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Section 1 Introduction
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1.1 Executive Summary
The neighborhood planning process in Denver Court/Fort Crockett began with a community meeting during which residents identified their top planning priorities for the neighborhood.  
Land Use and Adaptive Reuse: Establish a clear timeline and plan for rehabilitation or redevelopment of abandoned and dilapidated properties—particularly those that are large and complicated by deed restrictions or historic designation. 
Parking: Improve parking options for visitors to avoid spillover into residential streets.
Infrastructure: Repair and maintain streets. Enhance street safety for drivers and pedestrians. 
Recreation and Open Space: Add recreational opportunities, open spaces, and green space for residents and visitors.
Pedestrian Infrastructure: Add bicycle and pedestrian access throughout neighborhood.
Neighborhood Beautification: Clean up litter and other refuse throughout neighborhood.
Historic Resources: Enhance resources and information necessary for historic rehabilitation and preservation.
Public Transportation: Improve public transportation services to the neighborhood.
These issues form the basis for the neighborhood goals, which Denver Court/Fort Crockett residents further developed at a subsequent meeting.   These goals represent long and short term objectives, and they are the foundation for the analysis and the recommendations in this plan.
Goal #1—A rehabilitated neighborhood with pride in historically significant properties.
Goal #2—Safe, uncongested streets with a focus on pedestrian access and use and resident parking. 
Goal #3—Well-maintained streets with sufficient drainage, greenery, and lighting.
Goal #4—Public recreation areas, parks, and green spaces. 





1.2 Galveston Master Neighborhood Plan
The Master Neighborhood Planning process emerged from one of the recommendations contained in Galveston’s Long Term Community Recovery Plan. The Long Term Community Recovery Plan was developed in the wake of Hurricane Ike, advocated for the creation of a master document to consolidate and coordinate social, environmental, and economic planning at the neighborhood scale. In 2010 and 2011, Galveston Island’s neighborhoods were delineated and analyzed, culminating in the development of 17 neighborhood plans focused on the unique priorities and goals of each neighborhood.
The 17 different plans provide a tool for the city and the neighborhood residents to use in tandem with Galveston’s Comprehensive Plan. The Galveston Master Neighborhood Plan is composed of a series of distinct documents that focus on 17 neighborhood planning areas; each neighborhood plan also discusses neighborhood-specific instances of city-wide issues addressed in the Comprehensive Plan. This neighborhood plan identifies the planning priorities of the Denver Court/Fort Crockett community and discusses opportunities to address them.  Finally, the plan recommends the appropriate actions and strategies to lead to its implementation.
1.3 The Planning Process in Denver Court/Fort Crockett
The Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood Plan was developed primarily from input received from residents at a series of meetings held from September 2010 to January 2011. The initial meetings sought to collect information from residents about the issues most applicable to their neighborhood and culminated with their feedback on the goals, opportunities, and actions identified based on that information. 
At these meetings, neighborhood residents gathered and were encouraged to:
discuss the priorities for Denver Court/Fort Crockett’s future
work in consultation with the city’s planning team to refine their goals and priorities 
identify appropriate actions and opportunities for meeting the goals
Finally, the planning team outlined implementation measures to further the objectives and carry-out the agreed-upon action items.
1.4 Neighborhood Planning Area
The Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood is a triangular shaped area that stretches approximately 2 miles from 57th Street in the west, to the intersection of Seawall Blvd. with 31st Street Rear.  Its northern edge is Avenue S and the third side is the seawall itself. Figure 1.1, below shows the area included in the Denver Court/Fort Crockett neighborhood as defined for these planning purposes.  The area analyzed here includes the Fort Crockett Neighborhood Association and Denver Court Neighborhood Association areas, as well as others, generally recognized as distinct communities by residents but which are not part of a formal neighborhood group. The Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood area was delineated by the City as a small neighborhood unit for the purposes of the Master Neighborhood Plan.  Some residents in this area think of their “neighborhood” as a portion of this area, or an area with slightly different boundaries.  
Home to Ft. Crockett Park and the old Coast Guard station, the Denver Court/Fort Crockett neighborhood has several defining features. The area analyzed here includes a mix of residential housing, commercial areas, school buildings, and public open space. Bordering neighborhoods include Bayou Shores-Kinkeads, Lasker Park, and Kempner Park.
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 Figure 1.1 Denver Court/Fort Crockett Planning Area
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Section 2 History
2.1 History
This brief history of the neighborhood provides a background for the discussion of the current-day neighborhood in the other sections of the plan.  
In 1838, Galveston City Company hired New York surveyor John D. Groesbeck to survey the eastern end of the island. The City’s very precise grid pattern, prevalent in this portion of the island, came from Groesbeck’s survey. The street naming convention of alphabetical names for east-west streets and numerical names for north-south streets was also established at this time (Beasley and Fox, 1996). In 1890, a group of investors from Colorado formed the Galveston Land and Improvement Company. They acquired 660 acres of land between Broadway Boulevard, the Gulf, 45th and 57th Streets and platted the area with city blocks bisected by alleys. Encompassing the southwestern third of the Groesbeck town plan, this work came to be known as the Denver Resurvey and comprises the current-day Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood.  However, the district was almost completely destroyed in the Storm of 1900, and real development of the area did not officially begin until the 1920s after the grade-raising and filling in of McKinney’s Bayou.
The area still contains several historical buildings and military fortifications.  Fort Crockett, part of the neighborhood’s namesake, is a large government facility located on Seawall Boulevard overlooking the Gulf of Mexico. The fort was garrisoned by the US Army Coast Artillery Corps in 1911 to protect the city and harbor of Galveston and to secure the entrance to Galveston Bay.  It is now managed by the US NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, and hosts the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries Laboratory, the Texas Institute of Oceanography, as well as some university facilities.
2.2 Impact of Hurricane Ike
Every part of the island experienced destruction during Hurricane Ike; however, the Gulf side fared slightly better than the Bay side properties, given how the storm surge hit the city. The less-devastating aftermath is evident in the number and condition of trees which remained in the neighborhood following the storm. The city’s ReLeaf Plan shows that the majority of the trees in the Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood were in “good” condition after the storm.
Although, in many cases, the presence of large, abandoned properties in the neighborhood is not a direct result of Hurricane Ike damage (some already sat vacant by 2008), the storm served to worsen their condition of disrepair and hasten their decay.
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Section 3 Existing Conditions
3.1 Overview
The Existing Conditions section discusses several characteristics of the neighborhood, including the people who live here, the homes, businesses, and public places, among others. 

Data presented in the following sections are from the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Censuses; the City of Galveston Department of Planning and Community Development; and the University of Texas Medical Branch (UTMB). Due to the timing of the neighborhood planning process and the ongoing release of the 2010 U.S. Census results, those data are not reflected in this plan.  As that data becomes available, further analysis can be carried out by the City to incorporate important changes, especially as related to changes associated with Hurricane Ike.

3.2 Demographics
The Denver Court/Fort Crockett area is a medium sized neighborhood in Galveston in terms of population. The population decreased from 2,721 residents in 1990 to 2,589 in 2000, a decrease of approximately 5 percent. The age distribution of residents shows that the neighborhood generally experienced a decline in the population between the ages of 22 and 39 (from 27% to less than 22% of the total population). Table 3.1 shows the distribution of all age groups in 1990 and 2000. The median age in 2000 was 43.6. Table 3.1 Age of Population


	Age
	1990 (%)
	2000 (%) 
	2010 (%0

	0 – 4
	5.8
	6.6
	

	5 – 17
	13.4
	12.9
	

	18 – 21
	4.0
	4.2
	

	22 – 29
	11.5
	9.0
	

	30 – 39
	15.2
	12.6
	

	40 – 49
	12.3
	14.9
	

	50 – 64
	15.9
	18.6
	

	65 and up
	21.8
	21.1
	



Denver Court/Fort Crockett also experienced a slight shift in race and ethnicity demographics over the decade, as illustrated in Table 3.2. In 2000, 80 percent of residents identified racially as “white”, down from 88.5 percent in 1990. Meanwhile, the portion of residents that identified with all other races increased (except for Asian, which remained at 1.2%). In 2000, the “black” and “other race” populations were the most prevalent non-white races in Denver Court/Fort Crockett.  Those residents that identified themselves ethnically as “Hispanic/Latino” increased from 17 percent in 1990 to 25 percent in 2000.  Over the course of the decade, on average, the residents of the neighborhood aged and became more ethnically diverse.

Table 3.2 Race & Ethnicity
	Race/ Ethnicity
	1990 (%)
	2000 (%)
	2010 (%)

	White
	88.5
	80
	

	Black
	5.8
	7.3
	

	American Indian/Native American
	0.3
	0.2
	

	Asian
	1.2
	1.2
	

	Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
	0.0
	0.1
	

	Other Race
	4.3
	8.7
	

	Multi-race
	N/A
	2.5
	

	Ethnicity
	
	
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	17
	25
	



The levels of education remained relatively unchanged between 1990 and 2000. The calculation of neighborhood population in each category of education level is based on residents age 25 and over—the number of which grew by 572 persons between 1990 and 2000. As illustrated in Table 3.3, 20 percent of residents did not have a high school degree in 1990 compared to 21 percent in 2000. The percentage of those who completed high school but did not receive a college degree remained almost the same (52 percent in 1990 and 50 percent in 2000) and the percentage of those with a college degree remained steady at 28 percent in 1990 and 29 percent in 2000.



Table 3.3 Educational Attainment
	Educational Attainment Level
	1990 (%)
	2000 (%)
	2010 (%)

	Up to 12th grade, no diploma
	20
	21
	

	High School graduate – some college
	52
	50
	

	Associates degree – Graduate degree
	28
	29
	



Generally speaking, household income levels increased over the 10-year period. As shown in Table 3.4, there were small percentage decreases in the lowest income ranges, and similar increases in the higher ranges. Overall, households earning less than $75,000 decreased from 90.5% to 83.3% of all households while those earning $75,000 or more increased from 9.5% to 16.7% of all households.

