Brooks
US 281 Southbound Falfurrias Brooks
US 77 Riviera Kleberg
US 385 Northbound 1 mile north of Loop 338 Ector

TX 176 & FM 18 Frankel City Andrews
Loop 250 West DPS office Midland County Midland
TX 349 & FM 1787 Midland
IH 20 Westbound Odessa Ector

IH 20 Eastbound Odessa Ector

TX 36 Cross Plains Callahan

3 List obtained from the Texas Department of Public Safety.
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US 84 Snyder

US 277 & TX 153

Presidio Bridge (Custom Lot)

TX 329 @ FM 1053 east of Grandfalls
US 87 Southbound north of Big Spring
US 87 Southbound north of FM 2288
IH 10 Ozona office

IH 20, West of Big Spring

Loop 375 Eastbound east of US 54
Loop 375 Westbound @ Zaragosa Bridge
IH 10 Eastbound east of New Mexico line
IH 10 Westbound east of New Mexico line
US 62-180 Westbound East of El Paso
IH 10 Eastbound west of Van Horn

IH 10 Westbound east of Van Horn
Bridge of Americas (BOTA)

Ysleta Bridge (Custom Lot)

US 84 Slaton

IH 27 Abernathy

IH 27 Lubbock fair grounds

US 84 Post

US 385 Littlefield fair grounds

US 287 Northbound lowa Park

US 287 Southbound lowa Park

US 287 Southbound Henrietta

US 380 @ US 287

US 287 Northbound Dumas

US 287 Southbound Dumas

US 60 Westbound Hereford

US 60 Eastbound Hereford

IH 27 & US 60 Canyon

US 287 Northbound & Southbound Childress
US 83 Guthrie

US 60 & TX 152 Pampa

US 380 Aspermont

IH 40 Shamrock

IH 35 Bell County Expo Center

TX 6 Valley Mills Rest Area

US 79 Eastbound Taylor

IH 45 Southbound Centerville

TX 6 Southbound Hearne

IH 35 Southbound San Marcos

IH 35 Northbound San Marcos
Progreso Bridge

Rio Grande City Bridge

Roma Bridge

US 83 Eastbound Alamo

US 83 Westbound Alamo

Scurry
Taylor
Presidio
Crane
Howard
Tom Green
Crockett
Howard

El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
Culberson
Culberson
El Paso
El Paso
Lubbock
Hale
Lubbock
Garza
Lamb
Wichita
Wichita
Clay
Wise
Moore
Moore
Deaf Smith
Deaf Smith
Randall
Childress
King

Gray
Stonewall
Wheeler
Bell
McLennan
Williamson
Leon
Robertson
Hays
Hays
Hidalgo
Starr
Starr
Hidalgo
Hidalgo
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Pharr / Hidalgo Bridge

Veterans Bridge Los Tomates (Custom Lot)
Los Indios (Custom Lot)

World Trade (Custom Lot)

Columbia (Custom Lot)

Ciudad Acuna Bridge Del Rio (Custom Lot)
Camino Real Bridge Eagle Pass (Custom Lot)
US 90 @ US 277 Intersection

US 277 @ TX 55, 22 miles south of Sonora

Hidalgo
Cameron
Cameron
Webb
Webb

Val Verde
Maverick
Val Verde
Edwards
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Letter from Jack Colley regarding Animal | ssue Committees
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DIVISION OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
Office of the Governor

RICK PERRY STEVEN McCRAW
Governor Director
Mailing Address: Contact Numbers: Physical Address: Office of Homeland Security
PO Box 4087 512-424-2138 Duty Hours 5805 N. Lamar Blvd.
Austin, Texas 78773-0220 512-424-2277 Non-Duty Hours Austin, Texas 78752 JACK COLLEY
512-424-2444 Fax Chief

September 28, 2006
The Honorable
Judge,

Dear Judge/Mayor:

One of the key issues encountered during Hurricanes Katrina and Rita involved the evacuation
and sheltering of companion animals (i.e., pets). The Governor of Texas, in his recent Executive
Order (RP-75), stated, “GDEM should develop and implement a plan to address the evacuation
and sheltering needs of individuals with companion animals.”

| have asked the Texas Animal Health Commission (TAHC) to assist us with the evacuation and
sheltering of companion animals. They have advised me one of the first things necessary in that
effort is for each jurisdiction to create an Animal Issues Committee (AIC) that can prepare plans
for managing al types of animal issues in the community.

Information regarding AlCs can be found in two places:
a. The Governor’s Division of Emergency Management (GDEM) web site under Local

Emergency Plan and Annexes, Annex N-Direction and Control:
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/dem/pages/downl oadabl ef orms.htm#annexn

b. The TAHC web site; http://www.tahc.state.tx.us'emergency/planning.shtml

The Texas Cooperative Extension, (TCE) has advised the TAHC that their Extension agents
would be willing to assist local emergency management coordinators in creating and potentialy
chairing these AICs, if assistance is needed, and the agents have undergone training for that
endeavor.

This is a very important effort to the State of Texas, and | encourage your full support. If you
have any questions regarding this project, please cal my Policy and Plans Unit Supervisor, Rex
Ogle a 512-424-2452 or Dave Tomkins, TAHC's Emergency Management Coordinator at 512-
719-0726 or 800-550-8242, ext. 726.

“%,

Jack Colley
Interim Report 50
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State Food Safety and Defense Task Force Action Items
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STATE FOOD SAFETY AND DEFENSE TASK FORCE

ACTION ITEMSFROM JULY 2006 MEETING

1. ASSIGNMENT TO ALL: Contact Janet Lane ASAP: Harris County is
working with their legidative delegation to amend several statutesto increase
the penalties for interference with an inspector conducting their official
duties, from a Class C misdemeanor to a Class B. Steve, Julie, and Deborah
to contact Janet with specific sections of the various state laws that need to be
included in this effort, such as Health and Safety Code Chapters 431, 437,
341, 343, and so forth.

2. Joe Williams — To send out invitations to the Annual Texas Retailers
Association gathering in September.

3. Al Wagner — Al to provide CDs of the Agricultural “GAPs and GMPs’
training to anyone requesting such.

4. Joe Williams— Will do a “White Paper” outlining the concept of utilizing the
UPC Codes (ePC codes for Europe) from products entering the U.S. as a
means of identifying illegal and/or counterfeit products. This is a system
USDA is already utilizing in the WIC Program to screen out products that
are not approved for purchase under WIC. Joe will supply this paper to
Dan, for further discussionswith FDA’simport staff.

5. Steve McAndrew — The Task Force members still want to send a letter to
FDA regarding the continued importation of illegal queso fresco/blanco.
Note: Steveretired before doing letter.

6. Joe Williams — Will be the contact for inviting Steve Vaughn as a potential
gpeaker for our next Task Force meeting (tentatively scheduled for the first
two weeks in January 2007).

