Daniel Cervenka ~ October 16, 2006
223 Mary Ann
Canyon Lake, Texas 78133 L

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Office of the Chief Clerk

Mc 150 - g
P.O. Box 13087 v ‘H
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 @
R
\ o
RE: Proposed Permit # WQ0014716001 \5;/“ Zow
O )

Dear Sirs:

I am in receipt of your latest letter regarding the above proposed permit. I understand this is a
revised permit application as the original was full of errors which, 1 believe, were intended to
deceive. 1 cannot believe that this office would permit such an adverse menace to our bay system
without even making a trip to the location and meeting with adjoining landowners and observing
the situation yourselves. :

1 am an adjoining landowner and my concerns are shared with most of the residents of Swan
Point Rd., as well as the citizens of Seadrift, TX.. The proposed discharge from this sewage
treatment plant is just a couple hundred yards up stream from my property. The prevailing winds
are from the Southeast most of the year. This will push their ‘fresh water” effluent right into the
shoreline of my and others’ properties. During the Winter months, the North winds push much of

the water out of the bay leaving only 6” or less of water 100 yards offshore and nothing close to
the shoreline. Where is this effluent going to go then?

The same draw that the proposed effluent is going to travel down to go to its final destination (the
bay) continues on through my property further down. Does this mean during times of 10+ inches
of rainfall (a frequent occurrence during the rainy season) that the proposed sewage treatment
lakes will overflow and I’1l get sewage onto 1y property and shoreline?

I think you should reconsider what you are doing with this permit and seriously reconsider the
issuance of it. This is my second letter to you regarding this matter.

1 request a contested case hearing.

e,



Daniel Cervenka ‘ | June 23, 2007

223 Mary Ann | e
Canyon Lake, TX 78133 RPN
| M
I aDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk - ;zu’

- TCEQ, MC-105
P.O. Box 13087
Austin, TX 78711-3087

RE: TPDES Permit No. WQ0014716001

Dear Ms. Castanuela;

I am writing to not only request a ‘Contested Case Hearing’ but also to request a
‘Reconsideration of the Executive Director’s Decision”. I am an adjoining property owner to the
proposed sewer plant discharge. I have read the “BExecutive Director’s Response to Public
Comment” and I have found it most disturbing not only to the environment, but also to the residents
of Swan Point. I will address the E.D.’s responses to our concern’s below: .

In Response #2, the E.D. states that “due to the nature and small size of the discharge, no
significant degradation of water quality is expected.....and existing uses with be maintained and
protected.” T would like to know by whom will these waters be protected and I do not consider
25,000 gals/day a small discharge. In the same response #2, he states that “The wastewater permit
application does not require the Applicant to submit an environmental study or impact statement”.
When do they have to submit such a study? This discharge application was for their phase 1
development only....they now have 3 phases and I’'m sure the same sewage treatment plant
application will be amended later to increase the flow.

In Response #7, it is stated “The proposed permit was designed to be protective of the quality
of water in the state regardless of tide or wind conditions.” I have to disagree: This is a protected
shoreline with S.E. winds predominant during the Spring and Summer months. Did your office even
go to the location to see how this effluent is going to be washed right back upon the coastline?
During the Winter months, the north winds blow the water out of the bay leaving the shoreline dry
into the bay for 100+ feet making the sewer outflow ditch flowing upon dry land thereby creating a
stagnant mess. My enclosed photos were taken this year at the proposed ditch outflow location and
clearly show this. My pier is 300 long and, as you can see by the photo, has 12" of water at the
end....and this isn’t even the lowest that the water level gets! Just viewing these photos should be
reason enough for the E.D. to “recommend denial of the application.”

Response 5 claimed that this is a “relatively small discharge (25,000 gals/day) and therefore
no negative impacts to sea grasses will occur.” The enclosed color coded map of the area (published
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by the Texas General Land Off.  clearly shows the abundance of ~ grasses in the area that will
be affected. And, your Response 11 opens the door for future expanding and upgrading of the
facilities. I can only guess how much they will want to dump into the bay in their next sewage

application.

Response 10 infuriated me as well when it was stated that “The wastewater permitting
process does not consider a facility’s potential impact on (existing) development and any ensuing
development’s effect on wildlife.” Excuse me, but aren’t you guy’s called ‘The Texas Commission
on Environmental Quality’?????? Why would you ever make a statement like that? The Swan Point
development has been in place since the 1950’s. The Falcon Point sewer plant is potentially going to
make a very bad impact on not only the environment (especially in the immediate area), but on
wildlife as well!

My property is situated next door to the Falcon Point Raneh, approximately 400 from the
outflow ditch into the bay. Their proposed drainage ditch extends past their outflow ditch, flows
across my property, and terminates into San Antonio Bay. No guarantees were expressed to me by
their engineering firm regarding any termination of water flow from the ranch and onto my property.
In fact, I was told that ‘nothing is perfect’ when I asked about it. You have the topo maps available
and if you follow the flow to the bay, you will see what I am concerned about.

Response 17 contended that the E.D. considered typical depth characteristics and tidal
influences of the receiving waters as part of the review process. If that was true, the E.D. sure didn’t
go for a field inspection during the Winter months or he would have seen no tide and no depth at the
shoreline! Please see photos. ’

I would like to call your attention to the attached ‘Resource Management Codes’
recommended by the Texas General Land Office for the area surrounding the proposed outflow
ditch. I have highlighted a few of the more relevant recommendations as they apply to this issue.

Responses 10 and 20 refer to “common law remedies for causes of action, which result in
injury or adverse effect on property”. I am not opposed to the sewer treatment site, I only want the
" discharge ditch moved to a more environmentally friendly location. If this is going to be built, why -
not do it right in the first place? Why create a ‘nuisance’ and put the burden of future *common law
remedies’ and their related expenses on down stream property owners?

I am not an attorney. If T was I might be more able to “list, to the extent possible, any disputed
issues of law or policy.” T am a justifiably concerned neighboring property owner who has diligently
~ paid my taxes and abided by the rules of the governing entities. Response #4 states “The E.D. may
recommend denial of the application if the proposed discharge would violate water quality
standards.” I think T have shown that it will. I ask for a more thorough study on this issue and trust
that the decision made will be based on facts and nothing more.