Table 3.4 Income
	Income Range
	1990 (%)
	2000 (%)
	2010 (%)

	Less than $25,000
	41.2
	38.5
	

	$25,000 - $49,999
	33.4
	30.9
	

	$50,000 - $74,999
	15.9
	13.9
	

	$75,000 - $99,999
	3.9
	6.2
	

	$100,000 - $149,999
	2.4
	6.5
	

	$150,000 or more
	3.2
	4.0
	



3.3 Land Use and Zoning
The Denver Court/Fort Crockett neighborhood, as defined for these planning purposes, covers an area of 280 acres.  A spectrum of land uses have developed in Denver Court/Fort Crockett, creating a diverse and walkable environment.  However, there are also land use conflicts and nuisance issues that have resulted from the mixture, particularly where commercial and residential properties are near each other.  As illustrated in Table 3.5 and Figure 3.2 (below), nearly half of the neighborhood’s area (46 percent) is currently used for single family residences, while 8.2 percent is used for multifamily residences. The overall population density of the neighborhood is relatively low at 9.25 persons per acre; however, calculating the density based only on the area of residential land use (both single and multi family) results in a density of 17 persons per acre.  The second figure better represents the nature of the housing development in Denver Court/Fort Crockett. 

Table 3.5 Land Use
	Land Use
	Acreage
	Portion

	Commercial
	80.24
	28.7%

	Government
	2.36
	0.8%

	Multi-Family Residential
	22.81
	8.2%

	Recreation/Parks
	3.39
	1.2%

	Religious
	12.95
	4.6%

	Residential other
	0.22
	0.1%

	School
	12.58
	4.5%

	Single-Family Residential
	129.21
	46.3%

	Vacant
	15.40
	5.5%

	Total
	279.16
	100.0%



The cottages and colonial style houses developed from the 1920s to the 1950s seem modest by today’s standards, but were considered large, expensive lots at the time.  Not surprisingly, the vast majority of the single family residential land use is located further away from the seawall, where the majority of commercial land use is located.  At the northwest corner of Denver Court/Fort Crockett sit a few exceptions to the single family land use that is prevalent in that portion of the neighborhood.  There, the former Burnet Elementary School site, the Galveston Police Training and Impound lot, the Moody Methodist Day school and Church, and Crockett Park are clustered together between 53rd and 57th Streets. The smaller, scattered multifamily lots are clustered towards the east corner of the neighborhood and the large multifamily developments tend to be more closely intermingled with commercial uses closer to the seawall.  However, many of the large multifamily residential properties, as well as commercial lots along the seawall are currently not being utilized and sit vacant (see Figure 3.1).


[image: DL1-16-11 390.JPG]Commercial land use along the seawall accounts for about a quarter of Denver Court/Fort Crockett’s area.  Hotels, restaurants, convenience stores and tourist-related retail establishments line Seawall Boulevard.  Generally speaking, the commercial land uses in the neighborhood are geared toward serving visitors and tourists, rather than the neighborhood residents. Figure 3.1 Vacant Land for Sale along Seawall Blvd

In addition to residential and commercial land uses, the Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood includes two elementary school campuses that have not functioned since Hurricane Ike. If plans do not exist to rehabilitate the structures, they represent excellent opportunity for community reuse.  Between the Burnet Elementary school and the Fort Crockett building (formerly occupied by Texas A&M University), 4.5 percent of the neighborhood’s area consists of vacant, current or former school property with no clear redevelopment or reuse plans.
Although the Land Use data utilized for this plan indicates that only 5.5 percent of the neighborhood consists of vacant land, this statistic fails to take into account the presence of several properties with abandoned buildings.   In fact, there are a number of underutilized properties (of various former land use types) in Denver Court/Fort Crockett that residents would like to see cleared or “adaptively redeveloped” in beneficial ways. Specific problem buildings that residents would like to see rehabilitated include the Burnett School, the former Coast Guard station, Fort Crockett, and the public housing development opposite the Burnett School. One of the planning priorities that came out of neighborhood meetings is the rehabilitation and reuse of these properties.
Three parks are located in the neighborhood: Crockett Park is over three acres of open, recreational space in the northwest corner near Burnett Elementary School; Ft. Crockett Seawall Park (reflected as vacant land in the land use map) is located in the epicenter of the neighborhood’s commercial and multifamily land uses; and the Seawall Urban Park is the public beach access running along the gulf side of Denver Court/Fort Crockett. 
While not technically located within the bounds of the Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood, Lakeview Cemetery borders the neighborhood along 57th Street. Given its proximity to the single family residential area, the condition of the cemetery impacts the look and feel of the western end of the neighborhood. In public meetings, residents cited the need for improved maintenance and landscaping at the cemetery as one of their planning priorities.
No registered brownfield (contaminated) sites are located in the Denver Court/Fort Crockett neighborhood.
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[image: Denver Court District - Land Use and Open Space.jpg] Figure 3.2 Land Use, Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood Planning Area
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 Figure 3.3 Zoning, Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood Planning Area
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Zoning
Zoning in Denver Court/Fort Crockett has developed into a complex set of guidelines as the city has added overlay districts in an attempt to accommodate the complex mix of land use in the neighborhood.  The base zoning is straightforward: 58 percent of the neighborhood is zoned for residential use while 42 percent of the area allows for commercial development.  
In addition, nearly half of the neighborhood (48 percent) also lies within the Height and Density Development Zone overlay (HDDZ) district while over a third of its area (35 percent) falls under the Seawall Development Zone overlay district. Development within the HDDZ is permitted to have a greater height density than the underlying base zoning would otherwise allow, and the Seawall Development Zone Overlay is meant to accommodate businesses and uses that are compatible with the nearby beach and tourist activities.  Table 3.6 summarizes the zoning acreages in the neighborhood.

Table 3.6. Zoning
	Base Zoning

	Base Zoning
	Acreage
	Portion of Area

	Residential 
	159.94
	57.6%

	Commercial 
	117.74
	42.4%

	Total zoned
	277.68
	100.0%

	Overlay Zoning

	Seawall
	97.41
	35.1%

	Height and Density
	132.061
	47.6%



3.4 Urban Design and Neighborhood Character
Housing and Building Styles
The history of development in the Denver Court/Fort Crockett area is closely tied to the Denver Resurvey described in Section 2. The block and neighborhood lay-out observed in this part of the island consists of a grid pattern of blocks, bisected by alleys, and platted into narrow lots (Beasley and Fox, 1996). As illustrated in Figure 3.4, many of the original single family homes in the neighborhood are relatively modest, wooden, one and two story buildings.  Architectural styles in the neighborhood include Ranch, Craftsman, Modern, and Tudor Revival.
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Figure 3.4 Single Family Homes

The grid pattern of the residential areas is interspersed with trees and most single family homes face the street and are set back with front lawns. Sidewalks are present along some blocks, but generally lack continuity. While there are mature trees on residential properties, residents cited a lack of public green space, streetscapes and outdoor recreation areas in the neighborhood. As described in the Land Use section, property in Denver Court/Fort Crockett is densely covered with residential and commercial uses. Without networks of continuous sidewalks or connecting green spaces, the configuration of land uses limits the walkability of the neighborhood. 
While the central and northern portions of the neighborhood planning area largely defined by the grid street pattern created during the Denver Resurvey, Figure 3.2 illustrates the off-grid street configuration found in the commercial areas bordering the seawall as well as in the residential and other land use areas in the west and northwest portions of the planning area. Automobile and pedestrian mobility is influenced by these different street arrangements, which can create circuitous routes throughout the neighborhood.
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 Figure 3.6 Police Station



The Denver Court/Fort Crockett neighborhood is notable within the city due to the number of large, abandoned properties. The Burnett School (located at the corner of Avenue S and 57th Street), the former Coast Guard station (located near the seawall along Fort Crockett Boulevard), and the old police station are three buildings that are of particular importance to residents.  The demolition, redevelopment or rehabilitation of these properties--as well as the manner in which they will be utilized--will have significant impact on the future of the neighborhood. Figures 3.5, 3.6 and 3.7 show these properties.








[image: DL1-16-11 386.JPG] Figure 3.7 Coast Guard Station  Can we get a better shot?  This is blurry

[image: DL1-16-11 385.JPG]
Although located adjacent to the neighborhood (across Denver Court/Fort Crockett’s western boundary of 57th Street), Lakeview Cemetery is considered a defining feature of the neighborhood.  The cemetery is home to one of the “grandest” works of public art in the city, Coppini’s bombastic Galveston Tidal Wave Monument.  The monument, erected by a fraternal organization called Woodmen of the World, commemorates the organization’s founder, Joseph C. Root (Beasley and Fox, 1996).  Described by the Galveston Architecture Guidebook as having an “end-of-the-world feeling,” the cemetery is not currently well maintained or utilized. Figure 3.8 depicts some views of the cemetery.
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Commercial Uses and Accessibility
Aside from several restaurants located closer to the single family residential areas, the majority of commercial uses are located along the seawall.  The majority of businesses cater more to tourists and visitors than to the daily needs of residents. Moreover, since several sections of the neighborhood lack sidewalks and street lighting, walkability between residential areas and local businesses is constrained, despite the dense grid pattern. 
Roads, Streetscapes, Connectivity
The grid pattern found in Denver Court/Fort Crockett streets is generally considered to enhance mobility and walkability of a neighborhood.  In addition, the neighborhood is easily accessible from a major thoroughfare such as Seawall Boulevard.  Nevertheless, residents described the lack of appropriate infrastructure for pedestrians, bicyclists, and other modes of alternative transportation as a major obstacle to internal circulation. Roadways and alleys in the neighborhood are poorly maintained and speeding is commonplace, also preventing safe pedestrian and bicycle mobility. Improvements to the transportation infrastructure would enhance internal circulation and the pedestrian atmosphere.
As noted earlier, the only designated open spaces in the neighborhood are located in the northwestern corner of the neighborhood (at Crockett Park) and along the beach (Ft. Crockett and Seawall). However, there is no public open space between these two resources.
3.5 Housing
As described above, Denver Court/Fort Crockett has a predominance of single family homes clustered in a grid pattern away from the seawall. 
Housing by Occupancy & Tenure
Based on 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census data, the housing stock in the neighborhood increased by 4 percent (or 56 units) between these census years. During this same time, the occupancy rate decreased slightly from 90 percent to 84 percent.  The split between owner-occupied and renter-occupied units remained the same from 1990 to 2000 with a 56 percent/44 percent split for owner-occupied versus renter-occupied units. Table 3.7 summarizes the data from the two censuses for housing occupancy and tenure. 
The tenure of vacant units in Denver Court/Fort Crockett changed over the 10 year period, too.  In 1990, over half of all vacant units were for rent whereas in 2000, empty rental units accounted for only 35 percent of the total vacant units. The largest percentage of vacant units in 2000 was for seasonal, recreational, or occasional uses.