7. Sandra Long — Will print the phone numbers and contacts for the General
Services Administration (GSA) in the TEHA Beacon so that locals will know
who to contact regarding inspections of food service located in federal
buildings.

8. Linda Gaul — Will develop and abbreviated foodborne illness investigations
document, down to a maximum of two pages, which she will provide to
Sandra Long for dissemination to the TEHA Chapter presidents. Laminated
copies will also be made to put into the “FBI Boxes’ in the Health Service
Regions. Thiswill also be put out on the Epi web site.

Interim Report 52
Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Appendix C

9. Deborah Marlow — Re (8) above, Deborah will have the Food Establishment
Group send the document out to the locals via email.

10. Deborah Marlow and Janet Lane — Will contact Chirag Bhatt with the City
of Houston, to seeif his agency would do a “before and after” regarding any
potential benefits to the posting of restaurant inspection scores. Currently
there is only anecdotal information that indicates the posting of scores may
improve compliance. Report due back by the next Task Force Meeting.

11. Glen Garey — Will report back to the Task Force regarding any possible new
legidation that would bring some uniformity to the issue of posting scores, as
in (10) above.

12. Reggie James— Will contact the State PTA organization regarding the school
handwashing issue, pointing out to them that schools get paid for attendance,
and that poor handwashing in school can lead to illness and absenteeism.

13. Deborah Marlow/Steve Mcandrew — Will contact the Texas Education
Agency regarding the importance of handwashing in reducing absenteeism,
and try to get their buy-in regarding this issue and Food Safety Month
activitiesrelated to.

14. Linda Coallins — Will look into whether or not Task Force Grant dollars can
be used to print (or re-print) food safety-related pamphlets, posters, etc.

15. Deborah Marlow — Will continue to collaborate with Sandra Long and
TEHA and well as the City of Plano, regarding handwashing and Food
Safety Month.

16. WORK GROUP ON FOOD WORKER TRAINING. Glen Garey/Deborah
Marlow/Steve Mcandrew — Will collaborate regarding any new legisation
that would mandate a statewide program for Food Worker training
(voluntary). A Work Group will be formed to further develop idesas,
including industry training. Contact Deborah for inclusion on this work
group. Glen would do the drafting. Sandra Long to supply copies of Plano
test questions. Sandra Long should be included in the Work Group. First
Conference Call should be held before the end of September.

17. Reggie James — Will develop bullet points that DSHS staff can use to
convince the Commissioner of Health to contact movie production companies
operating in Texas, regarding the importance of properly portraying
handwashing (and other food safety-related topics) in film. Provide to
Deborah.

18. EVERYONE. Deborah Marlow needs feedback from all membersregarding
the handouts with draft recommendations on “Handwashing Corrective
Action Plan” and “Bare Hand Contact Corrective Action Plan,” as well as
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No. 22 on Page 7 of the document “Demonstration of Knowledge.” Please
comment back to Deborah no later than September 151",

19. EVERYONE - Suggestions for other “groups’ to invite to attend our
meetings — send to Deborah Marlow and Julie Loera, as new Co-Chairs for
the Task Force. The idea is to be more inclusive, lut to make the initial
invitation to see of the other party(ies) is interested in becoming an active
member of the Task Force.

20. Dan Sowards — Will check with DSHS Office of General Council and Office
of Government Affairs regarding the legalities and any “bumps’ to the idea
of having our own Task Force letterhead. Also, whether individuals could be
listed or just groups.

21.Linda Coallins — Will get back with Dan/Julie/Deborah regarding the
language FDA used in their initial requests for grants, in order to develop a
“mission statement” for our Task Force.

22. EVERYONE. Please forward any rough drafts or concept ideas for a Task
Forcelogo to Deborah Marlow.

23. Joe Williams — Will contact Glen Garey to determine who might have a
graphic artist on staff who could assist in the development of a Task Force
logo.

24. Dan Sowards — Will ensure that the “final report” that is submitted back to
the FDA will include the “value of face to face discussions.”
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STATE OF TEXAS
Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture,

Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources
068Sep06 Hearing on Agriculture, Food and Livestock

Biosecurity and Emergency Preparedness

Addendum to 06Sep(6 Testimony by:
Tom A. “Andy” Vestal, Ph.D.
Professor and Extension Specialist

Ag & Natural Resources Emergency Management

Texas Cooperative Extension

TABLE: Current and Pending Roles of Texas Cooperative Extension concerning Emergency Support
Functions in the State of Texas Emergency Management Plan as of October 13, 2006.

[ Emergency Lead State State EM Plan Description Texas Cooperative Extension Roles
Support Agency
Function
(Annexes)
Annex |: Governars Emergency Public The agency’s Annax | roles are pending confirmation of the agency
Public Davision of Information focuses on a8 a new membear of the State Emergency Managemen! Council
Information Emergency specific, event-related foffowed by the Govermor's Division of Emergency Management
and Education | Management | information - generally of review and approval of the folfowing rofes,
an instructional nature such
as preparedness, warming, Texas Cooperative Extansion's County Extension Agents serving
evacuation, shelter, and all 254 Texas countles ralse incident-based public awareness via
recovery. It keeps the their local programming and contacts, induding newslettars, news
public informed of the columns, radio and television segments, and county Extansion
general progress of events | Web sites.
and provides educational
infarmation, particularly in Extension Specialists with technical expertise in relevant sciences,
the realm of haalth and engingering, family and consumer sclences, and youth
safety. development have the capacity to provide educational information
related to specific incidents.
Emergency Public Extension professionals ...
Information activities are
| conrdinsted through a Jaint | provide knowledge, expertise and research-based infarmation.
Infarmation Center (JIC) ...facilitate dissemination of educational and emergency
| designed to disseminate a | Information.
vearicay ol Information nd ...provide continuing local education on hazard awarenass,
instruction to the general
pubic, govarmment offisials, | - Jprovide available resources (inciuding personnel) to aid in the
and the news media dissemination of emergency activities and information.
through direct contact, ...appaint TCE faculty to serve at the Joint Information Center
briefings, news releases (),
and advisories, and
responss to public and
L news media queries.
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The purpese of this annex