Daniel Cervenka s August 12, 2006
701 Windrock Dr. ‘ (’\.ﬁ 5
San Antonio, TX 78239 ' ' oy LN
Office of the Chief Clerk e -
MC 105 <
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality '
P.O. Box 13087 ' , .
Austin, TX 78711-3087 ’\.v'l \>\ -----
/NN ,
RE: Permit No. WQ0014716001 o/ , E
N N/ R S
70 e

Dear Sirs:

[ am an adjoining property owner to the above referenced permit application, I
vehemently oppose the proposed sewage treatment plant and its effluent discharge into
San Antonio Bay for reasons not only detrimental to the bay system itself, but also to the
value of my property and my neighbors, - ‘

There is an existing channel that runs from the culvert at Falcon Point Rd.,
through my property, and into the bay. A few years ago, you could drive a small boat up
that channel and back out again. After Calhoun County erected a dredging spoil pond at
Mosquito Point and built a road to it, silt poured through the Falcon Point property,
through the road culvert, through the channel on my property, and into the bay in back of
our houses. This channel is now silted up so far that drainage has become seriously
hindered. Despite my complaints, nothing was ever done to alleviate this problem. This is
the same route the effluent will take if the proposed ‘drainage channel” doesn’t keep it all
in check. I will address this issue again later in this letter, :

During a recent Commissioner’s Court meeting, I voiced my concerns about the
flowing of water over Falcon Point road and the subsequent washing out of my property.
The engineer retained by Falcon Point showed the same proposed ‘drainage channel” to
me and told me that this should help alleviate my problems, but he wouldn’t guarantee it.
This was well before anyone was told that Falcon Point was building a sewage treatment
plant with its additional effluent discharge into the same drainage channel.

The existing channel on my property was never intended to handle the additional
discharge of the development of Falcon Point Ranch and Swan Point Landing. The
Commissioner’s Court approved, some years ago, the development plat of Swan Point
Landing and its subsequent drainage discharge into the existing channel on my property. I
feel the county overstepped its authority by granting this easement to Swan Point
Landing, but that’s another issue in itself, Suffice it to say, I am getting silt poured across
my property and into the bay behind my property from at least three different directions.
The issue of flooding into both my houses because of the drainage issue is another topic
of discussion. We have owned our bay front property since 1969 and the additional




acreage since 1993 with never more than a small amount of rainwater coming in under
the front door, and that was only during a severe storm. Nothing has compared with the
flooding we have experienced since both of these subdivisions started their development.

In my opinion, the discharge of effluent into the bay system itself will most
definitely affect the enjoyment of our property owners, the value of their property, and
the quality of the bay system itself. A constant discharge of that much fresh water in such
close proximity of our property will certainly affect fishing and other marine habitats.
The value of property will almost certainly go down as we would become, essentially,
downstream of a sewage outflow. I noticed on the application for this plant that there was
a question as to whether the effluent outflow would affect any oyster beds and sea grasses
in the close proximity, Whomever answered the questions ‘no” must have not looked at
the shoreline or been familiar with the bay. There are both in very close proximity.

In closing, I hope your Commission will look very hard at this or any other
application for dumping into our bay system. This proposed discharge affects not only the
existing property owners of Swan Point, but also the residents of Seadrift. No one I have
spoken to in Seadrift has been notified of this intention. I sincerely hope that Falcon Point
Ranch will find another solution to their problem and not make it ours.

Sincerely,



Daniel Cervenka
701 Windrock Dr.
San Antonio, TX 78239

Office of the Chief Clerk

MC 105

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, TX 78711-3087

RE: Permit No. WQ0014716001

Dear Sirs:

I am an adjoining property owner to the above referenced permit application. I
vehemently oppose the proposed sewage treatment plant and its effluent discharge into
San Antonio Bay for reasons not only detrimental to the bay system itself, but also to the
value of my property and my neighbors: '

There is an existing channel that runs from the culvert at Falcon Point Rd.,
through my property, and into the bay. A few years ago, you could drive a small boat up
that channel and back out again. After Calhoun County erected a dredging spoil pond at
Mosquito Point and built a road to it, silt poured through the Falcon Point property,
through the road culvert, through the channel on my property, and into the bay in back of
our houses. This channel is now silted up so far that drainage has become seriously
hindered. Despite my complaints, nothing was ever done to alleviate this problem. This is
the same route the effluent will take if the proposed ‘drainage channel” doesn’t keep it all
in check. I will address this issue again later in this letter.

A During a recent Commissioner’s Court meeting, I voiced my concerns about the
flowing of water over Falcon Point road and the subsequent washing out of my property.
The engineer retained by Falcon Point showed the same proposed ‘drainage channel’ to
me and told me that this should help alleviate my problems, but he wouldn’t guarantee it.
This was well before anyone was told that Falcon Point was building a sewage treatment
plant with its additional effluent discharge into the same drainage channel.

The existing channel on my property was never intended to handle the additional
discharge of the development of Falcon Point Ranch and Swan Point Landing. The
Commissioner’s Court approved, some years ago, the development plat of Swan Point
Landing and its subsequent drainage discharge into the existing channel on my property. I
feel the county overstepped its authority by granting this easement to Swan Point
Landing, but that’s another issue in itself. Suffice it to say, I am getting silt poured across -
my property and into the bay behind my property from at least three different directions.
The issue of flooding into both my houses because of the drainage issue is another topic
of discussion. We have owned our bay front property since 1969 and the additional



acreage since 1993 with never more than a small amount of rainwater coming in under
the front door, and that was only during a severe storm. Nothing has compared with the
flooding we have experienced since both of these subdivisions started their development.

In my opinion, the discharge of effluent into the bay system itself will most
definitely affect the enjoyment of our property owners, the value of their property, and
the quality of the bay system itself. A constant discharge of that much fresh water in such
close proximity of our property will certainly affect fishing and other marine habitats.
The value of property will almost certainly go down as we would become, essentially,
downstream of a sewage outflow. I noticed on the application for this plant that there was
a question as to whether the effluent outflow would affect any oyster beds and sea grasses
in the close proximity. Whomever answered the questions ‘no” must have not looked at
the shoreline or been familiar with the bay. There are both in very close proximity.

In closing, I hope your Commission will look very hard at this or any other
application for dumping into our bay system. This proposed discharge affects not only the
existing property owners of Swan Point, but also the residents of Seadrift. No one I have
spoken to in Seadrift has been notified of this intention. I sincerely hope that Falcon Point
Ranch will find another solution to their problem and not make it ours. ’

Sincerely, .
T )
A x //7 I’Ar‘,r' /}
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Virginia Cervenka , Ju 8, 2007
701 Windrock Dr. : _
San Antonio, TX 78239

I aDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105

P.O. Box 13087 2

Austin, TX 78711-3087 AN “
o b A

RE: TPDES Permit No. WQ0014716001 -

Dear Ms. Castanuela;

'] am writing to not only request a ‘Contested Case Hearing’ but also to request a
. ‘Reconsideration of the Executive Director’s Decision”.”