Table 3.7 Occupancy & Tenure
	 
	1990
	2000
	2010

	 
	Quantity
	% of Total
	Quantity
	% of Total
	Quantity
	% of Total

	Total Housing Units
	1,369
	100.0%
	1,425
	100.0%
	
	

	  Occupied Housing Units
	1,225
	89.5%
	1,201
	84.3%
	
	

	    Owner-Occupied Housing   Units
	689
	50.3%
	677
	47.5%
	
	

	    Renter-Occupied Housing Units
	536
	39.2%
	524
	36.8%
	
	

	  Vacant Housing Units
	144
	10.5%
	224
	15.7%
	
	

	For rent
	73
	5.3%
	78
	5.5%
	
	

	For sale only
	18
	1.3%
	10
	0.7%
	
	

	Rented or sold, not occupied
	24
	1.8%
	17
	1.2%
	
	

	Seasonal, recreational, occasional use
	7
	0.5%
	104
	7.3%
	
	

	Other  vacant
	22
	1.6%
	15
	1.1%
	
	



Based on city permit records, 19 residential building permits were issued in 2009 indicating redevelopment activity. In 2009, approximately 72 percent of single-family houses are assumed to be owner-occupied yearlong because they have homestead exemptions. This is not surprising since there are higher concentrations of parcels with homestead exemptions in the city’s urban core.





 Figure 3.9 Single and Multi-Family Housing
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 Based on U.S. Census data, the median appraised value of homes in Denver Court/Fort Crockett in 2000 was approximately $92,000. As illustrated in Table 3.8, the large majority of homes (84 percent in 1990 and 80 percent in 2000) were worth less than $150,000. The values of homes increased slightly in 2000, when 11 percent of homes were worth more than $200,000 compared to 6 percent in 1990.
Based on GCAD data, there were 797 single-family residential parcels in Denver Court/Fort Crockett in 2009 and the median assessed value of single-family homes was approximately $97,680 (GCAD 2009).  Island wide, the 2009 median assessed value of single-family homes was $77,950 (which had dropped from the pre-storm median assessed value of $105,960). 

Table 3.8 Housing Values
	 
	1990
	2000
	2010

	Housing Value
	% of Housing
	% of Housing
	% of Housing

	Less than $50,000
	21.4%
	23.3%
	

	$50,000 to $99,999
	42.8%
	37.2%
	

	$100,000 to $149,999
	20.0%
	19.1%
	

	$150,000 to $199,999
	10.0%
	9.3%
	

	$200,000 to $299,999
	4.7%
	6.4%
	

	$300,000 to $499,999
	1.1%
	4.8%
	

	$500,000 or more
	0.0%
	0.0%
	

	Median housing value
	--
	$91,809 
	












Rents also increased over the 10-year period. According to the U.S. Census, approximately 89 percent of renters paid less than $600/month in 1990. In contrast, only 70 percent of renters enjoyed those lower rates in 2000. In 2000, units renting for more than $600/month accounted for almost 30% of all rental units in the neighborhood (compared to only 11% in 1990). Table 3.9 summarizes this data. 

Table 3.9 Rent
	 
	1990
	2000
	2010

	Rent (per month)
	% of Total
	% of Total
	% of Total

	Less than $200
	6.7%
	2.9%
	

	$200 to $399
	38.2%
	34.6%
	

	$400-599
	44.3%
	32.9%
	

	$600-999
	10.4%
	27.7%
	

	$1,000 or more
	0.4%
	2.0%
	



Property Inspection Survey
Early in 2010, city inspectors surveyed the island collecting information on general property conditions. Properties observed as displaying city code violations (e.g. unkempt grass, paint, roof, yard, etc.) were recorded and mapped.  Inspections were based on visual assessments from windshield surveys meant for general information purposes only. Of the properties inspected in Denver Court/Fort Crockett, only 1 percent was recorded as exhibiting some form of code violation and only 1 percent was classified as vacant lots. 
The City also assessed Hurricane Ike housing damage.  Approximately half (49 percent) of all Denver Court/Fort Crockett residential properties experienced some minor damage from the storm; no residential buildings were substantially damaged or completely destroyed.
Despite the low number of properties recorded as violating city code during the windshield survey, Denver Court/Fort Crockett residents cited improvements to dilapidated properties and historic homes as planning priorities. Residents identified one specific area, south of Palm Circle, where housing experienced extensive damage from the hurricane and much of it has not yet been repaired. 
3.6 Economic Development
Assessing the existing economic conditions within the Denver Court/Fort Crockett neighborhood is important in determining how to develop the neighborhood economically in the future. Basic indicators of economic conditions are commercial activity and employment-related data of the residents.  The University of Texas Medical Branch (UTMB) collected data on business establishments, as described below. Within the boundaries of the Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood, there are a total of 30 neighborhood business establishments. The data presented from the 1990 and 2000 censuses shows shifts in population, level of education, and employment for residents. As illustrated below, while there were small shifts in the type of occupations held by residents as well as how many people were employed, the data from the two censuses shows relatively little change from 1989/1990 and 1999/2000.
The following sections discuss in more detail the key economic development issues in the Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood. The tables and charts presented describe level of school completed, occupation mix, and work status data for the neighborhood.
Economic Base
Occupations
The U.S. Census classifies occupations into several broad categories: 1) management / professional, 2) service, 3) sales and office, 4) farming/fishing/forestry, 5) construction, and 6) production/transportation.
The pie charts in Fig. 3.10 and 3.11 below, Occupation 1990 and Occupation 2000, reflect how the Denver Court/Fort Crockett residents are distributed across these occupations for each of the census years. The percentages for each occupation are calculated based on the total neighborhood population age 16 and over that was employed in that year.







[image: ][image: ] Figure 3.10 Occupation, 1990		Figure 3.11 Occupation, 2000


Between the years 1990 and 2000, there was a 12 percent increase in the levels of employment in the management/professional and service occupations among residents in the neighborhood. There was also a decrease of 7 percent over the same time period in sales and office occupations. Employment in production, transportation and material moving occupations also decreased by nearly a third--from 9 percent in 1990 to 6 percent in 2000.
The employed population age 16 and over increased from 1990 to 2000: totaling 1,295 and 1,627, respectively. This represents an approximate 25 percent increase from 1990 to 2000 in the employed population over 16 years old in the neighborhood.
 Work Status
The 1990 Census reported that 67 percent (1,542 individuals) of the employable population (persons age 16 and over) worked in 1989 (see Table 3.10). Thirty-three percent of neighborhood residents (752 individuals) reported that they did not work in 1989. These numbers did not change significantly over the next ten years. 



Table 3.10 Work Status, Years 1989 and 1990
	Work Status
	1990 Census
	2000 Census
	2010 Census

	Worked in census year
	1,542 (67%)
	1,985 (65%)
	

	Did not work in census year
	752 (33%)
	1,048 (35%)
	

	TOTAL Population Age 16+
	2,294 (100%)
	3,033 (100%)
	



The 2000 census reports more detailed data compared to the 1999 census about work status in the neighborhood.  2000 Census data also describes the work patterns of employed residents of the neighborhood. The vast majority of those employed (80 percent) worked 35 or more hours per week in 2000. Twenty percent of the population worked 34 hours per week and less.
Neighborhood Businesses and Employment
In 2010, UTMB collected data about the types and locations of business establishments across the island. For ease of analysis, the individual categories of UTMB data are grouped into seven larger categories of business types and neighborhood facilities. The categories include:
Retail service businesses: liquor stores, post offices, gas stations, and convenience stores. 
Food-Related businesses: restaurants, fast food, bars, coffee shops, and grocery stores.
Community Facilities: places of worship, food pantries, civic organizations, and community centers.
Education: schools and daycare centers.
Financial Services: full-service banks and payday loan centers.
Health-Related businesses: gyms, health food stores, clinics, and healthcare facilities.
Hotels: hotels and private clubs.
Table 3.11 summarizes data provided by UTMB on the types of neighborhood businesses located in the Denver Court/Fort Crockett area. The majority of businesses are food-related (14), followed by education facilities (7). In addition, Denver Court/Fort Crockett has three retail facilities and four hotels. Although there are two community facilities in the neighborhood, no health or financial service businesses were present.