Annex O Texas : . ; : The agency’s Annex O roies are aiready wnitfen inlp the State
15 10 pravide guidance in
Plant and Animal preparing for, identifying Emerngency Management Pian under ihe authonty of the Texas
Animal Health and respanding to. Animal Health Commission and Govemor's Division of Emergency
recovering from, and
Emergencies | Commission | mitigating against any Management.
_ infectious or highly
contagious fareign or
Foreign and emerging animal disease Texas Cooperative Extension. ..
Emergi (FEAD) affecting the
s pouliry, exotic and domestic
Animal livestock, and wildlife of ... provides representatives to speak for the entire agency during
Diseases Texas. | FEAD operational activities.
(FEAD)
...provides representation in State Emergency Operations Center
{EQC) and field Instant Command Center (ICS) command post(s)
for a FEAD outhreak.
...provides applicable media suppert through JIC for ongoing
FEAD operations.
...pravides FEAD management training and educational
information for affected farmers and ranchers.
...8551815 in presenting and evaluating economic issues related ta
FEAD,
...assists in presenting and evaluating public sociclogic and
economic issues related to FEAD.
...B55Ists in prasenting and evaluating air and water safety issues
related to FEAD.
...as8is1s in blosecurity communications and public informaton for
cngoing FEAD operations.
...Bs5ists with licensing of animal movements for ongoing FEAD
operations.
...assisls in staffing FEAD indemnity issues.
Ll
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Annex F:
Firefighting

Texas Forest
Sarvice

Career, combination, and
valuntear fire departments
support their ingividual
jurisdictions by responding
o fires in their areas of
responsibility, To cope with
especially large or unigue
firag, local firefighters have
developed local mutual aid
agreements with
neighboring jurisdictions so
they can effectively work
together for response and
suppresson actons. In
maost situations, thessa local
mutual aid agreements
work very satisfactorily in
coping with fire situations.

The agency’s Annex F roles are pending conffrmation of the
agency as a new member of the State Emergency Management
Councll followed by the Govemnar's Division of Emergency
Management review and agproval of the following roles.

Texas Cooperative Extension engages...

...Ihe Extension Agriculiural Communications department to
supplement dissemination of public information via its daily e-mail
news service, radio public service announcements, video naws
releases, or Web site
(httpfagnews. tamu edu/dailynewsindax. html}, based on
coordinated planning with the office of the TFS Communications
Manager.

LCounty Extension Agents serving all 254 Texas counties to raise
public awareness via their local programming and contacts,
including their newslatters, news eolumns, radio and television
segments, and county Extension Web sites.

' ...Extension Specialists in the departments of forest science,

rangeland ecalogy and management, animal science, and family
develogment and resource management to further highlight wildfire
pravention and suppression via their additional communications
channels and upcoming programs, as well as to incorporate

information into curricula where possible.
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D

| Annex N: Govemor's
Direction and Division of
Caontrol Emergency

Management

The primary focus of this
annex is coordination of
state-level emergency
response operations.

The agency’s Annex N roles ara panding conffrmation of the
agency as a new member of the State Emergency Management
Councll followed by the Governor's Division of Emergency
Maragameant review and approval of the followdng roles,

Texas Cooperative Extension aims to add value ta the mission of
the Governor's Division of Emergency Management by:

1) strengthening the ties and communications between
county judges, county commissionars, and the State
Cperations Center;

2) engaging Counly Extension Agents, Extension
Specialists, and the mass media resources of our
agricultural commumications and infermation technology
departments to fortify multi-agency public information

and education;

3) publishing and disseminating incident-ratated
preparedness, mitigation, and recovery educational

materials in multi-media and multidlanguage formats;

4)  providing science-based expertise for public education,
professional development of emergency managers, and
media relations;

5  maximizing our capacity to reach out (o both rural and
urban Texans, thereby significantly enhancing public
Information and education efforts by the GDEM during
preparedness, mitigation, response, and recovery
phases of emergency managemeant.
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Appendix D

Drough!t Governors

Preparedness | Division of

Counell Emargancy
Management

Drought Preparedness
Council provides Texas
with a framewark for an
integrated approach to
minimize the impacts of
drought on its people and
FREOUTCEs.

The agency's Drought Preparedness Counclf roles are already
written into the State Emergency Management Plan under the
authonfy of the Govemor's Division of Emergency Management,

Texas Cooperalive Extension...

.- provides educational programs, materials, and agsistance in the
identification and implementation of resource |déntification and
best practices for water management, rangeland management,
livesinck management, ard crop production to mitigate, respond,
andfor recover in the event of a drought.

...aids In the research and development of drought-resistant
plants, crops, forage, and turf grass varieties, and disseminates
information on drought-resisiant crops and forages to agricultural
and urban audiences,

. provides educational programs and materials on crop insurance,
government programs, and risk management techniques to help
farmers and ranchers mitigate, respond to, and recover from the
economic risks assocated with drought.

...engages agricultural communication specialists, subject matter

specialists, and county agents in the preparation and dissemination
of printed and media communications for mass distribution of
drought-related information to urban and agricultural audiences.

...develops methods lo provide precise estimates of areas affected
by drought, estimate field and turf water use, and predict range
conditions through analysis of plant materials eaten by livestock,

...tests water, forage, and feed samples for drought-related toxing,

...provides programs to reduce family stress from financial
congarms rasulting from drought,

- and-

Interim Report

60

Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Appendix E

APPENDIX E
CEPRA Cyclel Project Funds

Interim Report 61
Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Appendix E

L00Z ‘L€ LSNDNY OL 6661 '} ¥IANIALA3S

SANNd L23rodd | 31242
[.a3LianyNn.]  M3IA3E NOILYIO0TTV LSOO LO3rodd
(vdd39) 19V ISNOdSIH ANV ONINNV1d NOISO¥3 TVLSV0D

