Click to View Bookmarkg (

February 21, 2010

LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087
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RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. 1
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1.

2.

The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

I maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

I would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

I find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and

the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.




8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals

had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas

in your preliminary decision?

. I'would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LL.C's

proposed waste water.
10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in

such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.
11.In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”
12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!
14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on

2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my

comments now. I have many copies.
15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this

permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter

~ to any others.
16. 1 therefore request a Contested Case Heanng in this matter.

With great respect si /%531
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Austin, Texas 78711-3087
RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000
Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. Imaintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. 1 would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. Ifind great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. Iwould assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.



10.

I1.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you

really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

I'would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. [ have many copies.

The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.
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Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LL.C, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I

request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the

quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than

a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. I'maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. I'would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. Tfind great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House

Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. 1would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit

against the will of the people affected.
7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to

water and erosion.




Signature: {7
Name: Tern

8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. Twould ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. | have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, since%ely,
Vs 4
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Dear Ms. Castanuela, BY %

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. I'maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. Twould DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. 1find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. Iwould assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.
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8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. I'would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. I have many copies,

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Castanuela, | CH[EF CLERKS OFHCE

Please consider this written request my desire for a contested case hearing in reference to
Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000. | declare | have affected party status concerning
the proposed permit based upon the following reasons.
#1. 1 own land and five within three miles of the outfall/flow of the proposed
discharge waste water of Navarro Generating LLC's proposed future site.

#2. | maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the information
provided in the application permit. | have every reason to think no TCEQ employee visited the discharge waste '
water site prior to the preliminary decision.

#3. | dispute the human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent does not reach a
perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.! live, own land, raise animals and crops within
that three miles and | must be considered before the final permit is granted. After the final permit is granted |
would lose all power to argue my concemns and would be forced to live with degradation of my quality of life and
property.

#4. | find great fault there is no effluent data submitted with the application because the Navarro
facility has not been built as of this date. Please refer #3 again. | do not want the TCEQ to initiate any permit
amendments or additional monitoring after the fact. | will be affected before they take action.

#5. | further declare the final approval of this permit will affect my ability to access all parts of my
property due to water and erosion.

#6. | would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit against the
wishes of the affected parties in favor of Navarro Generating LLC and for that reason | must have a contested
case hearing to protect my own rights.

# Finally, but not least, | want to respond to statements made in Response # 36: page 24 of the
Decisien of the Executive Director. The TCEQ failed to meet their obligation to protect the public within the
three miles of initial outfall/flow of the waste water discharge. It is my opinion the TCEQ has avoided their
responsibility to the public in this preliminary draft permit to avoid any future fault with their decision. To admit
in writing the issuance of this permit does not grant to the permit-tee the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this permit is just cause to grant me
a contested case hearing as an affected party. My 14th amendment right guarantees me equal protection
under the laws. The final approval of this permit would be an invasion of my personal right to a contested case
hearing.

Sincerely,

i (e Clonbisee
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Chief Clerk, MC-105 .
Texas Commission on Air Quality IWD
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Dear Ms. Castanuela, . (ﬁ(ﬁ%l"

The proposed Navarro Generating LLC has filed a water permit application #WQ0004870000 (EPA ID#
TX0131814) with the TCEQ to use water and discharge waste water into the public waters of Navarro County and
the state of Texas. Navarro Generating seeks to discharge large volumes of waste water containing numerous harmful
contaminants from its electric utility generating plant into the public waters of Navarro County and the state of
Texas.

As aresident of Navarro County who is concerned about water quality in the area, I am requesting a public
meeting be held by the TCEQ on this waste water permit request, and as an affected person living in Navarro County
Irequest a contested case hearing on the Navarro Generating's waste water discharge permit application
#WQU004870000. ‘

I live in Navarre County at the address listed below, which is _ miies from the iocation of the proposed
facility and will be affected by the water use and waste water discharges by Navarro Generating if the water permit is
approved by the TCEQ. ‘

I am requesting affected party status for the following reasons:

CHEF CLERKS OFFICE

(g/)” e creek(s) run across my property

(1)my animals and wild life drink from the creek

( ) my stock tanks get run-off from the creek -

(i)-Children and workers have access to the creek

( ) my well water might be affected

( ) we eat fish from the ereek “f7 , /& 5

(£)Rifhland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to travel

(v»Richland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to access part of my property
( Richland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects hay production in my hay meadows

( )X use water from the creek to irrigate nay land.

T use water at our property for gardening, residence, and other purposes. Our water use and the quality of local
water will be affected by Navarro Generating’s waste water discharges. I do not want to see our water quality
degraded as it will be by Navarro Generating’s waste water permit if it is approved, since ! am concerned that
degradation will lead to poor water quality making the water unsafe for public drinking purposes and unsanitary for
other uses as well.

Please help us protect our good water quality in Navarro County.

Sincerely,

wijn G /Q fY//"M [\,@V(/g-ﬁ’&)

(Signature)

Name: 1 e Roberds, I\ enhoc)

address JO & KAl en B Als

City, State, Zip Code_ (0 S, Cliino [ x 75//D }
Telephone number:; 9()3 - Y/ -0YY 5)
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Austin, Texas 78711-3087 ' CH‘EF CLERKS OFHCE

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

The proposed Navarro Generating LLC has filed a water permit appheauon #WQO0004870000 (EPA ID#
TX0131814)vnththeTCEQtousewateranddlschargewastewatetmtoﬂlepubhcwatersofNavarroCountyand
the state of Texas. Navarro Generating seeks to discharge large volumes of waste water containing numerous harmfial
contaminants from its electric utility generating plant into the public waters of Navarro County and the state of
Texas.,

As aresxdentofNavmoCountywho:sconcemedahoutwamrqualitymthgarea,Iamrequestmgapublic
meenngbehcldbytheTCEQonthxswastewaterpermtttequest,andasanaﬁ‘ecmdpersonhvmginNavanoCounty
IrequestacontestedcasehmnngontheNavmonmahngswastewaterdtschargepmmnapphmon
#WQ000487G000, '

1 live in Navarro County at the address listed below, which is [9\ miles from the location of the proposed
facility and will be affected by the water use and waste water discharges by Navarro Generating if the water permit is
approved by the TCEQ.

I am requesting affected party status for the following reasons:

(\é(the creek(s) run across my property

(¢) my animals and wild life drink from the creek

( ) my stock tanks get run-off from the creek '

() children and workers have access to the creek

( ) my well water might be affected

( ) we eat fish from the creek

(JRichland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow whlchaﬂ’eclsmy ability to travel
chlandandeOakCreeksoverﬂowwhmhaffeclxmyabmtytoaccesspartofmypmpmty

( )Righland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects hay production in my hay meadows

(. ) use water from the creek to irrigate my land.

T use water at our propesty for gardening, residence, and other purposes. Our water use and the quality of local
water will be affected by Navarro Generating’s waste water discharges. I do not want to see our water guality
degraded as it will be by Navarro Generating’s waste water permit if it is approved, since I am concerned that -
degradaﬁonvdulieadmpoorwaterqualitymaldngthewaternnsafeforpubﬁcdrinkingpm‘pomandunsaniwyfor
other uses as well. )

Please help us protect our good water quality in Navarro Coyaty.

e Rﬁu 1o Dowls

Addregszz,ggl/dﬂ 5//4) (ﬁéufﬂ/ )@,@Fkﬂ O)?/jb
City, State, Zip Code 7@ 1 LAUD ,’}7[ Y A4
roponsmaver._ 1 7248 P~ 4955
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P.O. Box 13087 CH IFF CLERKS OFF!CE

Austin, Texas 78711-3087
RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000
Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LL.C, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. I'maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee ever
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. Twould DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I'would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted, He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. 1find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. Iwould assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
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8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. I'would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. I have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, sincerely,
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February 21, 2010

LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000 I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. I'maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. 1would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. Ifind great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to ‘
water and erosion. Q)\
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The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you

really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. [ have many copies.