I am an adjoining property owner to the proposed sewer plant discharge. I have read the
“RExecutive Director’s Response to Public Comment” and I have found it most disturbing not only to
the environment, but also to the residents of Swan Point. :

In Response #2, the E.D. states that “due to the nature and small size of the discharge, no
significant degradation of water quality is expected. ....and existing uses with be maintained and
protected.” I would like to know by whom will these waters be protected and I do not consider
25,000 gals/day a small discharge. In the same response #2, he states that “The wastewater permit
application does not require the Applicant to submit an environmental study or impact statemen >,
When do they have to submit such a study? This discharge application was for their phase 1 |
development only....they now have 3 phases and I’m sure the same sewage treatment plant
application will be amended later to increase the flow.

In Response #7, it is stated “The proposed permit was designed to be protective of the quality
of water in the state regardless of tide or wind conditions.” I have to disagree: This is a protected
shoreline with S.B. winds predominant during the Spring and Summer months. Did your office even
go to the location to see how this effluent is going to be washed right back upon the coastline?
During the Winter months, the north winds blow the water out of the bay leaving the shoreline dry
into the bay for 100+ feet making the sewer outflow ditch flowing upon dry land making a stagnant
mess. My enclosed photos were taken this year at the proposed ditch outflow location and clearly
show this. My pier is 300 long and, as you can see by the photo, has 127 of water at the end....and
this isn’t even the lowest that the water level gets! Just viewing these photos should be reason
enough for the B.D. to “recommend denial of the application.” '

Response 5 claimed that this is a “relatively small discharge (25,000 gals/day) and therefore

Faa



no negative impacts to sea gras: ~ will ocour.” The enclosed color+  :d map of the area (published
by the Texas General Land Office) clearly shows the abundance of sea grasses in the area that will
be affected. And, your Response 11 opens the door for future expanding and upgrading of the
facilities. T can only guess how much they will want to dump into the bay in their next sewage

application.

Response 10 infuriated me as well when it was stated that “The wastewater permitting
process does not consider a facility’s potential impact on (existing) development and any ensuing
development’s effect on wildlife.” Excuse me, but aren’t you guy’s called ‘The Texas Commission
on Environmental Quality’?7???? Why would you ever make a statement like that? The Swan Point
development has been in place since the 1950s. The Falcon Point sewer plant is potentially going to
make a very bad impact on not only the environment (especially in the immediate area), but on

wildlife as well!

My property is situated next door to the Falcon Point Ranch, approximately 400° from the
outflow ditch into the bay. Their proposed drainage ditch extends past their outflow ditch, flows
across my property, and terminates into San Antonio Bay. No guarantees were expressed to me by
their engineering firm regarding any termination of water flow from the ranch and onto my propetty.
In fact, I was told that ‘nothing is perfect’ when I asked about it. You have the topo maps available
and if you follow the flow to the bay, you will see what I am concerned about.

Response 17 contended that the E.D. considered typical depth characteristics and tidal
influences of the receiving waters as part of the review process. If that was true, the E.D. sure didn’t
go for a field inspection during the Winter months or he would have seen no tide and no depth at the
~ shoreline! Please see photos. - '

T would like to call your attention to the attached ‘Resource Management Codes’
recommended by the Texas General Land Office for the area surrounding the proposed outflow
ditch. T have highlighted a few of the more relevant recommendations as they apply to this issue.

Responses 10 and 20 refer to “common law, remedies for causes of action, which result in
injury or adverse effect on property”. I am not opposed to the sewer treatment site, I only want the
discharge ditch moved to a more environmentally friendly location. If this is going to be built, why
not do it right in the first place? Why create a ‘nuisance’ and put the burden of future *common law
remedies’ and their related expenses on down stream property owners?

T am not an attorney. If I was I might be more able to “list, to the extent possible, any disputed
issues of law or policy.” I am a justifiably concerned neighboring property owner who has diligently
paid my taxes and abided by the rules of the governing entities. Response #4 states “The E.D. may
recommend denial of the application if the proposed discharge would violate water quality
standards.” T think T have shown that it will. I ask for a more thorough study on this issue and trust
that the decision made will be based on facts and nothing more.

/.
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v the time these photos were taken, there was 12° of still water
at the end of my pier.....that’s 300” from the shoreline! This is
NOT the lowest water level the bay attains either! Tell me
again..... How is the » disperse?”
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towards the Falcon Point Ranch sewer ditch outflow
site, it is evident the shoreline is void of any wate 100+ feet
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...and the water 300°+ out is very shallow and no mixing with
‘normal’ tidal action is evident....a stagnant mess in the making?
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 outflow will be located. Where is the effluent going to dissipate?
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.....through the ditch on my property.....and into San Antonio
Bay!
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If this was sewer overtlow, 1t would flow right upon mine & my

neighbors’ property. Silt buildup in the bay from Ranch runoff
| continues to be a problem as well.
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B2 vy o iy s B g aen e %, (\‘-.c:f,'%~ 4 RS
Texas State-Owned Submerged Lands

Each submerged tract has been assigned one or more
two-letter Resource Management Codes. These codes
represent suggested guidelines for activities within the
tracts, and are designed primarily to encourage the
protection of sensitive natural resources by
recommending precautionary measures which would
minimize adverse impacts from exploration and
development activities.

Definitions and Explanations of the Resource
Management Codes

ACCESS
CA - Use existing channels only.

New dredging may. not be authorized on this tract;
however, maintenance dredging of pre-existing channels
may be authorized if sensitive habitats are not
impacted.

CC - Use one channel for production of tract. If no
channel is present on the tract, the dredging of a
single channel may be authorized to provide
access for development.

To minimize destruction of valuable habitat on this tract,
access should be limited to a single channel that leads
to a central drilling location and avoids submerged
grasses and other sensitive habitats.

CF - Vehicular access methods must be designed
to avoid or minimize impacts on areas containing
emergent marsh, submerged grassbeds or sand,
mud, or algal flats.

Sensitive habitats within this tract are easily damaged.
Best Management Practices must be used to avoid or
minimize impacts to these sensitive habitats. Methods of
access and operational plans may be required.

CE
Sk

v

http://www.glo.state. tx.us/coastal/rme/definitions. himl 11/1/2006
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DREDGING SMND DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL
DA - No dredging on this tract.

Water depths on this tract may be sufficient for access
without dredging. Dredging may destroy or degrade
sensitive estuarine habitats and reduce the productivity
of the bay. . :

DB - No dredging in water less than 4 feet «:ﬂ@ep as
measured from mean low water.

Protects shallow water areas of 4 feet or less which
contain sensitive habitat.

DC - No dredging in water less than 6 feet deep as
measured from mean low water.

Protects sensitive estuarine habitats, usually in clearer
water where light penetration may reach 6 feet.

DD - No dredging to a depth exceeding 6 feet as -
measured from mean low water.

This tract is generally shallow and the creation of
excessively deep pockets of water could alter current
patterns, cause stagnation pools, and create traps for
fish when tide levels drop.

T
S

MISCELLANECGUS
MA - No special recommendations.