CRROETrLE Q0'SZYEEES 00038 00'005"E8% 00'0% NO'GEL DSZE M Aeg ebawp| 140l
JLZRE'E0LLS |(00°L98°980°CS 00'0% O0LLL9EL LS (00D 00052 258 LS WE yeeg Ausianiun D0-WNgy Sexal|  ox0L
G BEG DAY 00000°00LE GEESS T8 SO9ZF 02E 000 00'000'5.% Y oS pueE| J9a] WHoN|  Fi0L
GEOFS 7195 00124 ESS LS 000 00'0s GZ 02 'BRES GLOFS AL 1S d% feqsadany|  L#0L
Q0000 2848 wmww,mm:m ') mn.hlmh__m_mc__.m w@.ﬂEE 00'0% G LLS 1S% (g Waa3 Wang) Na ssed Janaloy MawID| 8601
00°000 0ES 00'ZRE'BLFS ivl|ogoR0'er2s |05 L0EEELS  [00DE 00'000'0eS (1 War3 Wang) N ssed Jaroliod MMID| YBEDL
99°98G'ERLLS |D00SZ 098 LE 0008 00'0SZ 2278 [00D% 00'D00'E0L LS N3 yoeag usideq - jsapn|  JE0l
ZE ol Bort 00002 E8FS o0 LEL'GEs FEB00 LES 00 0% 00 00F 2954 ds jled adnq-1apne|  oedl
CF LTS EELS 000000045 0005 00000 05FS  |00DS 00000 0SES dS N0 SHET YiiEM|  EE]L
0F'GE6' LEES 00°000°005% 0005 00'000°'SELE  [ooDg 00000'S 5% d5 Juind apnbsay|  Zeol
COPEFS0EE (000025528 [T 00002'€98  [00D3% 0000 LELE 45 noAeg 1epag ap|  LEOL
ZLTIO0LLE FEELE ERPS 0008 a0os 00 0% 2 ELE EFPE 03g8-1n osloid sbueyd aulsioys sexal| §201
0:6Z6'2LLE  |00°000°LOZE 00'0% 0003 00°0% 00000 L0ZE Apms {N § Mwouead | 8jaA) vud430]  fZ01
06 Zo0'6S 06'Z90'6% 0008 00'0% 00°0% 0B Z90'6% [(EEEE] mﬂmk_mao_._n_ By YN
8L 9552915 |00000' BT TS 0008 000SZ 2955  |00DS NDOSL LDL LS WA y2eag qsuyg sndiod| w201
L2008 554 [T ATE] 000 05'8LL 928 0008 00GES Fad M ysiep Aid esoy| 1201
CORSZ 0.5 |00'S.EHERS COEEORFES |41 P2 2G2S 00005 258 00°000'622¢ MEGEENEED
PP OZE'GES AP CLLLOLE BFGLLLLS 000s 00 0% 00000 '06% N SIgBiaH 8isse8|  RLOL
L£9E6'68/8 BTGB85S LZ0LE 00'0s TEIRE'SGZS  (000% 95 LGL'99.% WA [BOIU| UDISSA[ES) ISap | BLOL
197 LB9'052% G454 5585 00'0% GL05L LS 00°0% O0'E09'PEZS Mg Y2eed SpIsEng|  §10L
00+ L+ 598 BE LLFSELS [ £g 0 1e:  |ooog 05 E0) v6% N8 'd5 ysesg ejousipyl|  ZL04
00000 ZECE BEGLO0SEZE | i)l iLe26aLs [0eees 02FE  (00DE 00000 ZECt LNangl Ng pueis| aiped yinog|  0LOL
PEI6L'BOZS  |LZ9GZUGLLS [ SO¥0L L85 |00 0% 20051 '0e8g d5 [auueyd diys nsuyg sndiog]  gooL
6. BZE'6L6S 00000 0SS LS 00'os 00'00S LBES  |00DS A T dS PUBS| aunsesld| 00l
£/ OEF BEOLS BERZR/ALS 0o'os BR'G95 £ES 00°0% 0G'E9Z FELS dS PEOY S8E00Yy T EE G
06'6.L8'C8 00'000'8% 0008 00'0% 00'0% 00'000'9% oS Wed e eal)  Gidl
08°0FF'£08 00'.99'+o% 0005 00'91'9Ls 000 no'00s'arsd ds ABg BInY| 5001
AL°6GL 0ETE geeez o6l Le [Ivllereci'ooos [6Lces’1eee [o0D% aL'BG) DEZE uy 30y o sexa]| w00l
T5ODo'SEEt |Z5909'028% DOO0D0'0SES  [00°0% 0ong 25'009'5.% HQg abryay uippeda] €001
saunjipuadxy £1507) uonEIC|Y
PiEg 138foig uonedo|ly | uonedo|iy NeIg uoije3o|ly awey Jaquiny
181943 [0 [BJapad |B2307 Wud3-uoN ¥Hd32 12aloug 128lodd
] ] (9) ] ) (€ [Fa) W)
LOILIaNYNN.. 13712AD

62

Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources

Interim Report



Appendix E

uoo8j0ld 8uljgioys = 45
uonelIo)say ysiep = HIN
uonelojsay aund = Ha
s|eusie}y pabpaiq jo s [eloysusg = NANG
juswysunon yoeag = Ng
sapo) 108lold : (D) sloN
600z ‘L€ Aenuep pajepdn sem podai siy) :(g) sloN

"0719 3y ybnodyy moy Jou pip pue 1oaloid ayy 01 Aoaaip pied aiem sjunowe asay] :(y) aloN

100Z ‘L€ LSNONV OL 6661 ‘| ¥IAWILdIAS
SANN4 LO3rodd | 3T10AD
[.a3LianyNn.] M3IAZY NOILYOOTTY 1SO9 LO3r0¥d
(V¥d30) LIV ISNOJSTY ANV ONINNY1d NOISO¥3 TV.LSVOD

‘S310N
pS'698'SSZ v [LL1P6 L L6°L2S 7,'992'650'9% |08'¥66°91£°9% (520896658  [00°000°000°S1$ SNOILYD0T1V TV.LOL

71889228 [00°0$ 00°0$ 00'0$ 000$ 000$ 00/0}2Jd-pajeaojieun| /N
00000¢z$  [00°000°€Z$ 00°0$ 0008 00°0$ 00°000'¢2$ Apmig 8pisUng uojsaAeD-NgY sexal| /01
Sr'8r8'ce 00'1¥.°65$ 00°0$ 0008 00°0$ 00'}¥72'65$ Buuoyuo}y 1aA0j|0y UOISBABD-NRY Sexal| €701
z0/9.°218  |00°000°006$ 00°0$ 00°000°621$ [00°0$ 00°000°G/€$ NE "MW J23y big|  z.01
00990'78L$  [00°990°¥81$ 00'0$ 0008 00°0$ 00'990'781$ [201y] 3580 Jaddn s82inog pues H3g-1n| 9901
00°000°00L$  [00°000°695% | (w)|00°000°€S¥$ [00°000'9L$  [00°0$ 00°000'001$ HIN @A0D ajiquinr| 690
00087'0LL$  [00°0007791$ 00°0$ 00000'05$  [00°0$ 0000071 1$ dS JogJeH 8r0)|  z90L
052206118 [00°0LL'851$ 00°0$ 052,968 |00°0$ 052€0'611$ dS eaeae Hod| 0901
00°000'92¢$  [00°00r°226$ 00°0$ 00°00v'v¥2$ [00°0$ 00°000'82€$ dS einsujuad juoifeg eoere] pod| 601
118696818 [00°05¥'€0Z$ 00°0$ 05298'05$  [00°0$ 05°/85'261$ Apmig juswiabeuely 18|u) ssed JaA0ji0y|  #50)
0000026$  [00°000'00€$ 000$ 0008 0000005.$  [00°000°051$ NS 00} POy Y/ed pueis| aiped yinog| €501
16'€€Z'95F LS [00°000°005°1$ 00°000°00Z'L$ [00°0$ 00°0$ 00°000'00£$ dS yoeay uippeJoN MMID| 2501
68'869'ckLS  [00°025°0€E$ 00°0$ 00°025°0LL$  [00°0$ 00°000'022$ dS a%e sasop| 0501
¥1'€20'228  |00°000'00Z$ 00'668% 00'10L'6¥$  |00°0$ 00°000'051$ YN ‘dS 810D apiysieal  8v0l
sainjipuadx3 S}s0) uoneoo||y

pred jaaloig uoneao||y uoned0||y ajels uoleao||y aweN Jaquiny
191949 [eloL [e9pad (6907 Y¥d3D-UoN 'L EER) j09l01d Jo8loid
(8) (2) (9) (6) () (€) | _ (@) (1)
Ld3L1aNnvYNN.. 1 3T3AD

63

Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources

Interim Report



Appendix F

This page intentionally left blank.