The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, sincerely,

Signature: S 44\/‘9.4 Q '

Name:

Phone:

Email:
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LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk

PO. Box 13087 CHEF CLERKS OFFOE

P.O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000 \/X@??%w‘ 25 mm

Dear Ms. Castanuela, BY i@

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LL.C, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. I'maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. 1 would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. Ifind great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.
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8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. Iwould ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LL.C. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. | have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter. % :

With great respect, sincerely, %—%‘)
Signature: LQQQA»«_“)
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LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk

TCEQ, MC-105 CHIEF CLERKS OFFICE
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I

request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. I'maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. Twould DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve th
public's best interest.

5. Ifind great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit /\
against the will of the people affected. !
7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to \)d

water and erosion. (\(\
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With great r%incer@ly,
Signature: - “

Name:

The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you

really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LL.C's
proposed waste water.

It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. I have many copies. _

The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

Floma J G
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March 12, 2010

VIA Hectror g:
LaDonna Castanuela
TCEQ Office of the Chief Clerk; MC 105
P.0. Box 13087

Austin, TX 78711-3087

RE:  Request for Contested Case Hearing & Request for Reconsideration of Executive Director's Decision
Application of Navarro Generating LLC for a Gas-Fired Power Plant in Navarro County
TPDES Permit No. WQ0004870000

Dear Ms. Castanuela:

The following Requests for Contested Case Hearing and Requests for Reconsideration in the above named
and numbered matter are filed on behalf of Citizens Opposed to Power Plants, COPPs for Clean Air (COPPs),
and KIDS for Clean Air.

. Requests for Contested Case Hearing

The following organizations previously requested a public meeting and a contested case hearing on behalf of
their members, including those who live and/or recreate in Navarro County, surrounding counties, downwind
counties, and downstream counties particularly those members that will be affected by the new plantin a way
not common to the general public:

e COPPS for Clean Air (COPPS),
e Citizens Opposed to Power Plants, and
e KIDS for Clean Air.

These organizations now reassert those previous requests for a contested case hearing because the
Executive Director's decision fails to address all of the concerns and comments of the organizations and their
members. All contact with these organizations should be through legal counsel:

Wendi Hammond

Law Office of Wendi Hammond
7325 Augusta Circle

Plano, Texas 75025

Phone: (972) 746-8540

Fax: (469) 241-0430



Each organization has members that live, work and/or recreate in the immediate area of the proposed power
plant and/or members that live, work and/or recreate in areas downwind and/or downstream of the proposed
plant which will be impacted by plant’s air pollutants and wastewater discharges. This includes, but is not
limited to, members that live off of, work in and/or recreate in the unnamed tributary of Little Pin Oak Creek,
Little Pin Oak Creek and/or Richland-Chambers Reservoir. For example, our members use water from Little
Pin Oak Creek or Richland-Chambers Reservoir as a drinking water supply for humans and livestock, fishing,
boating, swimming, bird watching, hunting, etc.

These members will be adversely affected from the proposed wastewater pollutants including, but not limited
to, each of the pollutants listed within the application’s material safety data sheets.

All of the organizations are small nonprofit membership organizations dedicated to protecting families,
property, agriculture and natural resources of its members, their descendants and the public from the
consequences of pollution caused by power plants in Texas. A number of each organization's members live,
work and recreate in areas downwind and downstream of the wastewater and air pollution to be discharged by
the proposed power plant. Therefore, the health, homes, livelihoods and aesthetic enjoyment of the
organizations’ members (and others) will be adversely affected by Applicant's proposed power plant.

Each of the organization’s purpose includes, but is not limited to, protecting its membership from the adverse
effects from power plants such as Applicant’s proposed plant. As such, the interests the organizations seek to
protect are germane to each of the organization’s purpose. Furthermore, neither the claim asserted nor the
relief requested requires the participation of organizations’ individual members in the case; and one or more
members of each organization would otherwise have standing to request a hearing in their own right. For
example:

> Daniel Roberts and family, are members of Citizens Opposed to Power Plants and COPPs for Clean
Air (COPPs). Box 174 Richland, TX 76681. He and his family live approximately within % to 1 mile
downstream from the proposed Qutfall on the unnamed tributary of Little Pin Oak. He is concemed
that the wastewater from the proposed plant will adversely affect his and his family’s property,
livelihood and/or aesthetic enjoyment of the unnamed tributary of Little Pin Oak Creek and/or
Richland-Chambers Reservoir and surrounding recreation areas. This includes, but is not limited to,
adverse effects to his and his family's general enjoyment of the outdoors such as hiking, fishing,
nature-watching and camping.

> Mr. Jason Hammond and his family are members of KIDS for Clean Air. The family lives in Collin
County, Plano, Texas 75025, an area located within a county recommended to be classified as
nonattainment for violations of the ozone NAAQS 75 ppb standard, already classified as
nonattainment for violating the 85 ppb ozone NAAQS standard, and previously classified as
nonattainment for violating the 1 hour ozone NAAQS standard. Collin County is located downwind
from the proposed plant. He is concerned that the wastewater from the proposed plant will adversely
affect his and his family’s aesthetic enjoyment of the Richland-Chambers Reservoir and surrounding
recreation areas. This includes, but is not limited to, adverse effects to his and his family’s general
enjoyment of the outdoors such as hiking, fishing, nature-watching and camping.

The organizations raise the following issues that are relevant and material to the decision on the application.



Il. Relevant and Material Disputed Issues

Relevant and material disputed issues to be addresses at a hearing include the following:

1) The Application and Draft Permit do not comply with all federal and state laws and regulations.

2) The Application and Draft Permit would cause health hazards, nuisances and/or other adverse
effects to the public and environment.

3) The Application and Draft Permit would allow contamination of ground and surface waters.

4) The Application and Draft Permit do not comply with requisite analysis and use of best
available technology.

5) The Application and Draft Permit will allow violation(s) of water quality standards.

6) The Application and Draft Permit will allow degradation of the receiving waters.

7) Notice did not comply with all federal and state laws and regulations.

Therefore, the permit should not be granted.

All of these issues were raised during the public comment period. Numerous examples o illustrate the above
relevant and material disputed issues were provided in writing and orally during the public comment period by
the above-named organizations and separately by the organizations' individual members. Further explanation
has been provided in subsequent hearing requests filed by the organization’s individual members. None of
those hearing requests should be interpreted as limiting the scope and number of the above relevant and
material disputed issues. Likewise, the below request for reconsideration of the executive director’s decision
provides additional examples, without any limitation, on the above outlined relevant and material disputed
issues.

All of the Executive Director's response to comments (RTC) are disputed based upon all of the facts raised in
all of the written and oral public comments provided by groups/individuals opposed to the issuance of this
permit. This includes, but is not limited to, facts raised during the question/answer period of the informal
portion held at the public meeting.

lll. Request for Reconsideration of the Executive Director's Decisions

In addition to the requests for contested case hearing, the organizations request reconsideration of the
Executive Director’s Decision.