Table 3.11 Neighborhood Businesses
	Business Type
	Number of Facilities 

	Retail
	3 

	Food-Related
	14 

	Community Facilities
	2 

	Education
	7 

	Financial Services
	0 

	Health
	0 

	Hotels
	4 

	Total
	30 



As described previously, the Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood is composed of a mix of residential, commercial, school, and other uses with the majority of the neighborhood both zoned and currently used as residential. The current commercial uses described above provide places of employment as well as business amenities within the neighborhood. 
3.7 Transportation & Infrastructure
Transportation Network
Travel to and within the Denver Court/Fort Crockett neighborhood is mostly by way of personal automobile. Accordingly, the NHTS reports that less than 14 percent of households within the census tracts that contain the Denver Court neighborhood do not own a personal vehicle. The average vehicle-owning household travels 62 miles per workday. The existing network of sidewalks is incomplete and poorly connected, which doesn’t serve to encourage more pedestrian activity.
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The neighborhood’s roadways—both internal and boundaries—are shown in Figure 3.12.  Along with the classification of those roadways, Figure 3.12 also shows their speed limits.  Nevertheless, in public meetings, residents cited speeding as a traffic hazard in their neighborhood.  All the roadways within and adjacent to Denver Court/Fort Crockett are classified as local roads except for Seawall Blvd, which is a major arterial.  Ironically, it is also the road most likely to be crossed regularly by pedestrians trying to reach the beach.
Generally, the conditions of the local streets is reported by residents to be poor, due to inadequate maintenance. There is a need for better striping, as well as repair of street surfaces and sewer infrastructure, as well as cleaning and proper maintenance of drainage culverts throughout the neighborhood. Some specific problem areas include the alley off of 47th Street (between Caduceus Place and Sherman Boulevard) as well as at 45th Street and Avenue T--both of which have chronic potholes. Residents also cited the need for bike lanes and sidewalks throughout the residential areas of the neighborhood.  These issues are further addressed in Section 4. 
In 2006, the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) measured traffic volumes at several points throughout Denver Court/Fort Crockett. As shown in Figure 3.13, the busiest point in the neighborhood, with an average daily volume of 6,170, is at the intersection of 45th Street and Seawall Boulevard. This point experiences more traffic than 81 percent of the other measured points for the island’s entire road network.
Of the 568 traffic accidents reported in Denver Court/Fort Crockett between 2003 and August of 2010, approximately 55 percent happened somewhere along Seawall Boulevard.  Another 31 percent of those accidents took place along Avenue S.[footnoteRef:1]  When looking specifically at intersections, 53rd Street and Seawall Boulevard was the most problematic, showing 109 accidents (nearly one-fifth of all accidents); the intersection at 45th Street and Seawall Boulevard was the next-most dangerous in the neighborhood with 55 reported traffic accidents.  Figure 3.14 highlights all reported accidents that occurred within the neighborhood.  In addition, three accidents involving bicyclists and pedestrians were reported in the neighborhood.   [1:  The 31 accidents on 53rd Street and Avenue S were not included in Denver Court, as they were included in the Bayou Shores numbers.] 


 
[image: SideBar.jpg]

[image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic]3-21Galveston Master Neighborhood Plan


[image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic][image: side graphic]5-23Galveston Master Neighborhood Plan


[image: C:\Documents and Settings\kleymanah\Desktop\Galveston_COPY\Draft Plans\Neighborhood Plans\Transportation figures\COG_NB_DenverCourtDistrict_AADT.jpg] Figure 3.13 AADT Traffic Count

[image: C:\Documents and Settings\kleymanah\Desktop\Galveston_COPY\Draft Plans\Neighborhood Plans\Transportation figures\COG_NB_DenverCourtDistrict_Accidents.jpg] Figure 3.14 Accident Reports

 Figure 3.8 Annual Average Daily Traffic Counts, Lake Madeline
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 Figure 3.15 Non-Auto Transportation
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The neighborhood is served by two transit routes: Route 6, 61st Street via Avenue O, runs a small loop through the center of the neighborhood; and Route 5, Avenue S – Stewart Road, runs along Denver Court’s northern and western edges.  There are two bicycle lanes within the neighborhood, one along 51st Street, north from Avenue U and another from 39th Street, north from Seawall Boulevard.   The transit lines and bicycle routes are shown in Figure 3.15, Non-Auto Transportation. 
Other transportation-related issues that were identified as planning priorities at public meetings include parking and litter in the streets.  Residents described that there are insufficient parking options outside of Seawall Boulevard. During high-tourist times of the year, there is not enough parking to accommodate visitors and consequently their cars spill into the neighborhood and fill up spaces that residents need for parking. Additionally, residents explained that many of them are forced to park on the street because historic homes in the neighborhood often lack adequate garages. One particular problem area is the 45th and 46th block of Crockett Boulevard, which, residents say, essentially functions like a parking lot.
Infrastructure and Drainage 
Much of the Denver Court/Fort Crockett neighborhood is in a sub-drainage system that drains northwest to Offatts Bayou. Residents report that stormwater drainage is poor throughout the neighborhood, especially during storm events that coincide with high tide. Maintenance of storm drains is reported by residents to be sporadic, reducing capacity and further compounding flooding problems. The flooding has eroded roads, leaving a large, chronic pothole in the alley connecting 47th and 48th Streets between Sherman Boulevard and Caduceus Place, and a sinkhole near the intersection of 45th Street and Avenue T.
The stormwater, wastewater, and water systems in Denver Court/Fort Crockett all exhibit some level of disrepair. There are many examples of localized stormwater drainage and flooding issues across Galveston Island. In many instances, solutions to these problems will transcend neighborhood boundaries. A similar situation applies for the City’s wastewater collection and treatment system, which consists of five wastewater treatment facilities of varying size, and its water distribution system, which relies on water purchased from the Gulf Coast Water Authority on the Texas mainland. For a citywide discussion of Galveston’s stormwater, wastewater and water systems, see Appendix A.

[image: IMG_2863.JPG][image: IMG_2864.JPG]
 Figure 3.16 Potholes and drainage issues

3.8 Safety
The Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood is located in the Galveston Police Department’s policing Zone 2, or the Mid-Town Community policing zone. This zone covers 35th Street to 61st Street.  The nearest fire station is Fire Station 5, located on Ball Street.
Crime statistics for the neighborhood were compiled from a 2009 police report and are reflected in Table 3.12.  By far the most common types of crimes in the area were theft and burglary (including auto burglary).  There were also a number of more violent crimes, such as aggravated assault and sexual assault, reported that year.  
The occurrence of petty crime in the neighborhood came up in public meetings as well, and residents described poorly maintained alleys and vacant properties as magnets for criminals and illegal activity.  Supporting this perception, per capita crime rates for assault, robbery, and burglary were higher in the neighborhood than for the City of Galveston overall.  









 Table 3.13 Crime 

	Crime
	2009 Incidents

	Aggravated Assault
	11

	Aggravated Robbery
	6

	Burglary - Auto
	61

	Burglary
	51

	Motor Vehicle Theft
	20

	Robbery
	3

	Sexual Assault
	4

	Theft
	99

	Homicide 
	0
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Section 4 Goals, Opportunities & Actions
4.1 Overview
Based on the series of public meetings in which neighborhood residents provided feedback on neighborhood priorities and specific issues, project planners and residents developed the following Neighborhood Vision.  A subsequent list of goals for the neighborhood’s future, and identified opportunities for action provides additional detail and suggestions for how to reach those goals and attain the vision.Denver Court / Ft. Crockett Neighborhood Vision Statement

A pedestrian-friendly area with beach access and amenities for visitors; with additional, recreation and entertainment attractions offered by the adjacent residential communities.