The agency submitting this code has'no specific
concerns for this tract.

ME - Avoid marshes and other sensitive resource
areas.

Sensitive marine habitats exist within this tract, but oil
and gas exploration and production activities,
construction and operation activities, access routes,
rights-of-way, and other activities may be permissible if
sensitive areas are left undisturbed.

http://www.glo.state. tx.us/coastal/rme/definitions.html

Page 2 of 6
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MG - Avoid submerged aguatic vegetation.

Seadrass has been documented on this tract, but oil and
gas exploration and production activities, construction
and operation activities, access routes, rights-of-way,
and other activities may be permissible if sensitive areas
are left undisturbed. A survey may be required to locate
any existing submerged aquatic vegetation.

MK - State Archeological Landmarks and/or other
cultural resources protected by state law are
known to be or may be located on this tract and
should not be disturbed.

Prospective developers must obtain information about
archeological survey requirements and avoidance of
valuable historical artifacts on this tract from the Texas
Historical Commission. Archeological survey, site
avoidance, or other actions may be required. Known
archeological sites or those discovered during surveys
may require additional conditions for exploration and
production activities.

ML - This tract contains private oyster leases.
Private oyster leases are present on this tract. Names
and addresses of individuals holding private oyster
leases and oyster lease rules are available from the
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. .

MO - Work on this tract is subject to Endangered
Species Act review.

Consult with the commenting agency for information.
MP - Work in this tract is subject to special
recommendations, restrictions or special use

permits from federal or state agencies.

Federal or state agencies may have specific
requirements for this tract and should be consulted.

MR ~ Special methods may be necessary to reduce
- turbidity resulting from construction activities.

Reduce impacts of sedimentation on seagrass, marshes,

http:/fwww.glo.state.tx. us/coastal/rme/definitions.html - 117172006
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oyster reefs, or other sensitive estuarine habitats in this
tract.

Wik ARD GAS DEVELGRMERNT

OA - No surface drilling locations on this tract.
Directional drilling from adjacent areas may be
necessary.

Important marine habitat exists within this tract, and
drilling activity and dredging of access channels may
significantly damage the marine ecosystem. Directional
drilling from off-tract locations may be required for
mineral development of this tract.

OH - Drill only from water deeper than 6 feet as
measured from mean low water, or from land
above mean high water.

This tract has both deep (greater than 6 feet) and
shallow water areas and/or adjacent uplands. To protect
sensitive habitats in the shallow water, confine drilling
activities to the deep-water areas or adjacent uplands.

OM - Avoid dredging, dredged material disposal,
geophysical surveying, drilling, and pipeline and
platform construction on the top or slopes of
reefs, banks, hard bottoms, artificial reefs, historic
reefs, serpulid reefs, or constructed reefs on this
tract.

These activities may be prohibited or restricted within
500 feet of reefs to avoid damage caused by accidental
discharges of hazardous substances or oil, by
sedimentation, or by physical impacts of reef material
and to protect fish and other valuable marine organisms
attracted to the area. A reef survey may be required.

RW - Navigational concerns such as navigational
channels, dredged material placement areas,
safety fairways, and anchorage areas exist within
this tract.

http://www.glo.state.tx.us/coastal/rme/definitions. html

Page 4 of 6
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To ensure compliance with federal regulations regarding
navigation channels, anchorage areas, safety fairways,

and other navigational concerns, contact the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Galveston District,

NP,
TIME LIMITATIONS

TA - No drilling within the two miles seaward of
the Gulf shoreline in the area of Padre Island
National Seashore. Drilling activity between two
miles and three miles of this shoreline is also
prohibited between March 15 and September 15.

Drilling activity within two miles of the Gulf shoreline in
the area of Padre Island National Seashore is restricted.
to protect both the aesthetic and recreational values of
the public beaches. Drilling is allowed within the area
from two miles to three miles from shore during the
tourist off-season (September 16 to March 14) but
drilling activity in this strip must commence before
January 15 to insure adequate completion time before
-the March 14 deadline. Access to minerals in the two-
mile zone along the Gulf beach may be achieved by
directional drilling from upland sites on Padre Island if
authorized hy the National Seashore, or from state
tracts beyond the two-mile limit. ‘

TB - Tract contains whooping crane critical
habitat. No construction, dredging, or drilling
between October 15 and April 15. No permanent
structures higher than 15 feet above mean water.

All oil and gas exploration activity on this tract is
restricted during the period from October 15 to April 15
to protect whooping cranes which winter in the Aransas
National Wildlife Refuge area. All permanent structures
on this tract must be 15 feet or less in height.

TC - Bird rookeries are located on or near this
tract. No drilling, dredging, seismic exploration,
construction activity, or watercraft landing within
1000 feet of a rookery during nesting season
between February 15 and September 1.

Bird nesting islands must be left undisturbed. Any

http://www.glo,staté.tx.us/ooastal/rmc/deﬂnitions.html 11/172006
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development operations are prohibited within 1000 feet
of the rookery areas during the peak nesting season
from February 15 to September 1.

TD - Nesting sea turtles are located on or near this
tract. No geophysical surveying within three miles
of the Gulf shoreline and along the beachfront
during sea turtle nesting between March 15 and
September 15. No drilling, dredging, or other
censtruction within 1000 feet of a sea turtle
nesting beach between March 15 and September
15. '
~ Sea turtles have been documented using the beachfront
in or adjacent to this tract for nesting. Oil and gas
exploration activity on this tract is restricted from March
15 to September 15 to protect nesting sea turtles.

TF - Tract contains habitat for wintering piping
plovers. Oil and gas activities, dredging,
construction projects, and surveying may be
restricted between July 15 and May 15.

Oil and gas activities on this tract may be restricted
during the period from July 15 to May 15 if U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service determines it is necessary to protect
piping plovers which winter along the Gulf coast.
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GL() | Coastal Issues | Resource Management Codes

Water HYNES BAY ‘Tract: 133
Body:
County: CALHOUN Acres: 475
Part: CITY OF SEADRIFT
Control #: 02-014484
. ALL: CF, DA, DB, MA, ME, MG, USFWS: CF, DA, MG,
MR, OH, OM, TC MR, OM, TC
NMFS: DB TPWID: DA, OH, OM,
' MG, ME
COE: MA _ THC:  MA

hitp://wwwdb.glo.state.tx.us/res_mgmt/coastal/rme/quad.cfm?Quad=2896243
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To - Office of Chief Clerk TCEQ I

i

—~
Reference : Proposed permit number WQ0014716001 Q“/éf)
T am writing this in concern for the application for permit for a Texas Pollutant Discharge
Blimination system being applied for by Seadrift Ranch Partners LTD.