During the public comment period, pictures were provided which establish the fact that water pools within the
discharge route. The Executive Director's RTC too narrowly addresses the disputed issues raised by these
pictures and other public comments as merely “flooding issues” which TCEQ repeatedly asserts is “not
addressed in the wastewater permitting process.” The Executive Director, however, should have addressed
these facts more broadly as raising disputes about the draft permit's potential to adversely impact water quality
because the agency staff made certain assumptions about the impact of the wastewater discharge. These
assumptions include, but are not limited to, the concentration of pollutants that will reach the Richland-
Chambers Reservoir as a result of this draft permit.



All of the application and agency assumptions, however, were called into question by the public comments and

evidence provided. For example:

 ltis highly likely that the discharge route may at times have low flow which would allow the pollutants
in the wastewater discharge to pool and accumulate to a much higher concentrations until a small rain
event causes the concentrated wastewater pollutants to finally reach the Richland-Chambers
Reservoir. Under that highly likely scenario, the Richland-Chambers Reservoir will be subjected to
potential water quality impacts that the executive director never considered — but should have — due to

the public comments provided.

o Alternatively, the proposed wastewater discharge stream may actually cause the unnamed tributary of
Little Pin Oak Creek andfor Little Pin Oak Creek to be a perennial water body, which could affect the
designated uses assumed by the application as well as other assumptions.

Additionally, the changes made to the draft permit in response to public comment still do not address all of the
concerns raised in the public comments. For example, there still is no analysis required prior to
‘commencement of commercial operations” although wastewater and stormwater discharges may occur during

construction and pre-testing for commercial operations.

Conclusion

The public meetin‘g held for this matter failed to provide answers to all of the public’s questions and concerns.
Likewise, the Executive Director's Response to Comments fails to encompass and respond to the breadth and
scope of all of the public comments, especially the comments provided during the public meeting.

Furthermore, these comments are in addition to and supplement any public comments and/or hearing requests
and/or requests for reconsideration provided previously or subsequently by the organizations or its members.
Likewise, these public comments and hearing requests incorporate by reference (for inclusion as part of the
administrative record) any submissions, oral or written, provided by other individuals or organizations
protesting this application and issuance of the proposed permit as well as any issues of concern raised by

EPA
Therefore, the matter should be reconsidered by the executive director and the permit should not be granted,

or alternatively, the matter should be sent to a contested case hearing.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions, feel free to contact me.
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Request for Contested Case Hearing & Request for Reconsideration of Executive Director's Decision

RE:
Application of Navarro Generating LLC for a Gas-Fired Power Plant in Navarro County
TPDES Permit No. WQQ004870000
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The following organizations previously requested a public meeting and a contested case hearing on behalf of
their members, including those who live and/or recreate in Navarro County, surrounding counties, downwind
counties, and downstream counties particularly those members that will be affected by the new plant in a way

not common to the general public:

COPPS for Clean Air (COPPS),
Citizens Opposed to Power Plants, and
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= KIDS for Clean Air.
These organizations now reassert those previous requests for a contested case hearing because the
ganizations ang {heir

Executive Director's decision fails to address all of the concems and comments of the or
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Each organization has members that live, work and/or recreate in the immediate area of the proposed power
plant-and/or members that live, work and/or recreate in areas downwind and/or downstream of the proposed
plant which will be impacted by plant's air pollutants and wastewater discharges. This includes, but is not
limited to, members that live off of, work in and/or recreate in the unnamed tributary of Little Pin Oak Creek,
Litfle Pin Oak Creek and/or Richfand-Chambers Reservoir. For example, our members use water from Little
Pin Oak Creek or Richland-Chambers Reservoir as a drinking water supply for humans and livestock, fishing,
boating, swimming, bird watching, hunting, etc.

These members will be adversely affected from the proposed wastewater pollutants including, but not limited
to, each of the pollutants listed within the application's material safety data sheets.

All of the organizations are small nonprofit membership organizations dedicated to protecting families,
property, agriculture and natural resources of its members, their descendants and the public from the
consequences of pollution caused by power plants in Texas. A number of each organization's members live,
work and recreate in areas downwind and downstream of the wastewater and air pollution to be discharged by
the proposed power plant. Therefore, the health, homes, livelihoods and aesthetic enjoyment of the
organizations’ members (and others) will be adversely affected by Applicant's proposed power plant.

Each of the organization's purpose includes, but is not limited to, protecting its membership from the adverse
effects from power plants such as Applicant's proposed plant. As such, the interests the organizations seek to
protect are germane to each of the organization's purpose. Furthermore, neither the claim asserted nor the
relief requested requires the participation of organizations' individual members in the case; and one or more
members of each organization would otherwise have standing to request a hearing in their own right. For
example:

» Daniel Roberts and family, are members of Citizens Opposed to Power Plants and COPPs for Clean
Air (COPPs). Box 174 Richiand, TX 76681. He and his family live approximately within % to 1 mile
downstream from the proposed Outfall on the unnamed tributary of Little Pin Oak He is concemed
that the wastewater from the praposed plant will adversely affect his and his family's property,
livelihood and/or aesthetic enjoyment of the unnamed tributary of Little Pin Oak Creek and/or
Richiand-Chambers Reservoir and surrounding recreation areas. This includes, but is not limited to,
adverse effects to his and his family's general enjoyment of the outdoors such as hiking, fishing,
nature-watching and camping.

» Mr. Jason Hammond and his family are members of KIDS for Clean Air. The family lives in Collin
County, Plano, Texas 75025, an area located within a county recommended to be classified as
nonattainment for violations of the ozone NAAQS 75 ppb standard, already classified as
nonattainment for violating the 85 ppb ozone NAAQS standard, and previously classified as
nonattainment for violating the 1 hour ozone NAAQS standard. Collin County is located downwind
from the proposed plant. He is concemed that the wastewater from the proposed plant will adversely
affect his and his family's aesthetic enjoyment of the Richland-Chambers Reservoir and surrounding
recreation areas. This includes, but is not fimited to, adverse effects to his and his family's general

enjoyment of the outdoors such as hiking, fishing, nature-watching and camping

The organizations raise the following issues that are relevant and material to the decision on the application.
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Il Relevant and Material Disputed Issues

Relevant and material disputed issues to be addresses at a hearing include the following:

1) The Application and Draft Permit do not comply with all federal and state laws and regulations.

2) The Application and Draft Permit would cause health hazards, nuisances and/or other adverse
effects to the public and environment.

3) The Application and Draft Permit would allow contamination of ground and surface waters.

4) The Application and Draft Permit do not comply with requisite analysis and use of bast
available technology.

5) The Application and Draft Permit will allow violation(s) of water quality standards.

6) The Application and Draft Permit will allow degradation of the receiving waters.

7) Notice did not comply with all faderal and state laws and regulations.

Therefore, the permit should not be granted.

All of these issues were raised during the public comment period. Numerous examples to illustrate the above
relevant and material disputed issues were provided in writing and orally during the public comment period by
the above-named organizations and separately by the organizations' individual members. Further explanation
has been provided in subsequent hearing requests filed by the organization's individual members. None of
those hearing requests should be interpreted as limiting the scope and number of the above relevant and
material disputed issues. Likewise, the below request for reconsideration of the executive director's decision
provides additional examples, without any limitation, on the above outiined relevant and material disputed
issues. :

All of the Executive Director's response to comments (RTC) are disputed based upon all of the facts raised in
all of the written and oral public comments provided by groupsfindividuals opposed to the issuance of this
permit. This includes, but is not limited to, facts raised during the question/answer period of the informal
portion held at the public meeting.