The community reviewed the identified goals and proposed actions for meeting those goals at a local meeting.  The goals centered on issues important to the community including the rehabilitation and reuse of historic properties; improvements to traffic congestion and streets; and the creation of more public recreation, park, and open space areas. For each of the four overarching goals, the discussions of neighborhood-specific issues leading to corresponding goals precedes a list of supporting opportunities and actions for Denver Court/Fort Crockett—some of which arose from the community meetings and some of which were derived from best professional planning practices.
Goal #1
A rehabilitated neighborhood with pride in historically significant properties.
Goal #1 is the defining goal for the Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood.  The area has an abundance of non-compliant and/or vacant properties that have either been abandoned or ill-maintained over the years.  This phenomenon is not uncommon for older urban neighborhoods; however, impacts from Hurricane Ike have certainly compounded the problem.  These properties range from out-of-code historic homes to dilapidated multifamily housing to large-scale, public developments with historic significance.   
Generally, residents feel that the variety of housing styles is an asset to the neighborhood and that the broader, island-wide shortage of housing options could be met—at least in part--by repairing housing units in areas like Denver Court/Fort Crockett.  For many properties--like the vacant, dilapidated residential building opposite the Burnet School—efforts to balance cost with benefit would determine—on a case-by-case basis—whether and how properties might be put back into use.  Adaptive reuse becomes a more viable option for many of the historic properties no longer utilized and maintained for their original purposes.  
One challenge the community faces in efforts to rehabilitate abandoned or vacant properties is the lack of involvement from out-of-town owners or landlords of local properties.  The City’s code enforcement process is complex and requires documented communication with and attendance of the accused parties at several key points.  The difficulty of contacting and engaging property-owners that do not live on Galveston Island has been a major reason that code enforcement proceedings often drag on indefinitely with insufficient progress.
Another unique challenge to the neighborhood is the prevalence of large, abandoned properties within its boundaries—many located along the highly visible seawall. Currently, these are visual blight and safety concerns for residents, yet are often historic or public facilities no longer in use (some with deed restrictions, as well). They are sources of frustration for the community because residents do not know what coordinated planning the city is undertaking to address vacant properties across the island. However, with a clear vision, strategic efforts, and open communication between residents and the city, these properties could become valuable resources and their transformation could address several of the other planning priorities of the community.
Small vacant lots scattered throughout the neighborhood can become problematic and blighting, as well, due to lack of maintenance and grass-cutting, or because they become default parking areas.  There are also several large vacant lots located along Seawall Boulevard.  Although generally well-kempt, they can contribute to the sense of decay due to their high visibility to visitors and the underutilized beach-front location.  These properties also tend to collect litter from the seawall and slovenly tourists.
Opportunities for Action
1.1	Action Item:  Residents compile and share a prioritized list of problem properties with the City.
1.2	Action Item:  Residents initiate and coordinate meetings with representatives from City Planning Department, Code Enforcement and Building Division to: 
1.2.1	Determine what actions are already being taken to address. 
1.2.2	Discuss the feasibility of incentives for reuse/rehabilitation.
1.2.3	Discuss the feasibility of a program similar to the Mills Act in San Clemente, CA to incentivize rehabilitation of historic properties.
1.2.4	Discuss the feasibility of adaptive reuse overlay zone.
1.2.5	Discuss the feasibility of land banking.
1.3	Action Item:  Residents research the possibility of using federal tax credits for historic renovation.  Partner with the local chapter of the Galveston Historic Foundation for resources and information.
1.4	Action Item:  Residents research and engage “sweat equity” home rebuilding programs (i.e. Habitat for Humanity) for potential partnerships.
1.5	Action Item:  Residents organize and host neighborhood “lot cleanup” programs.
1.6	Action Item:  Residents engage renters and out of town property owners in the Denver Court/Fort Crockett Neighborhood Association(s).
1.7	Action Item:  City Planning develops strategic vision for the reuse of large, abandoned, privately owned properties throughout the island. 
1.7.1	Communicate this vision and related planning to the community.  
1.7.2	 City to communicate and clarify what development restrictions are pertinent in and around their neighborhood.
1.8	Action Item:  City enhances inspection program, focusing on rental housing, to identify maintenance and tenant issues on a more regular basis.
1.8.1	Recruit additional resources to assist with identifying Code Enforcement infractions (sanitation department drivers, community service)
1.8.2	Implement a rental permitting system: first for subsidized units in the area, eventually for all landlords. 
1.9	Action Item:  City establishes a mechanism for the neighborhood group to identify their neighbors or their neighbors’ property owners and how to contact them.The Landmark Inn State Park: a model for Denver Court / Fort Crockett?
In 1974, the historic property was donated to the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, which began operating the complex as the Landmark Inn State Historical Park. On January 1, 2008, operational control of this site was transferred from Texas Parks and Wildlife to the Texas Historical Commission. The hotel portion of the complex still rents rooms and is known as Landmark Inn Bed and Breakfast.


The current conditions of the historic, former Coast Guard facility causes residents to worry that the owner is attempting demolition by neglect. When residents heard about the obstacles to demolishing a historic property with deed restrictions, they proposed some kind of adaptive reuse that would both provide additional parking (in a well-designed manner), and green space with some complimentary commercial or public use.  The rendering below illustrates what a renovated facility might look like with proper landscaping and maintenance—no matter what purpose it ultimately serves.  Nevertheless, residents seemed fond of giving it a public use like a visitors’ center or museum.
The school at Avenue S and 57th and the old police station also needs to be adaptively reused—perhaps to provide community or senior services/resources. Possible redevelopment or rehabilitation scenarios are discussed under Goal #4.
[image: coast guard.jpg]Figure 4.1 Redeveloped homes on Coast Guard site, at 45th Street and Sarna Ct., facing private road 
Ft. Crockett will likely face some of the same problems as other vacant tracts now that A&M is no longer occupying it.  Strategic visions for redevelopment are often best captured in Request for Proposals or Qualifications which can then be used to solicit development and/or operating partners.
Goal #2
Safe, uncongested streets with a focus on pedestrian access and use and resident parking. 
As described in Section 3, one of the planning priorities for residents is decreasing the congestion and/or better managing existing traffic on neighborhood streets. The neighborhood streets in Denver Court/Fort Crockett create an unsafe and unmanageable environment for the community. There are a number of specific circumstances which cause or aggravate their congestion: a combination of narrow streets, one-garage homes, high volumes of beach visitors, lack of off-street parking and poor road conditions.  
Currently, visitor parking from businesses on the seawall spills into adjacent residential areas. Although free parking is accommodated along the seawall itself, at peak season visitors often must park elsewhere (like on the nearby residential streets).  If the proposal to charge parking fees along the seawall is implemented, the problem will be compounded.  In addition, residents describe cars and other vehicles that appear to be “stored” on neighborhood streets—left, unmoved, for days on end.  Residents do not know how to address the situation.  There’s a loophole in the ordinance that allows this type of parking as long as the vehicle gets moved daily; however, the City is about to post their reporting system online for easier access.
These parking problems are not only frustrating to the community, they also take away valuable parking spaces for the people who actually live in the neighborhood.  Many of the single-family homes in Denver Court/Fort Crockett were designed and built with one-car garages, so households with multiple cars must utilize on-street parking.
In addition to solving issues with congested parking, residents are interested in improving access to and safety of alternative forms of transportation, both public transit and pedestrian mobility. Actions that promote or encourage alternative modes of transportation are included here due to their tendency to also reducing automobile traffic and the demand for parking.
Opportunities for Action
2.1	Action Item:  Residents meet with City Planning to discuss the effectiveness and challenges to addressing parking congestion through:
2.1.1	Transit Oriented/Low Impact Parking Design;
2.1.2	Improving bicycle and pedestrian access;
2.1.3	Reduced parking requirements for commercial building permits; 
2.1.4	Parking Districts; and
2.1.5	Walkability and wayfinding systems to guide pedestrians.
2.1.6	Proposed strategies for addressing problem parking areas (45th and 46th St. blocks of Ft. Crockett are essentially functioning like a parking lot in high season).
 2.2	Action Item:  Compile a prioritized list of “hot spots” for street repairs, bike lanes and sidewalk installations for Public Works.  The map presented in Figure 4.2 can serve as a starting point. 
	2.2.1	Repairs Include: Uneven striping on Avenue U; Alley off 47th Street (at Caduceus and Sherman); 45th Street and Avenue T. 
	2.2.2	Sidewalks and bike lane installations include: along 45th, 39th, 38th, 53rd Streets and Avenues R ½ and U.
	2.2.3	Discuss the technical and funding challenges to implementation/installation.
2.3	Action Item:  Contact the Houston-Galveston Area Council to take advantage of their knowledge of federal and state grant programs and livable communities. Programs include Livable Centers and Pedestrian/Bicycle Transportation.  
2.4	Action Item:  Increase communication to residents/Neighborhood Association regarding:
	2.4.1	Applicable City ordinances and enforcement efforts.
	2.4.2	Contacts and actions available to citizens for addressing problems.  
	2.4.3	Planned transportation/traffic improvements and timeline for implementation.
2.5	Action Item:  Decouple issues of paid parking along the seawall from other decisions to make street and traffic control improvements.
The issue of paid parking along the seawall will inevitably impact the Denver Court/Fort Crockett community and residents want to have more involvement in the discussion and the decision-making process.  However, the controversy around the issue has managed to derail past efforts to incorporate bike lanes along the seawall due to mixed political agendas.  Hence, the debate and decision about parking fees should be had exclusively from the city’s planning for street improvements in as much as possible
[image: COG_Infr_DenverCourtDistrict (2).jpg]2.6	Action Item:  City Planning conducts an assessment parking management and enforcement between 45th and 53rd Streets and existing traffic controls at the intersections of Avenue U and the seawall with 41st Street.
Figure 4.2 Parking, Street Repair and Drainage Hotspots
Goal #3
Well maintained streets with sufficient drainage, greenery, and lighting. 
Neighborhood streets contribute much more to a community’s attractiveness and functionality than simply providing parking and transportation routes; residents asked that the Denver Court/Fort Crockett streets be improved in other ways that would benefit the neighborhood.  Alleys, which often serve as important connection points within a neighborhood, need better lighting, maintenance, and improved safety conditions in order to enhance pedestrian mobility in Denver Court/Fort Crockett.  Specifically, two alleys between and parallel to Avenue S and Avenue T which intersect with 41st, 43rd and 45th Streets were brought up during meetings as needing immediate attention to speeding and road conditions.  Figure 4.3 shows these alleyways as they currently exist; Figure 4.4 diagrams existing and potential improvements to the alleys to make them more inviting and pedestrian friendly.
Figure 4.3 Existing Alleys
[image: IMG_2861.JPG][image: IMG_2872.JPG]
In order for streets to function to their full capacity, they must be in good condition and not flood when it rains. As described in Section 3, streets and alleys throughout the neighborhood have potholes, are often littered with trash and yard waste, and several areas flood when it rains. Drainage issues are prevalent across the island, but Denver Court/Fort Crockett flooding is largely due to ill-maintained or broken culverts and gutters. The basic infrastructure exists, it is just not fully functional and isn’t sufficiently maintained by Public Works. 
Storm drains continue to back-up when the tide is high—due to lack of maintenance and damage to the system. Dirt and grass growing into the street and gutters along the ditches not only look “shabby,” but obstruct the drainage system. Residents noted the common habit among yard maintenance workers of blowing debris into the drainage ditches as well, which is illegal, but rarely enforced. Littering has particularly bad implications when waste ends up in drainage ditches and culverts—further obstructing flow.
Residents also identified the loss of neighborhood trees from Ike and a general lack of street lighting throughout the neighborhood as issues they would like to see addressed. Street lights and street trees enhance the neighborhood environment, contributing to a more pedestrian- friendly and desirable experience. Well-placed lighting helps residents feel safe and additional greenery can beautify a neighborhood, particularly when large parks and open spaces are not viable options. More trees also mean cleaner air and more habitats for urban wildlife. The opportunities and actions listed below represent actions that start to address these priority issues, with the idea that other follow-on actions will develop as a result of these first steps.