Interim Report 64
Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Appendix F

APPENDIX F
CEPRA Cyclell Project Funds

Interim Report 65
Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Appendix F

76166 G5 [LGDBSIS AT T T T 0005 0005 TR 535-1n 090EN 10 JIng - 192l0id SBUBLD BUNBIOUS SBX21]  L1L)
0008 0005 FEoI6 1215 [Blee6celcs |VIPCZI0GIS 1S |0DE0SalS  Beace ve0 1% TMONa) Na PUBis| 23ped nos | SLLT
000% 0oas RS VN4 0005 005025 L 1062015 35 UoEsg US| FILL
0008 0005 POO00GCL 1S U000 0GFEs N0000G2. 16 [I000005+S  POOD0 SIS 1S NE [SUUEU FOSN9Ed | SILT
000% 0005 DSIEo1115  Peeogi0c s |VIProco0e0 1S 0000 1cs |05 Zc0 068 12 0SS NaNE) NA 558 Joreiod | G2iil
00°0% 0005 DOO00GEIS o096 cor1s [WES o006 1c018 [rricovs  PSSloieis T} 1USAS WaNG) NE 558 Jerelog | wziil
0008 0005 72080095 /5080095 0005 0005228 I8 085 465 45 pusis| smseald INGUY pod| TELL
0008 0005 0005 D005 0005 0005 0005 TUnoD UosIagar—Apms AIIareesS Uoisoig 30%sn| otk
000% DETcoreIs TTF58 IF5 5elrclis 0005 TECC N NA U9558 SPEPNS | BOLT
00°0% 0005 0000055 0000055 0005 0005 00000055 NE 00} PEOX WEd US| 2PEd IN0s | J0LF
000% 0005 TOcEa 718 TOtEevis AL 0005 T0Ee5 558 gSfegEea| coit
D0°0% 0003 BOTEEBYSs [P renores pooooeris [ooos 5 vEE 10FS W d5 PUBIS| piig femesnen|  FoLL
000% 0005 B 156595 N EAS 0005 PR oS 0o UEpUT| SOlT
00°0% 0005 00 0eF 75 RS 00000 5% 0005 00 5er 15 g5 f2g UoEsI - Sheg [BIng | DZokk
0008 0005 TP ST I P T4 LS EEHEE A A A 35 epiElEg - Sheg Eng| gzoil
000% 0oas D0S0E 215 D050z 215 0005 0000095 G0S0C 115 35 2D0iEa[ou] - Seg [Bing | w-zoll
00°0% 1T 152065 N WITLS DO62o 17015 00000015 A S TWUEIS USIUSaS) NG PUEIS] USISSNES 18/ DOLT
0008 BO06L 6295 B9 cel 195 FIti69005 00000 025 075195 FLoco 5o (5151 535) NG PUSIS| USISSNES 15| 5601
0008 0005 BoBI5C095 [P ElSC058 0005 T 35 "WV PUEIE] USIUNS "Ng U7ES0 9209N|  060F
0008 15959cE5s EE 695815 T 0005 0582665 PLerociss {UsEag s2180id) NG PUEIs| UOJSBnEs 15am| 8201
0008 15160555 BT EFOBIS FTI5ICISs  [Yj000000iS  [e00ss 15 LV IEFCitS NG U3Eag U=den | 201
0008 ERTE 1£502015 [ 0ce 088 0005 A RS U0 sai0us Usides | 9e0k
00°0% 0003 A T TS B 00172968 45 WiEd SIEjS PUEs| 95000 | 180t
0008 0005 Iz 0L 58 [z 08L5ts 0005 0005618 L2 082628 dS Pd 4o8s@ UoInd | 080F
0008 000s A A TPEEAS L IS BEZ POCS g% WEd JeqNHIemEN | 207
000s BT Ioh OS T T ] TS S S TEUMPMI 1) NG BN 550 bl | g-2201
000t 000s IFOIF 2595 P oLV iS9s o00s 0005 =205 [P 526 52558 [DUDp=I0) NE O 9y Dig | v-Z201
000% 0005 TTE0C 7SS NSV A 0005 TTEo6 s TN 5 nokeg eOnES | 0207
0008 0005 0000595 0000598 00052 6% 0005 00052555 TV PUBTS| piig Aeg =am| 1901
000% FLToloe0 15 BESI0Z015  ELe8lSoz 15 0005 F0cioolls BLoc8 o018 NE Utesg Hodniod | co0t
0008 0005 BTealcis Ezealcis 0005 TN A dS UOIEanEg ey S8xaL| 1901
0008 0005 BIFoCBe55  PLFOLICEE 00005 255 FI 5860915 PO GLC O5FS O 4 5A00 SOIER0 | GhOL
0008 SE %% EE9205035  PIeLSonL 15 Ee v oevs | [I0[5902i5  [Ee L0V ies I dS pUSIS| 1280 YUON| FROL
00°0% 0003 D N ] T e TJUN07 UOjseAEg-ApIS Aarsead Uois0ig 307Sn|  Pedb
0008 0005 ISI611ECs IS 4611528 0005 0005 IS 6L 1ECE Toalolg SbUBUD SUISIONS EX21 | S20b
0008 000s I 000% 000s 00 0% 0003 TP SIDEH o6sed| G107
000% FTBIS 1S Fo /I EE078 |l 960 052 28 0005 50100 16v5  BOBIE o5l 1% NG 'dS uiesg Eouepu]|  Ziob
000t FZ 005 1508 ELIBCFEPs  [PUFSESIOE 000s EE T 45 oIbaly Ry | 9007
000% 0005 FoG5ecels  pogsoeis 0005 h0000SSIS  [59859 468 U0 =bnjay UPPEJON| COOL
51051004 Mol J0]pUE | 9j9h) J0 SasEL g MaN] [l 210 DULINg pajeniu] sjoalolg
o