Il. Request for Reconsidaration of the Exacutive Director's Decisions

In addition to the requests for contested case hearing, the organizations request reconsideration of the
Executive Director’s Decision.

During the public comment period, pictures were provided which establish the fact that water pools within the
discharge route. The Executive Director's RTC too narrowly addresses the disputed issues raised by these
pictures and other public comments as merely "flooding issues™ which TCEQ repeatedly asserts is “not
addressed in the wastewater permitting process.” The Executive Director, however, should have addressed
these facts more broadly as raising disputes about the draft permit's potential to adversely impact water quality
because the agency staff made certain assumptions about the impact of the wastewater discharge. These
assumptions include, but are not limited to, the concentration of pollutants that will reach the Richland-
Chambers Reservoir as a result of this draft permit.
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Al of the application and agency assumptions, however, were called into question by the public comments and
evidence provided. For example:

e ltis highly likely that the discharge route may at times have low flow which would allow the pollutants
in the wastewater discharge to pool and accumulate to a much higher concentrations until a small rain
event causes the concentrated wastewater pollutants to finally reach the Richland-Chambers
Reservair. Under that highly likely scenario, the Richland-Chambers Reservoir will be subjected to
potential water quality impacts that the executive director never considered — but should have — due to
the public comments provided.

» Alternatively, the proposed wastewater discharge stream may actually cause the unnamed tributary of
Little Pin Oak Creek andfor Little Pin Oak Creek to be a perennial water body, which could affect the
designated uses assumed by the application as well as other assumptions.

Additionally, the changes made to the draft permit in response to public comment still do not address all of the
concerns raised in the public comments. For example, there still is no anaiysis required prior to
‘commencement of commercial operations” although wastewater and stormwater discharges may occur during
construction and pre-testing for commercial operations.

Conclusion

The public meeting held for this matter failed to provide answers to all of the public's questions and concerns.
Likewise, the Executive Director's Response to Comments fails to encompass and respond to the breadth and
scope of all of the public comments, especially the comments provided during the public meeting.

Furthermore, these comments are in addition to and supplement any public comments and/or hearing requests
and/or requests for reconsideration provided previously or subsequently by the organizations or its members.
Likewise, these public comments and hearing requests incorporate by reference (for inclusion as part of the
administrative record) any submissions, oral or written, provided by other individuals or organizations
protesting this application and issuance of the proposed permit as well as any issues of concem raised by
EPA,

Therefore, the matter shouid be reconsidered by the executive director and the permit should not be granted,
or alternatively, the matter should be sent to a contested case hearing.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. !f you have any questions, feel free to contact me.
m _




b TCEQ Public Meeting Form
Monday, December 7, 2009

Navarro Generating LL.C
Proposed TPDES Permit No. WO0004870000
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Please note, e-mail addresses are subject to public disclosure under the “Texas Public Information.”

/@ Please add me to the mailing list.

Are you here today representing a municipality, legislator, agency, or group?
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IF YOU WANT TO GIVE FORMAL COMMENT PLEASE v BELOW

/{V I wish to provide formal oral comments.

%O I wish to provide formal written comments at tonight’s public meeting.

(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this to the person at the information table. Thank you. /3
Y,
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LAW OFFICE OF WENDI HAMMOND
7325 Augusta Circle

Plano, TX 75025
PH: (972) 746-8540 Wendi_Hammond@sbcglobal.net FX: (469) 241-
0430

December 7, 2009

OPA RECEIVED
VIA EHAND DELIVERY AT PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING

LaDonna Castanuela M DEC 0 72009
TCEQ Office of the Chief Clerk; MC 105
P.0. Box 13087 AT PUBLIC MEETING
Austin, TX 78711-3087

RE:

Public Comment and Request for Hearing
Application of Navarro Generating LLC for a Gas-Fired Power Plant in Navarro County
TPDES Permit No. WQ0004870000

Dear Ms. Castanuela:

The following Public Comments and Requests for Hearing in the above named and numbered matter are filed
on behalf of Citizens Opposed to Power Plants, COPPs

for Clean Air (COPPs), and KIDS for Clean Air.
l. Requests for Contested Case Hearing and Public Meeting

The following organizations request a public meeting and a contested case hearing on behalf of their

members, including those who live and/or recreate in Navarro County, surrounding counties, downwind
counties, and downstream counties particularly those members that wil

I be affected by the new plant in a way
not common to the general public; , .
2 8 9
* COPPS for Clean Air (COPPS), m moQ
» Citizens Opposed to Power Plants, and v . 2 S=4
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All contact with these organizations should be through legal counsel: , % f 2%
| 2 X oz
Wendi Hammond -
Law Office of Wendi Hammond

7325 Augusta Circle
Plano, Texas 75025
Phone: (972) 746-8540
Fax: (469) 241-0430

Each organization has members that live, work and/or recreate in the immediate area of the proposed power
plant and/or members that live, work and/or recreate in areas downwind and/or downstream of the proposed
plant which will be impacted by plant's air pollutants and wastewater discharges. This includes, but is not

N




limited to, members that live off of, work in and/or recreate in the unnamed tributary of Little Pin Oak Creek,
Little Pin Oak Creek and/for Richland-Chambers Reservoir. For example, our members use water from Little
Pin Oak Creek or Richland-Chambers Reservoir as a drinking water supply for humans and livestock, fishing,
boating, swimming, bird watching, hunting, etc.

These members will be adversely affected from the proposed wastewater pollutants including, but not limited
to, each of the pollutants listed within the application’s material safety data sheets.

All'of the organizations are small nonprofit membership organizations dedicated to protecting families,
property, agriculture and natural resources of its members, their descendants and the public from the
consequences of poliution caused by power plants in Texas. A number of each organization’s members live,
work and recreate in areas downwind and downstream of the wastewater and air pollution to be discharged by
the proposed power plant. Therefore, the health, homes, livelihoods and aesthetic enjoyment of the
organizations' members (and others) will be adversely affected by Applicant's proposed power plant.

Each of the organization’s purpose includes, but is not limited to, protecting its membership from the adverse
effects from power plants such as Applicant's proposed plant. As such, the interests the organizations seek to
protect are germane to each of the organization’s purpose. Furthermore, neither the claim asserted nor the
relief requested requires the participation of organizations’ individual members in the case; and one or more
members of each organization would otherwise have standing to request a hearing in their own right. For
example:

» Daniel Roberts and family, are members of Citizens Opposed to Power Plants and COPPs for Clean
Air (COPPs). Box 174 Richland, TX 76681. He and his family live approximately within % to 1 mile
downstream from the proposed Outfall on the unnamed tributary of Little Pin Oak. He is concemed
that the wastewater from the proposed plant will adversely affect his and his family's property,
livelihood and/or aesthetic enjoyment of the unnamed tributary of Little Pin Oak Creek and/or
Richland-Chambers Reservoir and surrounding recreation areas. This includes, but is not limited to,
adverse effects to his and his family's general enjoyment of the outdoors such as hiking, fishing,
nature-watching and camping.