Figures 4.4: Existing and Proposed Denver Court/Fort Crockett alleyways


Opportunities for Action
3.1	Action Item:  Residents compile and submit a prioritized list of streets and areas with insufficient lighting.
3.2	Action Item:  Residents initiate and coordinate meetings with representatives from City Planning and Public Works Departments to discuss:
	3.2.1	Funding status and implementation schedule for Master Drainage Plan actions
	3.2.2	Master Drainage Plan “fixes” and how they will address current drainage problems
	3.2.3	The benefits and challenges of rain gardens, permeable pavement, system maintenance
	3.2.4	Status of and plans for coordinating additional street improvements
3.3	Action Item:  Public Works Department improves maintenance of drainage culverts and addresses obstructions in the pipe network.  Public works will look into and present findings to City Planning around: 
	3.3.1	The applicability of installing grates in front of the ditches to prevent obstructions from entering.   
	3.3.2	The model in Texas City of “storm drains with flaps” as an option.
	3.3.3	Action Item:  Residents organize neighborhood street clean-ups to pick-up litter and clear-out culverts.
3.4	Action Item:  City Planning promotes incentives for utilizing permeable surfaces for new developments and parking.
3.5	Action Item:  City communicates funding status and plans for street light installations to residents.
3.6	Action Item:  Residents become familiar with Galveston’s ReLeaf Plan and engage the City of Galveston’s Tree Committee to.
	3.6.1	Determine which planting approach is most appropriate for priority areas in neighborhood.
	3.6.2	Ensure that priority areas are replanted in an adequate timeframe 
	3.6.3	Recruit and train Denver Court/Fort Crockett community “Arborists”
3.7	Action Item:  Research other tree planting organizations to partner with (Trees for Houston, Austin’s TreeFolks)
3.8	Action Item:  Residents actively market resources and opportunities for adopting and planting trees.
3.9	Action Item:  Hold meetings with other Neighborhood Associations around the island to discuss approaches for solving these problems and ways to coordinate and combine resources.  Create robust communication with the City’s Public Works Department as well as coordination with other neighborhood associations in order to develop innovative short-term and longer-term actions for these multi-pronged challenges.   
Goal #4
Public recreation areas, parks, and green spaces. 
Recreational areas and open space benefits the populations in urban environments in a multitude of ways. Benefits of civic and social capital, cultural expression, economic development, education, green infrastructure, public health, recreation, and urban form may all be reaped from effective planning of parks and open space. Recreation in urban open space may include active recreation (such as organized sports and individual exercise) or passive recreation, which may simply entail being “out-of-doors”.  
Beneficial aspects of urban open space are illustrated by the relative value of open space compared to other urban development. Value added by open space can be measured in more tangible terms according to utility, function, aesthetic, recreational, and ecological benefits. For example, the functional value of open space accounts for the advantages urban open space provides in controlling runoff while the economic value may be measured by increases in adjacent property values. 
Public open space and recreational facilities provide places for residents to meet and shared open space often encourages people to maintain and take pride in their neighborhood.  Since urban land prices have consistently increased since the 1960s, the model for new urban parks has shifted to the more financially feasible pocket parks. These small parks provide greenery, a place to sit outdoors, and often a playground for children.
Existing open space resources in the neighborhood such as the grounds at the former Burnett Elementary school have the potential to serve as defining and community-enhancing features. In neighborhood meetings, residents described the desire for more parks and open space. Vacant properties located throughout the central part of the neighborhood and closer to the seawall could, in the future, provide more green space and pedestrian pathways connecting residential areas of the neighborhood to the seawall area. Currently, there is no safe pedestrian access to the beach since there are no clearly delineated crosswalks anywhere along Seawall Boulevard. Figure 4.4 illustrates possible future improvements.
 Although the seawall provides a corridor of public open space along the beach, residents of Denver Court/Fort Crockett expressed a need for other recreational options in the area.  Not only would the community be able to enjoy the additional recreational activities, but visitors could also take advantage of recreational attractions besides the beach.  Residents cited a desire for recreational opportunities such as a swimming pool, bowling alley or a skating rink. Recreational or entertainment resources such as these, located in the neighborhood, would allow local residents to be active and would provide safe environments to spend time with friends within walking distance of the seawall as well as from the neighborhood homes.
Current efforts are ongoing to create an urban park with native plants, fabric shade structures, benches, picnic tables, bicycle racks, bus shelters and special plaques that tell the story of the seawall, the fort and Galveston’s record of surviving storms. With financial support from Frito Lay, the Historic Battery will reopen soon and the 1st phase will include bus stops and other amenities.  
Unutilized areas are also available to the neighborhood for conversion into various types of open space and pocket parks.  The expansive Lakeview Cemetery could fill the void well, but is in bad need of maintenance and landscaping.  With a strategy and some community collaboration, this gem, which has been neglected and largely fallen to disrepair, could be designed and maintained as an excellent park.  There are large, vacant open areas at the end of 47th Street (around the Seahorse Resort) that could be turned into green space as well as various vacant residential lots throughout the neighborhood that could be converted to pocket parks.  

[image: school park.jpg]Figure 4.4: Potential Redevelopment Scenario for Burnett School
(School is being re-opened – maybe consider drawing of cemetery improvements)
Opportunities for Action
4.1	Action Item:  Residents meet with city to identify areas/sites where new recreational opportunities could be created and discuss availability of City funding
4.2	Action Item:  Residents meet with the City to discuss partnerships with state programs and local non-profits.
4.3	Action Item:  City Planning researches identified priority lots/properties and communicates the availability, cost and any other pertinent issues to the community.
4.4	Action Item:  Residents research feasibility of and potential partnerships for forming a non-profit and creating a community center in the neighborhood.
Some services that should be considered and researched include neighborhood healthcare or wellness centers, swimming pool, bowling alley or skating rink, offices for social and counseling services, methadone clinic, fitness center, instructional classes, gymnasiums, pre-school activity space and activities, daycare services, multipurpose rooms and activities for elderly persons.  The different recreational and/or community services potentially housed in a center will greatly influence the available funding sources, the overall financial viability of the center and the interest from potential partners.
4.5	Action Item:  Residents form a “Friends of Lakeview Cemetery” non-profit organization to promote the cemetery as a pleasant, public open space with visitor amenities.
Common functions of such non-profits include soliciting philanthropic donations and public funding for  improvements to cemetery grounds, hosting events around clean-up and maintenance of properties and recruiting volunteer services (like landscape design expertise, in this case).
4.6	Action Item:  Residents begin discussions with East End Neighborhood Association and research best practices for operation and maintenance of dog parks.
4.7	Action Item:  City begins discussion with Galveston ISD around improvements to and potential time-sharing arrangements for the unutilized open space attached to the former Burnett School.
4.2 Resources
Resources for Goal #1
Mills Act, San Clemente, CA: http://san-clemente.org/sc/Services/Planning/HistoricPreservation/HPPA.pdf 
Adaptive Reuse Overlay Zoning: 
a.	City of St. Petersburg, FL: http://www.stpete.org/development/docs/16_30_020.pdf 
b.	City of Lufkin, TX: http://cityoflufkin.com/planning/pdfs/zoning_ord_current.pdf  
City of Los Angeles, CA, Adaptive Reuse Program and Handbook: 
a.	Program: http://ladbs.org/LADBSWeb/adaptive-reuse-projects.jsf 
b.	Handbook: http://www.ci.la.ca.us/LAHD/AROHandbook.pdf 
Michigan Property Tax Foreclosure Law: http://www.michigan.gov/treasury/0,1607,7-121-1751_2194-7640--,00.html  
Genesee County Land Bank: http://www.thelandbank.org/aboutus.asp 
Rental Inspection Program, Richmond, CA: http://www.ci.richmond.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=2101 
Landlord Registration Program, Burlington, New Jersey: http://www.burlingtonnj.us/LandlordReg.html 
Resources for Goal #2
Kentucky Transportation Congestion Toolbox: http://www.congestion.kytc.ky.gov/parkingPricing.html 
San Francisco, Parking Policies for Smart Growth: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/parking_seminar/Toolbox-Handbook.pdf 
Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning:  http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/bicyclespedestrians/ 
San Antonio, TX, “Wayfinding” System: http://downtownsanantonio.org/park/wayfinding 
Resources for Goal #3
City of Galveston, Re-Leaf Plan: http://texasforestservice.tamu.edu/uploadedFiles/FRD/Urban_Forestry/Community_Inventory_and_Reports/Tree%20Planting%20Strategic%20Plan-Final(1).pdf  
Complete Streets: http://www.completestreets.org/ 
Tree Folks: http://www.treefolks.org/
Resources for Goal #4
http://www.lib.niu.edu/2001/ip010133.html 
Texas Parks and Wildlife, Recreation Grant Program: http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/business/grants/trpa/ 
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Section 5 Implementation
 The actions and opportunities in Section 4 cover a wide range of options, ranging from immediate actions that can be taken by residents to long-term capital improvements that must be spearheaded by the city with support from outside agencies.  Achieving the goals through these actions requires a plan of attack.  This section provides a suggested approach to taking the steps toward achieving the goals of the residents of Denver Court/Fort Crockett.  
The recommended actions and opportunities in Section 4 have been re-organized in table format.  Their leading agent, the time frame for carrying out the action, and the type of action are identified.  There is also a column for estimated costs, which the residents and City will continue to fill in as actions are carried out and more accurate bids and estimates can be collected.  This section of the report constitutes a tool for all users of the neighborhood plan to prioritize their next steps based on factors that provide a structure for tackling the goals for the neighborhood.  
In Denver Court/Fort Crockett, the City’s various departments are taking the leading agent for 29 actions. Residents are the leading agent for 24 actions. To identify which actions correspond to the leading agent, see column “Who” in the Implementation Table.  
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	Action #
	What
	Who
	When
	Type of Action
	Cost