00°0% 0005 U66L0°65LCS 16610651 ES FC L PE90kS  JL0CEZ 22025 |95 909028 5jasl01g UORENUDUDY | 39AD) 10} [E}03ANG

0003 i g =i EZ+OL 53 g TTOT I o BULOIUC) 15M0I0Y UOJSaAlED WSy SEX2L|  £0F
0008 0005 BP0 F6I5  BriocFeis Ve tsco0l8 [ 0008|0008 o5 991 SSS0W | 050F
0003 0005 IR TR 0005 Sl oz ers 0005 UM fEg EbeWD | ZvOk
0008 0005 FTE61Ce95  pC Bl anes 0005 FTEelcoas 0005 o5 FEg SE3ENN| 1500
0005 0003 95909 025 BG5S 005025 0005 0005 55009025 5135001d | SAA0JUSIESSEY GIUaU0ag | [0k
0008 0005 BEG/60805  [PBSlEoReE 0005 565/6 0505 0005 NE DUEIS| UOESAES 5o | 910b
0003 0005 DEZ00g5l5 e 00855 0005 e 00955 |o00s d5 [FUUELD NS NS0UD Snd0g | B00L

{1 210A0) LM PSJEIDOSSE 81 PalinDal §I TUDJE) BUIPUNS [ B[R0 BUIZID | S[9AD) WO14 PenunUoT) s3oa10lg
iy
spund ||| ajakd
GO/LEO0 @ LM pled saimupuadx3
aouejeg SaimIpuadxd piEd 1500 UONEI0|y | uoneso|y | UONEJ0|Y ETI] JSqUINN
alqejieny  [10alodd || appAd [EELS] |E10L |elapad [E207] Yud3o 13aload 12aloud
(5) ()] (] [E] (5] (%) [ [] (3]
waAILIANYNN. 11372AD

£00Z ‘LE LSNDNY OL LOOZ ‘L ¥IEWILL3S

SANNd L33rodd 1l 370A2
L.a3LianyNn.] MIIAIY NOILYDOTTV LSOD LD3roud

(V¥d3D) LOV 3SNOJSIY ANV ONINNYId NOISO¥I TVLSVOD

66

Interim Report

Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Appendix F

L0801 d BUIBIOUS = 48
UONEIDISEY USIEW = HIN

uoneloisEY sung = Ha

SIELIEN pabpaId 1o 950 [B1lsUSE = WANG
USWUSLINON Ueag = N8

58p09 [08l0id

-(2) 20N

5007 ‘1z sunr palepdn sem podai siyl ((g) s1oN
"0776) 8UL YbNOoJY] MOYL JOU pIp PUE 138i04d U O] AJj3241D PIEd S8 SIUNDWE 95341 () B10N

£00Z ‘L2 LSNONY OL LOOZ ‘L Y393 1d3S
SANNd LO3royd Il 3T0A2

[.aaLianvNn.] M3IA3Y NOILYDOTTV LSOO LO3roud
(vdd30) LOV ISNOJSIY ANV ONINNYTd NOISONT TVLSV0D

“5310N
69200721 Feeco'src’'es  Erolse'vee’als 9605’08’02 | peeol'zieos  [ErGRC'9LE'9S D0T000'000°GHS SNOLLYI0TIV T¥10L
|
A o A A A e AL A A A P A A o P A A o
BE/0/CC1E PEZs0Press  Pro6BGegchs POSIy6L99L% 58085980 LoV FeLPS PP 6L 6.6 THS sjaalold || 3|27 10} [E}01Gng
oo0s Mmvees FT T 0cs FETFE 0.5 WL S T 506 U0s W0 EUERING | F5Ll
FELLLECE  |EP GEP 695 oo 0s FLZ5SChis ZL 216 Cas 00052 €5 BT TPMS Se[Utld SUIBIOUS PUS(S| SINSEaIL | g-05L)
BOVERGLE  PILLETILE 000s BT ZSHIELS I BEDLSS 0005225 |35 EbEESS UoREb)seAl| S1N0S PUES YIB3E BpIEANS| w051l
SFcP0 098 0000 01S 00005 75 BF CFL 0% o0 0s o0 0s OF CFL 093 [CPE-FU2] SPINGEEC—RUCeIn0loUd (B0 | GRLE
0005.°0% 0003 0oos 00°05.35 0oos 0003 S [17£-¥0e] Duiodnaln [eLy) fed 51 Jof Fudeifojoud US| vl
Y6 L0z F5 o005 B0 CEG 065 DOO09E2r 15 |WI|000S 00004 FEO 15 |00 DOZ 765 d5 PUEfs| SINsEald £8 AWH 2515 | GRLL
[EC/BLES)  [vOeEeTs EC6YZE51S  [JE T8I PRIS ooos EEEI ELo0F P21S fpms sunosay [imen g nwouol3 7 29k vu430|  OFLL
0oos 0000055 ooos 00000055 ooas ooas 00000 055 1T 5E0d] WY 200 ST | GLll
00°0% 00os ETLIPER95  ECLTFE63S o0os 0oos T LT'2695 ds lpuuey] diys nsuy) sndion | ZELl
00os DIIgt T ITHETIS I EE0L15 ooos ooas IEEE0 115 TREJ 51 1504) DULCHUOY] S58d 18A0]0d-UOFsahED NEY S8%8L| d-1%ih
000% 000s LLEE0ES LLEE0ES 0o0s 000s LLEE0ES BULICHUOP| SS8 I2A0[I0W-UOISBAEE) WRY SBXBL| w-1ELl
0oos BT 102 0Fs EFECl 215 |16 OF6 50is ooos RS FSGFE 52is 53G-L1 -hpnis 129101d JUSIIe0E ey Jo[s5ed S U5 | OCLk
00°0% 0oos AN ooos o0os poszIzIs [eua]1sE00 [B1UED S8Wnog puBs 938-1n| cZil
0oos EEICLGItS BIOFCCOIS |V GLF 005 ooos IOIYC OIS [0k bEL Cavs O ds PUUE] 10| 1L
000s ooos D0'S09'L1S DOS09'L1S oo oS ooas 00G09 LS [Zy=meny] [2UoneWSiU] 1Ied e fydeibojoyd [eusy|  0ZLL
0008 ooos Fecee 195 Fecee 195 ooos ooas TECee 195 Fpmiz ABO[CPOUTEY DUDPaI] ey SEx2L|  GLLF
387038 ooos PLSELPEIS  [I0D0RFETS o00s 00'as o 002 ¥ETs 93g-1n fpis sjey uoisouz feg uasnea| gLl
[E R uﬁm_ucgu_ "UNEW) Duipund || 224D DUIZiR | 212420 wold um_.El_Eou [FRE] I
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\m\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ L A o o o A o
spund [jl 824D
GO/LZ/00 © M pied | saimipuadx3
3oueeqg salnipuadx3 pied 1500 uoneao|y uone0|y uoned0|y T RNy
ajqeeay  [10aloud 1| 214D [EELS] [E10L |eiapaq [ea0] Yud3d 12alold 12aloid
5] [E] )] [E] B8] 2] B] i7) 3]
+dILIANYNN.. 11372AD

67

Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources

Interim Report



Appendix G

This page intentionally left blank.