» Mr. Jason Hammond and his family are members of KIDS for Clean Air. The family lives in Collin
County, Plano, Texas 75025, an area located within a county recommended to be classified as
nonattainment for violations of the ozone NAAQS 75 ppb standard, already classified as
nonattainment for violating the 85 ppb ozone NAAQS standard, and previously classified as
nonattainment for violating the 1 hour ozone NAAQS standard. Collin County is located downwind
from the proposed plant. He is concerned that the wastewater from the proposed plant will adversely
affect his and his family’s aesthetic enjoyment of the Richland-Chambers Reservoir and surrounding
recreation areas. This includes, but is not limited to, adverse effects to his and his family’s general
enjoyment of the outdoors such as hiking, fishing, nature-watching and camping.

The organizations raise the following issues that are relevant and material to the decision on the application.

Il. Relevant and Material Disputed Issues

Relevant and material disputed issues to be addresses at a hearing include the following:

1) The Application and Draft Permit do not comply with all federal and state laws and regulations.

2




2)

3)
4)

5)
6)
7)

The Application and Draft Permit would cause health hazards, nuisances and/or other adverse
effects to the public and environment.

The Application and Draft Permit would allow contamination of ground and surface waters.
The Application and Draft Permit do not comply with requisite analysis and use of best
available technology.

The Application and Draft Permit will allow violation(s) of water quality standards.

The Application and Draft Permit will allow degradation of the receiving waters.

Notice did not comply with all federal and state laws and regulations.

Therefore, the permit should not be granted.

For purposes of illustration only and not intended to be construed as any limitation on the above issues, the
organizations provide specific examples illustrating their questions, comments and concerns regarding the
application and draft permit identified by the above relevant and material issues:

The application is incomplete, contains inaccuracies and/or fails to include all necessary and required
information.

The application fails to provide adequate information conceming the impact of access roads, utility
lines and construction easements involved in the project.

FEMA maps may not accurately reflect all 100-year frequency flood levels, and sole reliance upon
those maps may not be proper.

The application states for what purposes the raw water supply will be “primarily” used rather than
identifying all purposes.

The application states that additional construction for potable water treatment capability is possible,
yet the application fails to account for, review and analyze impacts, if any, from this additional
construction. Likewise, the application fails to identify where this construction, or the construction of
the potable water well will exist.

The application fails to properly identify the raw water storage tank.

The application fails to properly review what impact(s) may occur if the Mixed Bed is not regenerated
every seven days as assumed by the application.

The application fails to identify and properly review the type, amount, frequency and disposal of
pollutants resulting from regular maintenance of the power plant. Likewise the draft permit fails to
place appropriate limits on such pollutants as well as provide adequate record-keeping, reporting and
monitoring of such pollutants.

Why is powdered activated carbon being injected “at various times” to control taste? The application
is unclear on whether the representations provided on page 1 of attachment T-2 are requirement of
the application and permit or not. Is the pump station a facility under the control of the Applicant?



The draft permit fails to require as limits the assumptions utilized in the application analyses in
Attachment T-6. Without requiring these limits, the application fails to adequately analyze the potential
adverse effects of the proposed wastewater discharge.

The permit application fails to adequately analyze the wastewater’s potential impact on the
downstream domestic drinking water supply intake.

The application fails to adequately identify and analyze the general characteristic of the water body as
natural storm and floodwater runoff.

The application fails to adequately identify and analyze the uses of the receiving waters and water
body other than livestock watering. This includes, but is not limited to non contact recreation, contact
recreation, picnic park activities, and fishing.

The application and draft permit are improper in that “[a]ll determinations are preliminary and subject
to additional review and/or revisions." As such, the application is incomplete and the public has not
been afforded the opportunities for and protections of public participation as provided by state and
federal law.

The antidegradation review is inadequate and incomplete. For example, information available to the
public fails to adequately address what the change is, how the determination was made, what was
reviewed, etc.

The discharge may have an effect on federal endangered or threatened aquatic or aquatic dependent
species or proposed species or their critical habitat. The application and subsequent review is
inadequate and incomplete.

The technology-based limits within the application and draft permit are incomplete, inadequate and/or
incorrect.

Requirement Nos. 11 & 13 of the draft permit are inadequate and improper. It circumvents meaningful
public participation concerning the monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting requirements.

The draft permit is inadequate and improperly allows the development of a storm water pollution
prevention plan that circumvents meaningful public participation and review of for compliance with
federal and state laws, rule sand regulations.

The effluent limits for Outfall 002 for including, but not limited to, TOC, oil and grease and pH are not
appropriate or not properly established.

The application fails to adequately identify and analyze the “wildemness” description of the receiving
waters, especially the receiving waters further downstream from the outfalls.

The organizations question the consistency and compatibility of the application and proposed permit
with the applicable water quality management plan.

The application does not contain adequate facility designs and specifications.

4



The proposed permit fails to provide in clear and enforceable terms the character of the discharge.

The proposed permit fails to provide in clear and enforceable terms the character of the flow
limitations.

The draft permit fails to comply with federal and state enforceability requirements because the
application and draft permit fail to require necessary information, reporting and/or recordkeeping.

The draft permit does not require sufficient frequency and type of monitoring (e.g., whole toxicity
monitoring, etc.) to detect violations or evaluate water criteria, degradation and/or toxicity as the
conditions of discharge and conditions in the receiving waters change from time to time.

The application and draft permit fail to appropriately consider any unpleasant odor quality of the
effluent and the possible adverse effect that it might have on the receiving body of water having an
established recreational standard.

The draft permit requires testing of Outfall 001 & 002 discharge 90 days after the permit is issued:
however, the plant may not be operational at that time. The initial discharge may or may not actually
be the first time industrial wastewater is discharged in any amount from outfall 001 or when the plant is
operational for outfall 002. For example, some wastewater discharge may occur during construction
and/or pre-start up testing. The testing may not accurately reflect the analysis that would happen
when the plant is operational.

The Applicant's compliance history at this or other facilities require denial of the application, or at the
very least, close scrutiny of the information in the application and additional conditions and terms in
the proposed permit to minimize the likelihood of future violations.

The application and draft permit fail to comply with the requisite federal and state laws and regulations
concerning Best Technology Available (BTA).

The application and draft permit fail to minimize adverse environmental impacts.

The draft permit improperly undermines public participation by postponing analysis and determinations
conceming Best Technology Available (BTA) analysis for minimizing Adverse Environmental Impact
(AEI) until after the permit is issued by the agency.

Effluent limitations are not properly based on 40 CFR part 423; water quality-based effluent limits
should have been imposed on the draft permit; and the new source determination was not properly
performed.

TCEQ improperly developed the proposed draft permit on documents that are not compatible with or
approved by federal and/or state law requirements.

The application and draft permit fail to include all necessary information, analysis and requirements to
comply with the elements of the antidegradation policy and requisite analysis with regard to any
pollutant.



The application and draft permit fail to include all necessary information, analysis and requirements to
comply with all requisite water quality criteria.

The public notices regarding this permit application have been inadequate and/or incorrect and
therefore, TCEQ must republish notice to allow the public its opportunity to review the complete
application and provide meaningful and informed comments.

Applicant’s and TCEQ's actions have caused the public to review and comment on an incomplete
application and draft permit in violation of federal and state laws and regulations as illustrated by the
issues identified in the other comments discussing missing application information and technical
analysis.

The proposed permit fails provide in clear and enforceable terms limits specifically keyed to
characteristics for treatment and disposal.

The proposed permit fails to provide in clear and enforceable terms rates of application to the waters
including, but not limited to, the quantity, quality, flow, location of disposal and conditions for disposal.

The proposed permit fails to provide in clear and enforceable terms adequate monitoring and reporting
requirements including, but not limited to, sufficient frequency and type of monitoring to detect
violations.