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Goal #1: A rehabilitated neighborhood with pride in historically significant properties.  Issue 1:  out of town owners  Issue 2:  large properties with complex ownership transfer issues  Issue 3:  rental properties and code enforcement  Issue 3:  rental properties and code enforcement

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.1
	Compile and share a prioritized list of problem properties with the City.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.2
	Residents initiate and coordinate meetings with representatives from City Planning Department, Code Enforcement and Building Division to:
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.2.1
	Determine what actions are already being taken to address.
	City
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.2.2
	Discuss the feasibility of incentives for reuse/rehabilitation.
	City
	0-6 months
	Research / Analysis
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.2.3
	Discuss the feasibility of a program similar to the Mills Act in San Clemente, CA.
	City
	0-6 months
	Research / Analysis
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.2.44
	Discuss the feasibility of adaptive reuse overlay zone.
	City
	0-6 months
	Research / Analysis
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.2.5
	Discuss the feasibility of land banking.
	City
	0-6 months
	Research / Analysis
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.3
	Residents research the possibility of using federal tax credits for historic renovation.  Partner with the Local Chapter of the Historic Commission for resources and information.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Research / Analysis
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.4
	Residents research and engage “sweat equity” home rebuilding programs (i.e. Habitat for Humanity) for potential partnerships.
	Residents
	6-12 months
	Research / Analysis
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.5
	Host neighborhood “lot cleanup” programs.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Event
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.6
	Attempt to engage renters and out of town property owners in the DC/FC Neighborhood Association.
	Residents
	6-18 months
	Program Development / Improvement
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.7
	Develop strategic vision for the reuse of large, abandoned, privately owned properties throughout the island.
	City
	12-48 months
	Policy
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.7.1
	Communicate this vision and related planning to the community.
	City
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.7.2
	Clarify what the development restrictions are pertinent in and around their neighborhood.
	City Planning
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.8
	Implement a proactive rental inspection program to identify maintenance and tenant issues on a more regular basis.
	City
	6-18 months
	Program Development / Improvement
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.8.1
	Recruit additional resources to assist with identifying Code Enforcement infractions (sanitation department drivers, community service)
	City
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.8.2
	Implement a rental permitting system: first for subsidized units in the area, eventually for all landlords.
	City and / or GHA
	6-18 months
	Program Development / Improvement
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.9
	Establish a comprehensive rental registration database to provide contact information for property owners in order for problems to be addressed promptly.
	City
	6-18 months
	Program Development / Improvement
	



	Action #
	What
	Who
	When
	Type of Action
	Cost

	Goal #2: Safe, uncongested streets with a focus on using streets for pedestrian access and resident parking.  Issue 1: Parking  Issue 2: Traffic Flow  Issue 3: Automobile Dependence

	2.1
	Meet with City Planning to discuss the effectiveness and challenges to addressing parking congestion through: 
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	2.1.1
	Transit oriented/low impact parking design
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	2.1.2
	Improving bicycle and pedestrian access
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	2.1.3
	Reduced parking requirements
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	2.1.4
	Parking Districts
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	2.1.5
	Walkability/ "wayfinding" systems.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	2.2
	Compile a prioritized list of "hot spots" for street repairs, bike lands and sidewalk installations for Public Works
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	2.2.1
	Repairs to include Uneven striping on Ave U, etc.
	Public Works
	0-6 months
	Capital Improvements
	

	2.2.2
	Sidewalk and bike lane installations include 45th Ave., etc.
	Public works
	0-6 months
	Capital Improvements
	

	2.2.3
	Discuss the technical and funding challenges to implementation/installation
	Public Works
	10-6 months
	Communications
	

	2.3
	Contact the Houston-Galveston Area Council to take advantage of their knowledge of federal and state grant programs and livable communities. 
	Residents
	0-12 months
	Communication & Research/ Analysis
	

	2.4
	Increase communication to residents/Neighborhood Association regarding: 
	City
	0-18 months
	Program Development / Improvement
	

	2.4.1
	Applicable City ordinances and enforcement efforts.
	City
	0-18 months
	Program Development / Improvement
	

	2.4.2
	Contacts and actions available for citizens to address problems.
	City
	0-18 months
	Program Development / Improvement
	

	2.4.3
	Planned transportation/traffic improvements and timeline for implementation.
	City
	0-18 months
	Program Development / Improvement
	

	2.5
	Decouple issues of paid parking along the seawall from other neighborhood decisions to make street and traffic control improvements
	City
	
	
	

	2.6
	Conduct a traffic assessment at the intersection of 41st St. and Seawall Blvd. and parking management system
	City
	6-12 months
	Research/ Analysis
	



	Action #
	What
	Who
	When
	Type of Action
	Cost

	Goal #3:  Well maintained streets with sufficient drainage, greenery, and lighting.  Issue 1: Drainage and Flooding "Hot Spots"  Issue 2: Insufficient lighting along public right-of-way  Issue 3: Lack of tree cover since Ike
	

	3.1
	Generate and submit a prioritized list of streets and areas with insufficient lighting 
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	3.2
	Initiate and coordinate meetings with representatives from City Planning and Public Works Departments to:
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communications
	

	3.2.1
	Discuss funding status and implementation schedule for Master Drainage Plan actions 
	Public Works
	0-6 months
	Communication & Policy
	

	3.2.2
	Discuss Master Drainage Plan "fixes" and how they will address current drainage problems
	Public Works
	0-12 months
	Research/ Analysis
	

	3.2.3
	Discuss benefits and challenges of rain gardens, impermeable pavement, system maintenance
	Public Works
	0-12 months
	Research/ Analysis
	

	3.2.4
	Discuss status of and plans for coordinating additional street improvements
	Public Works
	0-12 months
	Communication & Policy
	

	3.3
	Improve maintenance of drainage culverts and address obstructions in network
	Public Works
	0-6 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	3.4
	Organize neighborhood street clean-ups to pick-up litter and clear-out culverts.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	3.5
	Communicate funding status and plans for light installations
	Public Works
	0-12
	Communication & Policy
	

	3.6
	Become familiar with Galveston's ReLeaf Plan and engage the City of Galveston’s Tree Committee to: 
	Residents
	0-12 months
	Communication & Research/ Analysis
	

	3.6.1
	Ensure priority areas are replanted in an adequate timeframe.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Research/ Analysis
	

	3.6.2
	Determine which planting approach is most appropriate for priority areas in neighborhood.
	Residents
	6-12 months
	Research/ Analysis
	

	3.7
	Research other tree planting organizations and resources to pursue (Trees for Houston, Austin’s TreeFolks).
	Residents
	6-12 months
	Research/ Analysis
	

	3.8
	Actively market resources and opportunities to residents for adopting trees
	Residents
	6-12 months
	Communication
	

	3.9
	Recruit neighborhood "Arborists"
	Residents
	0-12 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	3.10
	Hold meetings with other Neighborhood Associations around the island to discuss approaches for solving these problems and ways to coordinate and combine resources.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	






	Action #
	What
	Who
	When
	Type of Action
	Cost

	Goal 4  Create public recreation areas, parks, and green spaces.  Issue 1: Lack of entertainment/recreational options besides beach  Issue 2: Insufficient parks and open spaces for active and passive recreational activities

	4.1
	Meet with city to identify areas/sites where new recreational opportunities could be created and discuss funding.
	Residents
	0-12 months
	Communication & Research/ Analysis
	

	4.2
	Meet with the city to discuss partnerships with state programs and local non-profits: a) Texas Parks and Wildlife, Recreation Grant Program: http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/business/grants/trpa/  
	Residents
	0-12 months
	Communication & Research/ Analysis
	

	4.3
	Research and communicated the availability, cost, and any other pertinent issues associated with identified priority lots/properties to the community.
	City Planning
	0-12 months
	Communication & Research/ Analysis
	

	4.4
	Research feasibility of and potential partnerships for forming a non-profit and creating a community center in DC/FC.  Consider the demand and target partners for the following services:
	Residents
	0-12 months
	Research/ Analysis
	

	4.5
	Organize a "Friends of Lakeview Cemetery" to promote the cemetery as pleasant open space with visitor amenities
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	4.6
	Begin discussions with East End Neighborhood Association and research best practices for operation and maintenance of dog parks.
	Residents

	0-6 months
	Communication & Research/ Analysis
	

	4.7
	Begin discussions with Galveston ISD around improvements to and potential time-sharing arrangements for large openspace attached to the former Burnett School.
	City
	0-6 months
	Communication & Program Development/ Improvement
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APPENDICES
