My name is Richard Dierlam and my the physical address 18 1351 Swan Point, Seadrift,
Texas 77983. My PO. Box where I get my mail is PO. Box 952 Seadrift, Tx. 77983
Phone number is 361- 550 -1092 (cell ). The proposed location of this site is
approximately 1 mile or maybe even closer based on where the actual discharge is to be
made into the bay — all this based on the information you have sent me in your letter. My
property is located approximately mid way of all the houses located on the shore line of
Swan Point. T have been a life long cesident of Seadrift and am very familiar with the land
and waters of Swan Point.

I am not in favor and request a contested case hearing due to the fact that this discharge is
going to affect the shoreline properties of Swan Point due to the inability of sewer
discharge water to be carried away properly from this area. The result of this would be
that the water would only linger on the shoreline of Swan Point due to lack of
insufficient bay water egress and ingress and the prevailing south winds thus also
disturbing the ecological water balance in the area. Swan Point water front properties are
on somewhat of an extended curved shoreline that does not always get a direct flow of
water in and out due to the layout of the shoreline. I personally have seen debris in the
water in front of my house that does not move but up and down the shore line due to the
winds and the way the tide water moves in and out of this area. Along with this would
also be to mention the affecting smell of a sewer plant due to the prevailing south winds.
This would definitely affect the water and air quality in the Swan Point area and
conversely my property value and above all my quality of life. My recommendation
would be that if they want to discharge somewhere would be away from existing
subdivisions and further south if my directions are proper. To put it location wise, would
be to have it located on the other side of their lodge and proposed development toward
and dumping into the intercoastal canal so that if anything were to be affected they would
also be subject to prevailing winds / smell and also effect of water discharge. Why did
they opportunistically decide to put it in this proposed location? They have over 5000
acres to put this facility and putting such a facility this close to existing housing and

~ Seadrift community does not make sense other than them knowing that their water front
water and air quality would not be affected based on their future proposed developiment
and already existing lodge. Another problem with this is that these systems when
proposed start out small and then just get bigger and bigger based on future growth which
is kind of a blind siding effect of the old strategy of ““lets just get it approved and we can
always get larger if needed” which in this case bigger is not always better.

In summary move it further away to discharge into the intracoastal canal on the so called
welder flats side ~ plant , holding ponds and all -- for the betterment,of all involved and
to also handle future growth potential. LT e

Thank you for your time,
Rick Dierlam

~”
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(361) 293-6713 or (361) 293-4100

June 28, 2007

LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105

P O Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Re:  TPDES Permit No. WQO0014716001
Applicant: Seadrift Ranch Partners, Ltd
Affected Landowner: #17 and #1306
Dudley W. & Patsy A. Garrett

Dear Ms. Castanuela:

We respectfully request reconsideration of the Executive Director’s decision and that such
application be denied. Alternatively, we hereby request a contested case hearing regarding the
above-referenced permit.

We are each an “affected person” in that we own two tracts of land at Swan Point (i.e., affected
Jandowners map #17 and #136 — since the time of the filing of the above-referenced application, we
“have sold #132 to Gary and Cynthia Alford and purchased #136 from Ben N. And Barbara E.
Nurick). :

Your Response 2 indicates “the 2D delermines the uses of the receiving waters and then sels effluent
limits that are protective of those uses. The unclassified receiving water use for the storm waler
detention/vetention pond and the unnamed lake is limited aguatic life. The designated uses for
Segment No. 2462 are contacl recreation, oyster waters, and exceptional aguatic life.” "4 Tier 1
antidegradation review preliminarily determined that the existing water quality uses will not be
impaired by this permitling action. 2 A Tier 2 antidegradation review is not required because the
antidegradation review preliminarily determined that no waier bodies with exceptional, high, or
intermediate aquatic life uses was present within the stream reach assessed. The stream reach
assessed includes the detention/retention pond and the unnamed lake, which do not have
exceptional, high, or intermediale aquatic life uses. However, due (o the nature and small size of
the discharge, no significant degradation of water quality is expected in waler bodies with
exceptional, high, orintermediale aguatic life uses downstream, and existing uses will be maintained
and protected.”

Page 1 of 4



Vour Tier 1 antidegradation review apparently did not extend to San Antonio Bay, Segment No.
2462. The stream reach assessed only included the detention/retention pond and the unnamed lake.
The mission statement of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) states:

1fthe TCEQ rules and requirements (in conjunction with the goals and policies of the Texas Coastal
Management Program (CMP) and in accordance with the regulations of the Coastal Coordination
Council (CCC)) are developed to protect aquatic life, human health, and recreation use inaccordance
with the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards, then the antidegradation review and stream reach
assessed should extend into San Antonio Bay because the Applicant clearly intends for the discharge
to flow to San Antonio Bay. [Application Domestic W orksheet 2.0 - Receiving Waters item.4.d.,
Technical Report 1.0, TCEQ-10054 on page 9 of30]

Applicant stated there are no oyster reefs in the vicinity of the discharge and also stated there are no
Sea Grasses within the vicinity of the discharge. [Application Domestic Worksheet 2.0 - Receiving
Waters item 2.b. and 2.c., Technical Report 1.0, TCEQ-1 0054 onpage 8 0f30] Enclosed please find
map clearly showing Sea Grasses along the shoreline of San Antonio Bay near the potential points
of discharge from the Applicant’s property. [map of Texas Beach & Bay Access Guide from the
Texas Coastal Management Program of the General Land Office www.glo.state.tx, us]

Even though the Applicant is not required to submit an environmental study or impact statement,
TCEQ, in accordance with its mission statement, should develop same in its antidegradation review
all the way through the stream reach to Segment No. 2462, especially given that Segment No. 2462
is currently listed on the State’s inventory of impaired and threatened waters. -

Your Response 5 indicates: “ Though the Applicant’s response in the application indicated that
there are no oyster reefs or seagrasses in the vicinity of the propose discharge, the BD is aware of
the presence of oyster reefs and seagrasses in San Antonio Bay. The proposed draft permit was
developed 1o be protective of the oyster ree s and seagrasses. Specifically, the discharge
constituents of primary concern for these aquatic uses.are bacteria and nutrients (i.e., nitrogen and
phosphorus compounds). - The disinf ection requirements in the proposed draft permit are intended
10 reduce bacteria concentrations in the discharge to insignificant levels. With respect to nutrient
loading in San Antonio Bay, it is the opinion of the ED staff that the delention lime provided by the
detention/retention pond and the unnamed lake will substantially reduce nutrient levels in this
relatively small discharge and therefore no significant negative impacts 10 Seagrasses will occur.”