The application inadequately describes the soils, ground waters, surface waters, or the location of
wells, faults, fractures, sink holes, wetlands, etc..

The application and draft permit inadequately address the inclusion of additional wastestreams
including, but not limited to, low volume waste sources, metal cleaning wastewater, etc.. This
includes, but is not limited, providing effluent limitations for pollutants resulting from metal cleaning.

The organizations question the adequacy of the impoundments, outfall canals, and outfall routes to
protect the surface and groundwaters from contamination. This includes, but is not limited to, the
construction, liners, berms, efc..

The application and draft permit improperly identify and limit outfall parameters including, but not
limited to, Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) monitoring, chlorine residual monitoring, maximum
chilorine residual limits.

The application and draft permit fail to adequately address the individual and cumulative effects of the
discharged pollutants (including, but not limited to, selenium, mercury, radioactive pollutants, etc.) and
the potential adverse impacts on the public and environment. The inadequacies include, but are not
limited to, effluent limitations, monitoring, analysis, record keeping and reporting.

The draft permit fails to adequately address and include limitations for the pollutants provided in the
material safety data sheets provided with the application.




e The draft permit fails to adequately require monitoring, record-keeping and reporting to comply with
“free available chlorine” and “total residual chlorine limitations.

e The application and draft permit fail to adequately address, review, analyze the impact of the
discharge from outfalls 001 and 002 on the downstream receiving waters. For example, downstream
areas are already subject to flooding and significant erosion under existing circumstances. The
increased waterflow in the receiving waters resulting from the proposed plant will further these
problems. See, e.g., Attachments A thru L.

Conclusion

This permit should be denied. Furthermore, these comments are in addition to and supplement any public
comments and/or hearing requests provided previously or subsequently by the organizations or its members.
Likewise, these public comments and hearing requests incorporate by reference (for inclusion as part of the
administrative record) any submissions, oral or written, provided by by other individuals or organizations
protesting this application and issuance of the proposed permit as well as any issues of concem raised by
EPA.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions, feel free to contact me.
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February 21, 2010 LO ﬁl

LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105 ; ’ . EE
P.O. Box 13087 av_76 — CHEF CLERKS OFFige

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000
Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LL.C, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.

. Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. I'maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. Twould DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. Ifind great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.



8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and ! quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LI.C. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. [ have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, sincerply,

Signature:

Name:

Address:

Phone:

Email:
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P.O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castaﬁuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. 1

request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1.

2.

The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

I maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

I would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

I find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and

the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected. '

Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.
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8.

10.

I1.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you

really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LL.C. How many hours of overtime did that take?

#i## That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. | have many copies.

The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, sincergly,

Signature: @M ‘/MM/

Name:

PAT HrELdTre

Address: 7ﬂ 3 @/@ﬁﬂd/f’f— i

Phone:

Email;
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LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105 BY..%-————-—
P.O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087
RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a

3040 SV 1)

8hZ Wd 9 833 0L

preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I

request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the

quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at

the cost of private land owners.

3. I maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than

feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for

the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you

failed the affected parties.

4. 1 would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the

public's best interest.

5. 1find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the

Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help

private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and

land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast

enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone

County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House

Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can

not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit

against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to

water and erosion.
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8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. I'would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LL.C. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ##H# That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. I have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

——

Name: Ay 1 HPELG kf
aidres: 753 GRANLYIER)

CoRs1CANA Tie 765797
Phone: ?03 ~l 4//”’“47 4«?\/
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February 21, 2010

LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQOO*._O487OQ(@
Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a preliminary
permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I request
reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than a dry
ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area. Rather than
build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating L1.C has chosen to
take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at the cost of private land
owners.

3. I'maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every visited the
site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than feet on the ground?
Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for the TCEQ to follow? In the
TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you failed the affected parties.

4. I would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent does
not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point. I would
argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must be considered.
The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged waste water that
he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site before a final permit is
granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the public's best interest.

5. 1 find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the Navarro
facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help private landowners
within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and land will be degraded
from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast enough from the TCEQ or the
EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private landowners. REFERENCE: How
many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone County to address the problems with
Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and the STINK this year? If | read news
reports correctly, Chairman of the House Committee on Environmental
Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in to that matter. What is the difference
between land and air rights? The TCEQ cannot pick and choose their responsibilities -
when making decisions. ‘ \

P.0. Box 9015 « 15835 Quorum Drive * Addison, Texas 75001-9015
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10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit against
the will of the people affected.

Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to water
and erosion.

The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity testing.
Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals had escaped.
Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you really protecting the best interest of
the affected people of Navarro County, Texas in your preliminary decision?

I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public within the
three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's proposed waste water.

It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in such a
way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in this matter.

In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings, Industrial
Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote his own words:
“the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not been made yet.”

On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro or con)
of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to Navatro
Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did t

### That's the fastest work ever done by government!!

The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on 2-05-
2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my comments now. I
have many copies.

The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better  than the
TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this permit does not grant
to the permitted the right to use private or public property for the conveyance of waste
water along the discharge route described in this permit is just cause to grant the affected
party landowners a CONTESTED CASE HEARING. The TCEQ cannot sidestep nor
pass their responsibility in this matter to any others.

I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, sincerely,

Signature: A ,4( : {W

Name:

JJ Horan

Address: 14757 Celestial Pl.

Phone:

Email:

Dallas TX 75254
972-855-2903

ji-horan(@southandwestern.com \/
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RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a

preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the quality
of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than a dry
ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area. Rather than
build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating LLC has chosen to take
the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at the cost of private land owners.

3. 1maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the information
provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every visited the site. At what
point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than feet on the ground? Do applicants
now set their own standards and guidelines for the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to
go by the book on this one, you failed the affected parties.

4. 1would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent does not
reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point. I would argue
landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must be considered. The
Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged waste water that he granted
the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site before a final permit is granted. He
does have a position to protect and serve the public's best interest.

5. Ifind great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the Navarro
facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help private landowners
within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and land will be degraded
from day one of discharge, No actions could come fast enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to
undo the damage suffered by these private landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will
the TCEQ go back to Freestone County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken
Farms permits and the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the
House Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in to
that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can not pick and

choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. 1would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit against
the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to water and
erosion.
8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity testing.
Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals had escaped. Really
Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you really protecting the best interest of the
affected people of Navarro County, Texas in your preliminary decision?
9. 1would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be reviewed.
The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public within the three miles of
initial outfall/flow of Navarre Generating LLC's proposed waste water.
10. 1t would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in such a way .
as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in this matter. ‘
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11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings, Industrial Permit
Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote his own words: “the
decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro or con) of the
Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC.
How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on 2-05-2010
of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my comments now. I have
many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better  than the
TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this permit does not grant to
the permitted the right to use private or public property for the conveyance of waste water
along the discharge route described in this permit is just cause to grant the affected party
landowners a CONTESTED CASE HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their
responsibility in this matter to any others.

16. 1 therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, sincerely,
Signature: ¢
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Dear Ms. Castanuela,

Please take note that this is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director’s
decision to grant a preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC,TPDES,PERMIT NO.
WQOQQ<4§7 000, for the following reasons.

WR0000U Y0000
The water coming from the #1 outflow pipe must be your consideration. The TCEQ
should be the watch person for all the citizens of the state of TEXAS. In the past I have
seen where the TCEQ has shown their concern for water or rain fall on certain
commercial property so that it would not lead to pollution in any of the streams or creeks
near by. Why is this not a concern of yours now?