Interim Report 68
Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Appendix G

APPENDIX G
CEPRA Cyclelll Project Funds

Interim Report 69
Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Appendix G

UDIBIoISEY 2Und = ¥

Jusuodwos Guipuny [Biaps) 8U1 81 dIND 0D SU) uBnoiul Moy

UoN03]0]4 SUBI0US = d9
UONEIOISSY USIE = HIN

spund ¥

buipuny [e1apa) 8ul 81 d|D 0TS SU) UDNOILL MOJY [l SpUnd ¢

(0719 3u1 UBNOIL] MOl LUSSOP 1EUL USED BUIpnIaUL UEW PUM-Ul g

00°000'0ZE' 2%
[7 505 0763

SIELGIEN pabpal] 10 951 [E1ILBUSE = NANg
JUSWYSLINON YJESg = NE
$3p07 12901 (3] 90N

Syed O] US4 S WOy 09 8Uj uBNoIuL Mol (W Spund Z
JOVSN WO ‘TS SU) UDNOIU MO[} JOU [ Spung |
TR [ETSTE 3 J0 S90S (07 86N

UJEW USED 'E

suoneudoiddy [B101
fouabunuon

§00Z ‘L€ LSNONV OL £00Z ‘| ¥38W3Ld43S

SANNd LD3roxd I IT2AD
[.a3LianynNn.] M3IASY NOILYDOTTV LSOD LO3roNd

(V¥d3D) LDV ISNOJSTH ONY ONINNY1d NOISONS VLS V0D

B5 LBV BLE DS SUOREIDIY
OUDUM I (¥ S10N
'$3LON
60'CLL'GLG'OLS _mm.mE_Etma __.w.n.ﬁm,_u_ ¢'zZ$| |00°886'298°Z15| |6LT06L'WOL'ETS |00005'C6S [00°000'0ZE LS SNOLLY 20TV 1V.L0L
+'805 0FAS i 17 805 0vh 000% 000g% 0008 L7 805 0vA% spun4 fousbunuog|  wiN
PGPS L. 07 60.'0/28% |00 ZLEEFE ¥ |00°0GF 58 0008 0008 00 /38'E6TS AOES JWD 582IN0g pUES UDISSAED BI0UsPO]  LETLE
EFENES 7 EGEBSS 00°000°09% 00°0% e [00°000 728 00°0% 00°000°9E% Uy J3ily) Ueld UORDI0)d SUIISI0US BINSUIUSd HBD 2| OEZL
G570/ TV VS [LPDEZ'SOZS  |DDEEEEEE LS 00°0% q |D0EEE'EEES  [000% 00°000°000° 4% NE Uoeag apisUns| Gzl
D0°0S071E 0005661S  [0000070ZS 00°0% 0008 0008 00000028 S]EpON UE|d 85U0058Y UOIS0IZ SPIMSED] SEXa1] 2Tl
00050218 00056 L3 00°000°GZS 0008 0008 0008 00000528 519810.d € 819A] wd3D 10 AUCeIDooyd [eusy|  vech
22 roEFLE 31°5EL 028 00°000°GES 0008 e 00000018 0008 007000528 fpnig juswabeuep Juswipag ssed sinoueg|  zzzl
ENEETY GAEEZ 885 00000°E0LS 00°0% 0070% 0008 00°000°E0LS fpnis 83Inossy [BIMEN § JIU0U03T £ 8970 wud33| 0Zzh
D0'000°07.5 [ 00000075 | |[o0000'05¥S [ d|00'00005LE  [000% 00°000°0%15 011} 0D UosIBgar-fpmg Alllqisesd Uoisos3 30vsn| 3121
005297 1S Z50v.60% 72°G0E 7ES 00°0% E |00 GEOTLE 00°0% 7807 69% NE UJesg edlewer Jo fug|  vizL
D0 £66 OZES 00°/0v'066% [ODOOFEZE LS 00°0% e [0000v'Z6rE  [000% 00 000 LERS dg [BUUEYD IS NsuyD snadiog| — Zizl
ZE POFOTFS B GEGERT 00 000°0255 | |00000°00F% [ |00°000°0ES 0008 00°000°06% (NaNg) NE e EJUEF ESI]| AOTL
00000 #0965 00°005'0608  JOD'00S'000°1L8 00000'JE8S |0 |000O000LE  |00000'ZZS |00 005 0608 I ‘dg died 8ielg pue|s| sso0p|  LELL
70 IZOFLEE Zz oLy 'zas FPEEPO’LG6YS | 2 |00°000'0LES |9 |00°000°GE 00000'0LE [PEEFDZLLS HIN ‘dg pueis| pig feg isem|  GELlL
Of 9GE FZE% vOEPL'0G/E  |00005 085S [Z [00000F00 LS |0 [000000ELS (00005 O¥S |00'000°00FS oI "dS 3h07 UonEAEIS| BBl
000000507 S [00°0% 00000050745 | |00000'0G¥S [0 [00DOCO'ODES  [0O°0% 00'000°00E% vEOL 00 UCISSAED-ApMIg AlIgISESsd U0IS0IT 30vsn| Z8Ll
BEELLOES L7087 EZ6%  |00OO0TDIOLS 00°0% 0 [00°0000LE 00°0% 00°000°000°1% (/835 50Ie) NE BUBIUIND 10 UMOL| G/LL
D0000°0LES 00'0% D0 000°0LES D0000SZIS |0 |00°000°05% 00000015 [00000°5ZLS (pPBpUSLIE 20 [IM 000 GZ¥S 1B S| ¥Dd) dS Puels| pepl| 1i11
000007005 0008 00°000°00.% | |00'000°00.% 00°0% 00°0% 00708 175014 UonERSUDWET JZ28 JOVEN[ G0l
ESZLCFPGC LS |GEGEG OGS  |2B /v.FPS TS | L [DO0O0O00ZS [ [00EEEEEER  [000OS Zo PLV LLTS (NaNg) N8 Puefs| alped unog|  Gall
00°05Z €25 00°000°E6S D00SZ G415 00°0% e [00°05Z ECS 00'0% 00°000°€6% ds N0 e WaM|  GGLL
D0 SEE'959% 00000051 |ODGEE508% | [D0'BESZISE [ |RERFY BGE 00'0% LOIFEGILE [z Wa/3 WaN\E) N8 ssed Janollod| 82611
D0000°0¥FS 00'560°091S  JOD'SGO0009% | [00000°00FS [ B |00°000°0FS 0008 D0'560°091% [} waAg Wang) NE ssed 1enoiod| v-2G11
0008 LU GEE TS LLBEE TS 0008 0008 0008 LLGEE TS ApniS SUN0SSY [BIMEN § W0U0IT T 81940 vud30| 0¥l
00708 GEILLIRELS  [SALIIRELS 00°0% 0008 0008 G6 /JIBELS D=1 OIS J5 IS - 198l01d SOUBLD SUISIoUS S8%51] 711
0000000565 |000% 00000005 G5 | - |00 000 005 6% 0008 00058 00058 NE [BUUELD FSHEd] ELLL
00°0% BOTLERLLS  [EOFLERLLS | |o0°0% 00'0% 00°0% BOFLERLLS Runoy UOSIUar—Apms FHNqIsEa s Uosalg 30%sn|  allL
00 0% O000005Fs  JOOCO0 OGS 00 0% 0005 00 0% 00 0000543 TUNGY UOJsaAeg-Tpis Miarsead Uosald 30%si1|  pedk
90/20iF0 @ | seunjipuadx] §150D

ajuejeg pied 1alold uonedo|Y uonedo|y uonedlo|y uonedo|y aley JaquinN

SI0E|IEAY [E]OL TEELS 1Ej0L |elapad [e307 aJeALd Vud3D joaloid joaloid
(ZL) [B)] (2 (g (5) 2] (3] (Z) (Y]
wd3LIONYNN. 1 3T2AD