Your response did not address the issue ofthe width ofthe receiving water at the outfall [Application
Domestic Worksheet 2.0 - Receiving Waters item 2.4., Technical Report 1.0, TCEQ-10054 on page
8 0 30] The application is still administratively incomplete because it was not addressed in your
letter dated May 19, 2006 and because such information was not provided by the applicant in its
response to the Jetter dated May 19, 2006 or in any other supplements. The applicant’s response
dated June 5, 2006 brings the issue of the calculation of the average daily flow of 100 gallons per
person per day for 108 lots with 2.2 people per lot, which equals 23,760 gallons per day and the
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addition ofthe Falcon Point Lodge to be connected to the proposed wastewater treatment plant, but
does not include a calculation ofthe average daily flow from the Falcon Point Lodge. The requested
limit of 25,000 gallons per day and such design flow- calculation would only allow for 12.4 people at
the Lodge, not counting the possibility of additional lots or additional Lodge facilities. 1fthe width
of the receiving water is not established, there is no basis for calculating the extent of the discharge
either in width or in volume nor the significance of the impact to oysters reefs or seagrasses.

Your Response 6 indicates: “The ED is not aware of documented instances where wastewater
discharges have significantly altered bay salinities. While extremely localized (i.e., in the immediate
area where the discharge enters the bay via the drainage ditch) decreases in bay salinity could resull
Srom this relatively small proposed discharge, it is the opinion of ED staff that this potential effect
would not negatively impact aquatic life or fishing in the area.”

The discharge of fresh water into San Antonio Bay near our property does detrimentally impact the
vegetation along the shoreline and the salinity of the Bay. We have witnessed the effects for the last
six years of owning our property. When there is rainfall in the area, it runs across our property (#17)
off into the existing drainage ditch which the Applicant intends to use in its proposed drainage
channel. The naturally occurring fresh water drainage from rainfall does effect the salinity around our
pler (#136) and therefore, decreases the bait and fish around our pier. However, the naturally
occutring processes of nature such as tides, winds, currents, etc. also return the salinity to our area
after the rainfall drainage stops. It does not rain every day, but the proposed discharge will be daily,
potentially resulting in flooding of our property. We purchased our property and rebuilt out pier after
the hurricane in order to catch fish. The daily discharge of fresh water near our pier will make fishing
from our pier a worthless effort and will significantly decrease the enjoyment and value of our
property specifically. We will be adversely affected by the proposed facility in a manner not common
to the general public. The GLO restricts human intervention which causes a disturbance of the oyster

reefs and vegetation along the shoreline where our pier extends out into the bay. The same
restrictions should apply to Applicant.

Your Response 8 states: “Even though the Applicant indicates the facility is located above the 100-
year frequency flood level, the proposed draft permit requires the Applicant to provide facilities for
the protection of its wastewater treatment facilities from a 100-year flood (Other Requirements
section of the permit). The existing pond and San Antonio Bay would clearly be within the 100-year
frequency flood level according to the referenced FEMA maps (FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map
Panels 480097 - 729, 265, Calhoun County). Inltem8. Supplemental Permit Information Form Item
11, on page 10 of the Admmlsu ative Report 1.0, Applicant states “ The proposed construction will
impact approximately 0.10 acre. Maximum depth of excavation for the proposed plant is 15 feet.”
and 1n Item 8. %upplcmcmal Permit Information Form Item 12. on page 10 of the Administrative
Report 1.0, Applicant states in response to describing the existing disturbances, vegetation & land
use, “T he])lop(m—,d project is located in an existing pasture with grasses, shrubs and scattered trees.”,
but no protective measures are described to prevent the wastewater in the existing pond from
spreading across our property during a 100-year flood.
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In your Response 4, it is stated that “the ED may recommend denial of an application if" the
proposed discharge would violate water guality standards.” We respeetfully request that such
application be reconsidered and denied, thereby giving the Applicant the opportunity to file
an administratively complete application and possibly adjust its point of discharge and
evaluate other locations, which would reduce the potential for trespass, nuisance, or other
causes of action in response to activities that may or actually do result in injury or adverse
cffect on human health or welfare, animal life, vegetation, or property. Alternatively, we
hereby request a Contested Case Hearing,

Sincerely,

/@é&dtgﬁ%}/ ?d ,

Dudley W. Garrett

/v'/ 7 Qf? el
i @Z;zf%/ Gf . T neelle
Patsy A Garrett '
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DUDLEY W. & PATSY A, GARRETT R
508 Burt Street Y )
Yoakum, Texas 77995 LI
(361) 293-6713 or (361) 293-4100 ' I

August 14, 2006 o

Office of the Chief Clerk fooEE
MC 105

TCEQ

P O Box 13087 -
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Re:  Proposed Permit No. WQ0014716001
Applicant: Seadrift Ranch Partners, Ltd
Affected Landowner: #17 and #132
Dudley W. & Patsy A. Garrett

Dear Sir:
We hereby are submitting our comments and request a public meeting on this application.

We have copied all of the packet available at the Calhoun County Public Library in Port Lavaca,
Texas and reviewed it extensively. Even though your Notice of Receipt of Application and Intent
to Obtaint Water Quality Permit indicates that “TCEQ’s Exccutive Director has determined the
application is administratively complete”, there are significant items omitted from the packet at the
Calhoun County Public Library in Port Lavaca, Texas:

1. Item 1.c. on page 5 of the Technical Report 1.1: There is no list and area map of wastewater
treatment and/or collection systems located within three (3) miles of the areas to be serviced by the
proposed facility. There is no correspondence with the owners/authorities of existing facilities within
3 miles of the existing/proposed facility concerning capacity to accept the volume of wastewater
proposed in this application or concerning connection with their system or concerning analysis of
expenditures required to connect to any existing wastewater collection systems located within 3 miles.
Comment: The Cily of Seadrift is located within 3 miles of the proposed facility with collection
points across the road from the land owned by the Applicant, bul no mention is made of capacity
lo accept such volume, of connection to their system or of the cosis lo connect Lo their system.
Surely, Applicant looked at other options before submilling ils application.

2. Jtem 5.a. and 5.b. on page 7 of the Technical Reportl.1: Application indicates that the
proposed-facilities will be located above the 100-year frequency flood level and refers to the source
of such 100-year flood plain as FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map Panels 480097 - 229, 265, Calhoun
County. There is no indication of what level at which the proposed facilities will be located to
determine the accuracy of such statement nor a copy of such FEMA Map attached.

Comment: In Item 5.b. on page 6 of the Adminisirative Report 1.0 and again in ltem 8.



Supplemental Permit Information Form ltem 7. on page 10 of the Administraiive Report 1.0,
Applicant states * Effluent is discharged into a proposed pond thence to an existing pond thence 1o

- San Antonio Bay”. The existing pond and San Antonio Bay would clearly be within the 100-year
Jrequency flood level, but no protective measures are described. In ltem 8. Supplemental Permit
Information Form ltem 11. on page 10 of the Administrative Report 1.0, Applicant states *“ The
proposed construction will impact approximately 0.10 acre. Maximum depth of excavation Jor the
proposed plant is 15 feet.” Again, no protective measures are described. In Item 8. Supplemental
Permit Information Form Item 12. on page 10 of the Adminisirative Report 1. 0, Applicant states in
response Lo describing the existing disturbances, vegetation & land use, "“The proposed project is
located in an existing pasture with grasses, shrubs and scattered trees.” No impact statement is
made concerning the existing pond and San Antonio Bay.