Appendix A:  City Wide Infrastructure
Stormwater
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is responsible for preparing flood maps used to determine the flood risk to individual residential parcels near surface waters, especially in coastal communities like Galveston. Prior to the enactment of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), homeowners had no mechanism to protect themselves from the devastation of flooding, and in many parts of the United States, unchecked development in the floodplain was exacerbating the flood risk. As part of its administration of the NFIP, FEMA publishes flood hazard maps, called Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). The purpose of a FIRM is to show the areas in a community that are subject to flooding and the risk associated with these flood hazards. The map shown in Figure A.1 consolidates the FIRMs that currently demarcate the Galveston neighborhood planning areas. FEMA is scheduled to update the FIRMS in the near future. 
Approximately 90 percent of Galveston is located in high risk flood areas as designated by FEMA. As shown in Figure A.1, much of the island is designated as having a flood zone classification of AE or VE. An AE or VE designated area has a one percent annual chance of flooding and a 26 percent chance of flooding over the life of a 30-year home mortgage. In communities that participate in the NFIP, mandatory flood insurance purchase requirements apply to both of these zones. The remaining portions of Galveston, approximately 10 percent of the City, are designated as part of an X or 0.2 Percent flood zone classification. X zone classifications have moderate to low risk of flooding. Within Galveston, areas immediately adjacent to the seawall – parts of the Denver Court/Fort Crockett, Kempner Park, San Jacinto, and University Area neighborhoods - have X zone classifications. The 0.2 Percent designated areas are transition areas between the seawall and high risk flood areas and have a 0.2 percent annual chance of flooding.
FEMA designation provides one indication of flooding potential in a community, but equally important is the operation and maintenance of the local stormwater collection and disposal system. In 2003, a master drainage study was completed for the City of Galveston, identifying the reaches, characteristics, and conditions of the existing major storm sewer and drainage facilities. At the time of the 2003 study, a significant portion of the existing drainage system was identified as undersized to meet current City stormwater collection system design criteria. This evaluation was completed under the assumption that the collection system is clean and free of debris. However, because of tidal effects and regular winds, the collection system typically has significant levels of sand and silt, further compromising its ability to convey stormwater away from flood prone areas.
The City essentially consists of two distinct systems - storm sewers and surface drainage. Storm sewers primarily serve areas east of the Scholes International Airport behind the seawall. West of the airport the primary drainage system is open channels with culverts and/or bridges. Based on reviews of old construction plans completed at the time of the2003 study, much of the stormwater collection system was constructed using monolithic box culverts and clay pipe inlet leads. Many of the inlet leads are less than 18 inches in
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diameter, easily blocked by debris and silt. In addition, the system contains a significant number of bridge blocks, which are shallow culverts that connect roadside gutters across intersections, allowing water to pass under roadways where there are no storm sewers.
Storm sewer maintenance operations primarily focus on street cleaning and removing debris from storm drain inlets in the streets; limited resources are available for extensive maintenance of underground and hard to access portions of the system. Sources of debris include trash from the public, leaves, grass and other yard debris, and sand from beach areas. Crews also typically inspect inlets before and after large City events such as Mardi Gras to remove trash and debris and minimize system clogging. Crews also fix drainage problems during storm events as conditions dictate. Prior to Hurricane Ike, street sweepers were typically used along the seawall and in the downtown area to minimize sand and silt runoff into the stormwater collection system. However, the street sweepers were damaged by Hurricane Ike and street sweeping is currently sporadic at best.
Due to limited maintenance of the underground system in the past, a large accumulation of sand and debris has developed in the system. The City developed a new group within the Sanitation District Recycling Group to tackle stormwater related issues more comprehensively.  The team cleans entire reaches of the drainage system starting with the roadway gutters and continuing to the inlets, storm sewer leads and main storm sewer trunk lines. While these efforts have helped to improve the functionality of the collection system in some parts of the City, the progress has been slow due to staff shortages and competing responsibilities.
While the state of the existing storm sewer system has been a concern of the City for some time, the situation was made considerably worse due to the deposits left after the floodwaters receded following Hurricane Ike. As a result of the storm, significant deposits have been left in the storm sewer system, causing a reduction in the capacity of the pipes and creating greater recurrences of flooding problems. According to the City’s 2010 Long-Term Community Recovery Plan, City staff indicates that significant flooding (1-2 feet deep) occurs more than once a year. This causes water to stand in the streets until it can exit through the storm sewers or be soaked into the ground. This standing water creates a health issue for residents and becomes a safety concern because emergency vehicles may not be able to use certain roadways during these events.
Wastewater
This wastewater discussion is based on a review of the City’s 2001 Comprehensive Plan. The City of Galveston’s five wastewater treatment plants (WWTP) have a combined capacity of approximately 15 million gallons per day (mgd).  The WWTPs serve approximately 22,000 homes, approximately 88 percent of the City’s residents, and most commercial properties. The WWTPs are dispersed throughout the city and are listed in Table A.1. Approximately 3,000 septic systems are currently in use in the City, primarily in the Bay Harbor, Indian Beach, and Ostermeyer areas and in the vicinity of Harborside Drive from 52nd to 77th Streets.
Approximately 75 percent of the residential wastewater in the City is treated at the Main WWTP. The Main WWTP service area encompasses the area east of 57th Street and English Bayou, and north of Offatts Bayou to 69th Street. This is the oldest part of the City. The current service area is made up of two sectors, Downtown and the East End. The Main Plant is currently overloaded and has no expansion capability.
The Airport WWTP service area is bound on the west by 57th Street, on the north by Offatts Bayou to Spanish Grant and out to Teichman Road. The Airport WWTP itself is nearing capacity and will require expansion to accommodate future development. Table A.1 City of Galveston Wastewater Treatment Plants

	Name
	Process
	Location
	Closest Neighborhood
	Water discharge to:

	Main
	Activated sludge
	5200 Port Industrial Boulevard
	N/A
	Lower Galveston Bay

	Airport
	Activated sludge
	7618 Mustang Drive
	N/A
	Tidal canal that connects to Lake Madeline

	Terramar
	Activated sludge/sequenced batch reactor
	4.5 miles east of San Luis Bridge and 1,900 feet west of San Louis Pass Road
	West End
	Galveston West Bay

	Pirates Beach
	Activated sludge
	0.5 miles north of Steward Road and 0.25 miles east of 12-mile Road near Eckert Bayou
	West End
	None – all effluent is pumped via pipe to Galveston Country Club golf course irrigation ponds

	Seawolf Park
	Activated sludge
	Pelican Island, 3.5 miles northeast of Pelican Island Bridge
	N/A
	Lower Galveston Bay



In the areas to the west of the airport, which remain sparsely developed, wastewater is pumped via force main from the existing collection system. Service to these western areas is handled by the Pirates Beach WWTP plant located near Eckert Bayou. This plant is relatively new and is in good condition, with usage up to about 20 percent of capacity.
The Terramar Plant service area goes from Jamaica Beach to San Luis Pass. Based on the current pattern of development and anticipating some changes that could limit continued development at the current pace and/or intensity, it is estimated that Terramar Plant has adequate capacity to serve all the residents of the western portion of Galveston Island.
During Hurricane Ike, the storm surge flooded the north side of the City causing the Main and Seawolf Park WWTPs to fail, causing service disruptions to the majority of homes. As a result of being inundated by the storm surge, millions of gallons of untreated sewage were swept into the rising floodwaters and deposited throughout the eastern end of Galveston, Pelican Island, and into the West Bay, causing numerous immediate and long-term health risks.
Many reaches of the sanitary sewer collection system are also in need of replacement and/or rehabilitation. There have been infiltration issues for a long time and the City has commissioned studies to determine what pipes need rehabilitation and/or replacement. These issues were exacerbated by the events associated with Hurricane Ike. 
Many of the individual septic disposal systems in the City are failing, creating a potential environmental problem. During rain events, residents have noted that raw sewage leaches from their septic fields into their yards, roadside drainage ditches, Galveston Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. This problem was worsened by Hurricane Ike and is a matter of the general health and welfare of the residents and surrounding waters.
Water
The City of Galveston purchases its drinking water from the Gulf Coast Water Authority (GCWA). The potable water is brought to the City through two existing waterlines that run above ground on an existing railroad bridge from the GCWA treatment facility in Texas City, Texas. The first of these lines is a 30-inch transmission main with a capacity of approximately 25 mgd. The second line is a 36-inch transmission main with a capacity of approximately 35 mgd. A third, 30-inch transmission main with a capacity of approximately 25 mgd also connects to the City system via the West Bay and is underground near the railroad bridge. It was constructed in 1894 and is not currently in service. The two working transmission lines are both owned by the GCWA and the older, buried line is owned by the City. 
The City currently has approximately 32 million gallons of water stored on the island in both ground and elevated tanks. Included in this is approximately 0.5 million gallons that is stored in the existing ground level Jamaica Beach storage tanks. There are currently five water pumping stations owned and operated by the City that provide the available water pressure throughout the system. The stations are located at 30th Street, 59th Street, Scholes Airport, Pirates Beach and Jamaica Beach. The existing water storage tanks and pumping stations are located at relatively low elevations and subject to potential damage during storm events.
Prior to Hurricane Ike, the City water usage during non-peak months was approximately 15 mgd and during peak months was approximately 25 mgd. In contrast, current non-peak water usage is approximately 10 mgd. The existing system provides drinking water to the entire City.
In the wake of Hurricane Ike, both City staff and residents have expressed concerns about the long-term safety of the water system facilities, particularly related to seawall protection, storage capacity, and redundancy in the transmission system from the mainland. The water distribution system on the eastern end of the City, consisting of the higher density residential and commercial properties, is protected from storm damage along the gulf side by the existing seawall. However, it is not protected on the bay side. In addition, the City’s western reaches, consisting of lower density, higher end residential properties, remain unprotected on all sides against future storm events. 
While the pressure in the system is not a source of concern, the amount of water stored on the island and the amount of water stored at a high elevation are items of concern for the community. Although the pump station mechanics did not fail, the City’s power supply to the stations was cut off as a result of the storm. With limited storage capacity on the island, the City was unable to maintain necessary pressures throughout the system.
There are also concerns about the two water transmission lines from the mainland. Their current location on the existing railroad bridge makes them potentially susceptible to wind, debris, flood, etc. during storm events. While neither of these lines was damaged during Hurricane Ike, the bridge was affected by the storm and thus there are concerns about the long-term safety of these transmission lines. 
Increasing protection of these existing highly valuable assets and upgrading the infrastructure are central to the overall viability of the recovery of the City and could mitigate extensive damage from future storm events. In order for a full recovery to continue, the City must ensure that greater water service dependability and adequate water pressures are available throughout the island at all times.
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