The water route that has been chosen is not a good choice and will erode the land and
cause more problems in the future. There is concern now for the erosion of the creeks that
go into Richland Creek Lake. I live within a two-mile distance from the Love Bridge
where the two creeks come together and when it rains and there is flooding the water is
very powerful and goes out of banks at times. This water goes on land where cattle graze
and people have gardens, which they use for food.

My husband and I live here along with our daughter, son-in-law and two grandsons that
play outside most of the time. We are greatly concerned about all that is going on with
this decision of the TCEQ. We also have read the letter that Vicky Prater has sent you
and we concur completely with all of the reasons she has listed. Please take time to
reconsider your grant. Thank you.

Helen J.Hyden
181 SW CR 0020
Corsicana. Texas 75110
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PO Box 13087 ‘
| CHEF CLERKS OFFICE

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

D;u Ms, Castanuela, :
The proposed Navarro Generating LLC has filed a water permit application #WQ0004870000 (EPA ID#
TX0131814) with the TCEQ to use water and discharge waste water into the public waters of Navarro County and

the staie of Texas. Navarro Generating seeks to discharge large volumes of waste water containing numerous harmful
contaminanis from its electric utility generating plant into the public waters of Navarro County and the state of

Texas.

As a resident of Navarro County who is concerned about water quality in the area, I am requesting a public
meeting be held by the TCEQ on this waste water permit request, and as an affected person living in Navarro County
Irequest a contested case hearing on the Navarro Generating's waste water discharge permit application
#FWQU004870000.

1 hive in Navarro County at the address listed below, which is i . miles from the location of the proposed
facility and will be affecied by the water use and waste water discharges by Navarro Generating if the water permit is
approved by the TCEQ.

| am requesting affected party status for the following reasons:

{eThe creek(s) run across my property

{ ) my animals and wild life drink from the creek

() my stock tanks get run-off from the creek ‘

{ ) children and workers have access to the creek .

() my well water might be affected ’

{ ) we eat fish from the creek

( JRichland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to travel

{ JRichland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to access part of my property
(~Righland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects bay production in my hay meadows

{ ) use water from the creek to irrigate my land.

1 uge water at our property for gardening, residence, and other purposes. Qur water use and the quality of local
water will be affected by Navarro Generating’s waste water discharges. I do not want to see our water quality
degraded as it will be by Navarro Generating’s waste water permit if it is approved, since I am concerned l;h_at
degradation will lead to poor water quality making the water unsafe for public drinking purposes and unsanitary for
other uses as well.

Please help us protect our good water quality in Navarro County.

Sincerely,
N
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D;:ul:vb Castanuela, :
~ The proposed Navarro Generating LLC has filed a water permit application #WQ0004870000 (EPA ID#

131814) with the TCEQ to use water and discharge waste water into the public waters of Navarro County and

contaminants from its electric utility generating plant info the public waters of Navarro County and the state of
Texss,

A3 a resident of Navarro County who is concerned about water quality in the area, I am requesting a public
meeting be held by the TCEQ on this waste water permit request, and as an affected person living in Navarro County
Irequest a contested case heari g on the Navarro Generating's waste water discharge permit application v
#WQU004870000.

1 live in Navarro County at the address listed below, which is 1 miles from the Iocation of the proposed
faciliy and will be affected by the water use and waste water discharges by Navarro Generating if the water permit is
approved by the TCEQ.

1 am requesting affected party status for the following reasons:

{ ¢-the creek(s) run across my property

{ ) my animals and wild life drink from the creek

{ ) my stock tanks get run-off from the creek g

{ ) children and workers have access to the creek -

() my well water might be affected ‘

{ ) we eat fish from the creek

( )Richland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to travel

( JRichland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to access part of my property

#)Righland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects bay production in my hay meadows
{ )1 use water from the creek to irrigate my land.

!'use water at our property for gardening, residence, and other purposes. Qur water use and the quality of local
water will be affected by Navarro Generating’s waste water discharges. I do not want to see our water quality
degraded as it will be by Navarro Generating’s waste water permit if it is approved, since I am concerned that
degradation will lead te poor water quality making the water unsafe for public drinking purposes and unsanitary for

other uses as well.
Please help us protect our good water quality in Navarro County,

Sincerely,
§ o g
{Signature) e
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Dear Ms. Castanuela, :

The proposed Navarro Generating LLC has filed a water permit application #WQ0004870000 (EPA ID#
TX0131814) with the TCEQ to use water and discharge waste water into the public waters of Navarro County and
the state of Texas. Navarro Generating seeks to discharge large volumes of waste water containing numerous harmful
contaminants from its electric utility generating plant into the public waters of Navarro County and the state of
Texas.

As a resident of Navarro County who is concerned about water quality in the area, I am requesting a public
meeting be held by the TCEQ on this waste water permit request, and as an affected person living in Navarro County
I'request a contested case hearing on the Navarro Generating's waste water discharge permit application »
#WQO0004870000. / /

I'live in Navarro County at the address listed below, which is A & miles from the location of the proposed
facility and will be affected by the water use and waste water discharges by Navarro Generating if the water permit is
approved by the TCEQ.

1 3m requesting affected party status for the following reasons:

(\4/31? creek(s) run across my property

(W} my animals and wild life drink from the creek

( ) my stock tanks get run-off from the creek :

(iChildren and workers have access to the creek

( ) my well water might be affected

( ) we eat fish from the creek

(V%chland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to travel

(YRichland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to access part of my property

( )Richland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects hay production in my hay meadows

( )Y use water from the creek to irrigate my land.

X1 use water at our property for gardening, residence, and other purposes. Our water use and the quality of local
water will be affected by Navarro Generating’s waste water discharges. I do not want to see our water quality
degraded as it will be by Navarro Generating’s waste water permit if it is approved, since I am concerned that
degradation will lead to poor water quality making the water unsafe for public drinking purposes and unsanitary for
other uses as well.

Please help us protect our good water quality in Navarro County.

Sincere}y?

(Signature)
Name: %7' (CLH Iz

Address: ék-f;/é -fljl K/Mﬁ /&Qﬂ/ =/ oY2)
ci suezpcote £ [ttt , TH 74487
Telephone number: ? 7ﬂ’yy 7 - ?? i{
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Ms. LaDonna Castanuela

~, % .
M. LuDonna Casta \ WML
Chicel Cledk, MC-103 )
Texus Comumission on Air Q)Uy J/ L’ [ } } gt
PO Box 13087 D ,,//::f
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 ‘ e
—— P e

Drear Ms. Castanuela, : - :

1he proposed Navarro Generating LLC has filed’§ water permit application #WQ0004870000 (EPA ID#
TXu131814) with the TCEQ to use water and discharge waste water into the public waters of Navarro County and
the state of Texas. Navarro Generating seeks to discharge large volumes of waste water containing numerous harmful
Eontaminanis from its elecwic utility generating plant into the public waters of Navarro County and the state of
Texas,

As a resident of Navarro County who is concerned about water quality in the area, I am requesting a public
meeting be held by the TCEQ on this waste water permit request, and as an affected person living in Navarro County
L request a contested case hearing on the Navarro Generating's waste water discharge permit application
#W{Q0004870000.

1 live in Navarro County at the address listed below, which is . miles from the location of the proposed
facility and will be affected by the water use and waste water discharges by Navarro Generating if the water permit is
approved by the TCEQ. .