3. Ttem 2.4, and 2.b. and 2.¢. on page 8 of the Technical Report].0: Application does not
indicate the width of the receiving water at the outfall, states there are no oyster reefs in the vicinity
of the discharge, and states there are no Sea Grasses within the vicinity of the point of discharge.

Comment: After reviewing the maps provided with the application, the outfall will clearly impact
the oyster reefs in San Antonio Bay and the Sea Grasses in San Antonio Bay. T he GLO restricts the
disturbance of the vegetation along the shoreline where our pier extends out in the bay. The
discharge of clorinated fresh water into San Antonio Bay near our property will detrimentally
impact the vegetation along the shoreline and the salinity of the Bay. When there is rainfall in the
area, it runs off into the existing drainage ditch which the Applicant intends to use in its proposed
drainage channel. The naturally occurring fresh waler drainage from rainfall does effect the
salinity around our pier and therefore, decreases the bait and [ish around our pier. However, the
naturally occurring processes of nature such as tides, winds, currents, etc. also return the salinity
{0 our area after the rainfull drainage stops. It does not rain every day, but the proposed discharge
will be daily. We purchased our property and rebuilt out pier after the hurricane in order to catch
fish. The daily discharge of fresh water near our pier will make fishing from our pier a worthless
effort and will significantly decrease the enjoyment and value of our property specifically.

We n’@specti’ully request that such application be denied. Alternatively, we request a public
meeting on this application. : '

Sincerely,

Al 0. ot

Dudley W. Garrett

7 iy A e

Patsy A. ém‘rctt



Carol J. Garrioft October 16, 2006
P.O. Box 28 / 606 West Baltimore :
Seadrift, Texas 77983 / 361-785-6085

RE: TPDES Permit No. WQ0014716001, Seadrift Ranch Partner
Office of the Chief Clerk
MC 105, TCEQ

P.O. Box 13087

Austin TX 78711-3087

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am submitting my comments and request a contested case hearing on this application.

I have been a full-time resident of Seadrift, Texas, for almost 8 years. I am the branch manager at
the Seadrift Branch Library, and edit and publish a monthly publication, “Livin’ on the Bay.” I have
come to understand that anything that happens to, or occurs on, San Antonio Bay, is of primary
concern to all residents in the area. One of the reasons I moved to Seadrift was the availability of
seafood, primarily oysters and shrimp, fresh and unfrozen direct from the harbor, and the health and

beauty of the Bay.

It has come to my attention that Seadrift Ranch Partners has made application for wastewater
discharge into San Antonio Bay. Upon reading the materials pertaining to the above permit request
at the Calhoun County Public Library in Port Lavaca, Texas, I noticed some errors in the applica-
tion. On page 8, see “2b: Are there oyster reefs in the vicinity of the discharge?” The answer “No”
is checked. Next, see “2c: Are there any Sea Grasses within the vicinity of the point of discharge?”
The answer “No” is checked.

Commercial oystermen in Seadrift tell me there ARE at least 4 oyster reefs in the immediate area
of this proposed discharge point. As to sea grasses, page 90 of “Texas Beach & Bay Access Guide”
published by the Texas Coastal Management Program, Texas General Land Office, and NOAA, has
a map clearly showing sea grasses all along both sides of the Swan Point area and extending along
and beyond the Falcon Point Ranch location. Other elements are already affecting oyster reefs in
San Antonio Bay. It is important we not damage one single oyster reef.

- Application has been made to an electric utility for 400 homes. The quantity of treated wastewater
that will be coming into the Bay from this many homesites will seriously disrupt the salinity neces-
sary for the health of nearby oysters and sea grasses.

Many residents feel another discharge point could be found, perhaps into the Victoria Barge Canal,
or the Intracoastal Waterway. This would allow a better mix and dilution of discharge, especially
considering the prevailing winds at Swan Point, which would inhibit dissipation out into the Bay.
This proposed discharge affects not only the property owners of Swan Point, but every resident of
Seadrift itself. T would hope that Seadrift Ranch Partners (Falcon Point Ranch) will be agreeable to
another discharge point, to the benefit of their project as well as everyone who fishes, shrimps,
oysters, crabs, and enjoys San Antonio Bay.

Sincerely,

Carol J. Garriott
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f\[

June ’)’7 ’?U ‘%"if o OFF G

LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105

P.O. Box 13087 )
‘Austin, Texas 78711-3087 Fa

To Whom It May Concern.

We are writing to request a contested case hearing regarding the existing
application by Seadrift Ranch Partners, LTD for TDPES Permit No. WQ0014716001.

We are affected persons as we own a ]DIGCL of bay front property located at 1295
Swan Point Road, Seadrift, Texas 77983. That piece of property, the home on it, and the
fishing pier extending into on San Antonio Bay are located near the proposed wastewater
dlqcheuge outfall from the wastewater treatment facility at issue in TPDES Permit No.
WQ0014716001. We have a personal justiciable interest in the quiet enjoyment of our
property, an interest in maintaining and increasing the economic value of our property,
and a legal privilege to continued contact recreation including swimming and fishing in
the San Antonio Bay in front of our property. For the reasons described below, we
contend that our right to quite enjoyment, our economic interest in our land, and
particularly our privilege of continued swimming and fishing at this property will be
adversely affected by TCEQ granting TDPES Permit No. WQ0014716001 to Seadrift
Ranch Partners, LTD if the wastewater discharge outfall is placed in the vicinity of our
property.

In our previous comments to TCEQ regarding the proposed permit we raised a
number of concerns which we do not feel were adequately addressed by the Executive
Director’s Response to Public Comments. Specifically, we are requesting the contested
case hearing because we disagree with the Executive Director’s responses 1o Public
Comments 6, 7, 12 and 14. The basis of our comments is our belief that, because of the
Jocation of the proposed wastewater discharge outfall envisioned by TDPES Permit No.
WQ0014716001, and the prevailing winds and tides in this segment of San Antonio Bay,
the increased fresh water dumped into the bay from this wastewater treatment facility
will contribute to localized decreased salinity of bay waters in the arca immediately
surrounding our property at 1295 Swan Point Road.

In the Executive Director’s response to comment number 6, the ED acknowledges
that localized decreases in bay salinity can result from the amount of fresh water
discharge proposed in TDPES Permit No. WQ0014716001. Nevertheless, the ED staff
goes on to conclude that this decrease in salinity “would not negatively impact aquatic
life or recreation in the area.”