70

Interim Report
Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Appendix H

APPENDIX H
CEPRA Cycle IV Project Funds

Interim Report 71
Senate Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Affairs and Coastal Resources



Appendix H

COASTAL EROSION PLANNING AND RESPONSE ACT (CEPRA)
PROJECT COST ALLOCATION REVIEW

CYCLE IV PROJECT FUNDS
SEPTEMBER 1, 2005 TO AUGUST 31, 2007

["UNAUDITED"]

CYCLE IV "UNAUDITED"
Vo o T o o A o o T
(1) (2] (3) (4) (3] (6] (7]
Proiect Proiect CEPRA FEMA Local Federal Total
Number Name Allocation | Allocation| Allocation Allocation Proiect
Costs
o o o A A A DA A, A A A A A A A A D,
1034 [Gaheston County USACE Feasibility Study Campletion 5150.000.00 50.00) S50.000.00 $591.000.00 $791.000.00
1110 | Jefferson County USACE Feasibility Study Completion £150.000.00) 20.00 £50.000.00 £95.500.00 £298.500.00
111711307 Shoreline Change Studies & Support for LOV Determinations 5150.000.00) 20.00 s0.00 £0.00 $150.000.00
1188 |Stanvation Cowve March Restoration and Protection 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
118971253 West Bay Bird Island Marsh Restoration £100.000.00 £0.00 £0.00 £327.250.00 2427 250.00
1214 | Jamaica Beach Beach MNourishment & DR Cycle 3 Camyforward S800.000.00| 20.00| S2EE.667.00 20.00 51.066,667.00
1220 |CEPRA Cycle 3 Economic & Matural Resource Study $25.000.00) 20.00 =0.00 =0.00 525.000.00
1231 | Offshore Galveston Sand Source Investigation Contnued £300.000.00, 20.00 =0.00 =0.00 2300,000. 00
1233  |South Padre Island Beach Mourishment with BUDM £450.000.00 £0.00| &150.000.00 £1.500.000.00 52.100.000.00
1236 |Isla Blanca Park Besch Mourishment 200.000.00| 20.00) S30.000.00 S500.000.00 $620.000.00
1239 | Corpus Christi Ship Channel Shoreline Protection £2.000.000.00 £0.00 £0.00 £2.900.000.00 54.900.000.00
1243 |Cedar Bayou & Vinzon's Slough Marsh Restoration £50.000.00 £0.00 s0.00 $60.000.00 $150.000.00
1250 | Surfzside Beach Nourishment and Dune Restoration S187.500.00) s0.00 s0.00 262 500 .00 2250.000.00
1253  |'Woest Bay Bird Island Marsh Restoration £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 S0.00
“irginia Point Shoreline Protection & Marzh Restoration
1262 | Altematives Anzlysis £50.000.00| £0.00 250.000.00) £100.000.00
1265 |San Luis Pass Sediment Management Study Phase 2 £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 S0.00
1276 |Rollover Pass Beach Mourishment with BUDM £200.000.00 £0.00| SE7.000.00 £1.000.000.00 51.267.000.00
Keith Lake Fish Pazs Shoreline Protection & Marsh
1292 |Restoration £244 500.00 £0.00] S163.000.00 £0.00 £407_500.00
1306 |OMPA Evaluation Galveston County £50.000.00| £0.00 £0.00 56.182.00 556.152.00)
1307 |Shoreline Change Studies & Support for LOW Determinationg £0.00 £0.00 s0.00 £0.00 50.00
1305 |Aerial Photography of Coast $50.000.00) 20.00 =0.00 =0.00 550.000.00
1309  |Ecocnomic Benefits of CEPRA Projects £125.000.00 £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 £125.000.00
1310 |San Luis Inlet Management/Treazure |sland Shoreline A4 51458 428.00) £0.00 s0.00 294 606.00) 243 034.004
1311 |Port Aransas Beach Management Study £0.00 20.00 =0.00 $14.000.00) 514.000.00
1312 | Gilchrist West BN FEMA Repair £245 180.00 £62.726.00 £411.795.00 £742 701.00
Sands of Kahala, West Beach Grant, Riviera I/1l, Hershe
1313 |Beach. Spanigh Grant, Sunny Beach BN FEMA repair £139.339.00 20.00| S46.447.00 £784.213.00 £069.999.00)
1314 |Quintans BN FEMA Repair £125.372.00 £0.00) %41.791.00 £160.698.00 £327.861.00
1317 |San Luis Pass Tide Gauge Installation $27.252 00| 20.00 £0.00 27 282 00 554 S554.00)
Houses on the Beach Removal Expense Reimb. Prograny  |$1.300,000.00) £0.00 £0.00 £0.00 51.300.000.00
1318 |Litlle Beach FEMA HMGP Dune Restoration £62.500.00) £0.00 £0.00 £187.500.00 £250.000.00
MNiA | Contingency Funding £5836.899.00 20.00 £0.00 £0.00 £536.599.00)
TOTAL ALLOCATIONS $8,100,000.00 $0.00[ 5947,631.00 $8,775,526.00) $17,823,157.0(
NOTES:
Mote (4) Funding
Appropriations 57.325,000.00

Internal Carryforward
Total Allocations

Ngte (B) R Date S 4 2006

e .
a. Cash Match

2600.000.00
58.125,000.00

k. In-Kind Match (including cash that doesn't flow through the GLO)

Hote (0} Sources of Federal atch
1. Funds will not flow through the GLO; from USACE

2. Funds will flow through the GLO from US Fish to Parks

BM = Beach Mourishment
BUDM = Beneficial Use of Dredged Materialzs
DR = Duns Restoration

3. Funds will flow through the GLO; CIAP is the federal funding

4. Funds will flow through the GLO; CMP is the federal funding component

MR = Marsh Restoration
5P = Shereline Protection
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