—-2- : June 27, 2007

Aquatic life in San Antonio bay depends on the brackish water of the area. Fish
stocks are especially affected by decreases in bay salinity from fresh water inflows. Our
family has utilized the property at 1295 Swan Point for swimming and fishing for over
- forty years. In that time, it has become apparent that, when fresh water inflows fo the bay
increase significantly, the concentration of speckled trout, red drum, and other fish
decrease as fresh water forces them out of the bay. On several occasions, concentrations
of fresh water have grown so high that harmful bacterial levels formed in San Antonio
Bay, making the waters unsafe for swimming and devoid of fish. Over the lengthy time
we have used this property for fishing and swimming we have also learned the prevailing
winds and tides in the area of San Antonio Bay immediately surrounding our property.

Based upon our assessment of the prevailing winds and tides in our area of San
Antonio Bay, and the location of the proposed treated wastewater discharge outfall from
the water treatment facility at issue in TDPES Permit No. WQ0014716001, it is our
‘belief that, if the permit is granted and this wastewater treatment facility is built, the
fresh water discharged from the facility will settle in the vicinity of our property.
Accordingly, the localized decrease in bay salinity that the ED admits could be caused by
this wastewater treatment facility in response to public comment number 6 would be

concentrated in the area surrounding our property at 1295 Swan Point.

The right and ability to swim and fish at this property is what gives it the
personal, economic and recreational value our family has enjoyed for more than forty
years. It is our contention that a localized decrease in bay salinity caused by fresh water
outflows from the proposed facility and exacerbated by prevailing winds and tides may
drive fish stocks from the vicinity of our property and may contribute to a localized spike
in bacteria making the water surrounding our property unsuitable for fishing and unsafe
- for swimming. Such a consequence would clearly infringe on our quiet enjoyment of our
property, decrease.the economic value of the property, and deprive our family of the
privilege of continued fishing and swimming in the waters surrounding Swan Point. We
are of the steadfast opinion that TDPES Permit No. WQO0014716001 should not be
granted based upon the presently proposed location of the wastewater discharge outfall,
its proximity to our property, and the likelihood that prevailing winds and tides could
lead to harmful localized decreased in bay salinity in the vicinity of our property.

We can be contacted at the address and telephone number above regarding this
request.

Sincerely,

Zo /,7/ % /// //_‘/// ///

@%/ Ll A /(//m!z

Greg A. and Christie K. Waida
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Dear Chief Clerk: 7 O~
| < 0
This letter is intended to address the request by Falcen

Point Ranch to receive a permit f01 wastewater. We are
property holders on both the waterfront side and across the
road. We do not want this permit issued because of
endangerment to the local bay environments impacting man -
and beast. A few points of consideration follow:

1) |
The underestimation of number of persons and Wa&er
sallons generated by the estimated 2 person per day
occupancy rate” in the permit document is clear. We
have seen the tremendous increase in number of persons,
animals and vehicles present at all times during the 6
months of summer and spring weather and our very mild
winters on the Texas Coast.

The permit ignores increased numbers of persons during
“peak summer periods” including Memorial Weekend, July
49 week, and Labor Day weekend. Ignored also are various
fishing tournaments and special events, designed to bring
large numbers of tourists and weekend visitors to enjoy
longer stays at the proposed Falcon Point properties on San

(?\ \\‘\_})

\



~Antonio Bay locations. This increase is apparent to the
untrained eye.

2) The non-inclusion and mis-representation of Falcon
Point Ranch Lodge in the amount of water usage run
through the proposed “residential treatment system”. In
final pages of the 60 plus page document submitted for
public review, the Seadrift Ranch Partners, LTD
indicate that the current wastewater treatment system
at the “Lodge” will be shut down and the “Lodge”
sewage waters will be treated through this proposed
residential treatment site. That would become
commercial use of a residential sewage system. It would
also significantly increase the amounts of effluent
discharge run through the residential system. Those
estimates are not included in the document submitted by
the Seadrift Ranch Partners.

3) The effluent discharge into a quiet, shallow bay area
where property owners’ children and families swim, play,
fish and enjoy shallow salt water recreational opportunities
endangers the quality and salinity of the bay waters. The
prevailing winds and tides would carry the effluent,
chemically treated sewage water into these residential
portions of the bay which do not have significant water
movement out to deeper bay environments. Potential
increase of waterborne bacteria harmful to man is
known in the research when the salinity of the local bay
waters are altered by prolonged rainfall, and become deadly
to man and sea creatures. Proposed sewage discharges on a



daily basis would endanger the water quality in this area of
the bay front.

4) | .
This sewage treatment facility would emit large quantities
of chemically treated, effluent discharge into a quiet,
shallow bay area and likely would change the salinity of the
water, alter the water environment for small fish, shrimp
and blue crabs, as well as plankton, algae and other
‘microscopic creatures. Ultimately the delicate food chain
balance would be interrupted and creatures like the
protected Whooping Crane who feed on the blue crabs in
San Antonio Bay could be further endangered, as well as

other lesser known birds, animals and fish.

5)

The map of the Seadrift Ranch Partners indicate several
thousands of feet of bay frontage included in their property
where discharge might more effectively and safely be
routed to the deeper waters of the inter-coastal canal.
However, owner choice for this “safe sewage treatment”
proposal is located at the very edge of their own property
line with-impact on many neighboring individual properties
along the half mile of Swan Point bay front, and across the
street from the bay front. This location could reduce
spoilage of Seadrift Ranch Partners’ investment while
damaging their neighbors’ properties. This location
would seem to indicate the concerns of the Seadrift Ranch
Partners that this sewage plant facility will indeed damage
their own properties with disregard for their neighbors.



6) ,
The minimal, if not insufficient, engineering design of the
sewage plant project does not appear to meet the
standards for water protection set by the Texas
Department of Health and imposed on individual home
owners along the bay front. Sewage disposal and water
wells are tightly and rigorously restricted and controlled in
an effort to protect the bays and the resident humans from
contamination and environmental damage.

The above concerns were determined after reading the
entire and extensive public document submitted for review.
While we are not scientists or wildlife management
specialists, we have been living on the San Antonio Bay
and respecting the water and water creatures for 35 years.
We respect and follow the extensive codes and rules related
to these recreational waters of the San Antonio Bay and
expect local businesses to adhere to the same standard of
extensive restrictions and protections. We appreciate your
review of this letter, and anticipate a positive decision
protecting the San Antonio Bay waters and recre eational
areas which bring pleasure and improved revenues into
Calhoun county,and the state of Texas.

-A./ . /
= //,/)/ /

616g A. and Chustie K. Walch
P O Box 4581

Victoria, TX 77903-4581
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