Lam requesting affected party status for the following reasons:

(V) the creek(s) run across my property

( ) my animals and wild life drink from the creek

() my stock tanks get run-off from the creek g

{ ) children and workers have access to the creek

( ) my well water might be affecred ’

{ ) we eat fish from the creek

( )Richland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to travel

{ )Richland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affecis my ability to access part of my property
(Righland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects hay production in my hay meadows

{ M use water from the creek to irrigate my land.

1 use water at our property for gardening, residence, and other purposes. Qur water use and the quality of local
water will be affected by Navarro Generating’s wasie water discharges. I do not want to see our water quality
degraded as it will be by Navarro Generating’s waste water permit if it is approved, since I am concerned that

degradation will lead to poor water quality making the water unsafe for public drinking purposes and unsanitary for
other uses as well.

Please help us protect our good water quality in Navarro County.

Smcc:cly,;"/) g% %3": O
‘_' b s z
P R m o .
L aech < so N
(Signature) 7/ i - = 0 ?Og
Pacees UV Nouss S 2 3280
Name: PATR A _\ < \Ous 5 Qo =F <50
Address: (igL/é" 5 ('L) CZ C f;z [ 5JC) 9’» @ g

i, sice, ZipCote. K CHLA D “TY JLL8 !
City, State, Zip Code i . -
Telephone number; ?7 9 ] [//y (/W ? ? jj IWD
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P.O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

i%: HEF CLERKS OFFOE
RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQOOO4_87000 -

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. Imaintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. Twould DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. I find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.
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8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. Iwould ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did t

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!
14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on

2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my

comments now. I have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter

to any others.
16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.
With great respect, sincerely,
Signature:
Name:  Rarbara Lacece,
Address: 28b Ly ncvl A Dr.
Streetivan Tx 15454
]

Phone:(qDS) 3%9-420) _
Email:  Dlauralce, @ 1L§h +neT J
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Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LL.C, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1.

2.

The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than

a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating

LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

I maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than

feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for

the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you

failed the affected parties.

I would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.

I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must

be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

I find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help

private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast

enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and

the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in

to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can ,
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected. J
Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property dueto -
water and erosion. \Q(\



L

8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals

had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. I'would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LL.C. How many hours of overtime did t

13. #### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!
14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on

2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my

comments now. I have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE

HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter

to any others.
16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great gespect, sincerely,

Signature: ‘\,l }\ 7\’/\/\
Name: DM LﬂADfWCF.
Address: 2% b Linteln Dr.
M Ty 9
Phone:(ci()B) 8%9-42305
Email: ()\WY\,QWWC{, @ 'i‘g‘f'."/)e’f 4
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From: PUBCOMMENT-OPA

To: PUBCOMMENT-OCC2

Date: 3/10/2010 8:03 AM

Subject: CORRECTION Fwd: Public comment on Permit Number WQ0004870000

Place: PUBCOMMENT-0CC2

H

RFR

>>> PUBCOMMENT-OPA 3/5/2010 1:52 PM >>> /:)

RFR /( \\

>>> PUBCOMMENT-OCC 3/5/2010 1:01 PM >>> \ \}’/ 63\

>>> <cowhorsequeen@hughes.net> 3/5/2010 12:40 PM >>>

REGULATED ENTY NAMENAVARRO ENERGY CENTER

RN NUMBER:RN105572895

PERMIT NUMBER:WQ0004870000

DOCKET NUMBER:

COUNTY:NAVARRO

PRINCIPAL NAME:NAVARRO GENERATING LLC

CN NUMBER:CN603384736

FROM

NAME:Jennifer Muir

E-MATL:cowhorsequeen@hughes.net

COMPANY:Bob robert

ADDRESS:PO BOX 2244

CORSICANA TX 75151-2244

PHONE:9036731827

FAX:9036731827

COMMENTS:Dear Ms, Castanuela, This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a preliminary
permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000, for the following reasons. #1 The TCEQ needs to consider
and understand that their responsibility to the public extends further than the quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe,
such as soil erosion and ground water quality. #2 The proposed power plant discharge water route, for the first three miles, is no
more than a dry ditch that has been created after years of flooding in that area. Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their
waste water, Navarro Generating LLC has chosen to take the cheap way out by discharging their waste water at the expense of
private land owners. #3 Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to water levels and
potential erosion. #4 The TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit against the wishes of the people directly
affected by the outflow. #5 When children are outside playing, hunting, fishing, and exploring on their own parents land as well as
any public land in the path of that waste water, will the constant flow of discharged water create a tempting water park for kids?
Should TCEQ be protecting them now with the preliminary decision??? As written, the TCEQ's responsibility in this permit ends at
the point of discharge (outfall #1 ). Who will answer for loss of life and damage when the worse happens? And it's not if, but when
it happens. It must be the TCEQ. If you grant a final permit for Navarro Generating LLC (WQ000487000) without a contested case
hearing, you have failed your job! You have the job of protecting the public. Please allow both parties an opportunity to face each
other at a hearing in Austin. #6 Everyone along the route of discharged waste water coming from Navarro Generating LLC should
have been notified of the pending permit, all the way to Richland Chambers Lake. We swim and eat our fish from that lake and it is
also our present and future source of drinking water. We have a right to know what plans the TCEQ has for our water. #7 [
maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the information provided in the permit applicant and NO
TCEQ employee has ever visited the site. Do applicants get to set their own standards and guidelines for the TCEQ to follow? Why
hasn't anyone from your office come to see how the area in question would be impacted? #8 I disagree that the human health toxic
criteria is not applicable if the effluent does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point. I would
argue that the landowners, on the route of discharge within those three miles, must be considered. The Director does not live in the
path of the proposed discharged waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for and should visit the site before a final
permit is granted. He does have the responsibility to protect and serve the public's best interest. #9 Effluent Data collected after the
initial discharge of waste water i5 way too late to help private landowners if there are problems detected. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast enough from the TCEQ nor the EPA to undo the
damage suffered by these private landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone County to address
the problems with Sandersons' Chicken Farms permits and the STINK this year? What is the difference between land and air rights?
The TCEQ cannot pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions. #10 I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the
Executive Directors decision be reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public within the three miles of
initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's proposed waste water. #11 In my opinion, the TCEQ has written draft permit no.
WQ000487000 in such a way to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in this matter. #12 Tres Koenings
received an email on 2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my comments now. #13 The 14th
amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better than the TCEQ to enforce that law! To admit, in writing, the
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issuance of this permit does not grant to the permittee the right to use private or public property for the conveyance of waste water
along the discharge route described in this permit, is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. We are only asking for an equal voice in this decision. Please here us out. We do not want our quality of life affected by

this power plant today or in the future, Sincerely, Robert and Jennifer Muir
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Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1.

2.

The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

I maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

I would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

I find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and

the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.

/]
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8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LL.C. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. [ have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter. L % (2':)
H 3 o
With great respect, sincerely, o = Qgg
A g R gz
Signature:* <~ = EOG
B 5 JLob
Name: Fran Nickell ; ; ;—zﬁ%
Address: 3007 Etheridge Point Ln = =
w.v

Kerens, Texas 75144
Phone:  903-396-2262
Email: fnick281@aol.com \/

PS Tam a legal resident of Navarro County, Texas. I am registered to vote and plan
to do so. Is Barton Creek in Austin the only place that gets adequate protection? Please
help us protect our environment, both air and water.
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RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000 \/WFH% 257
Dear Ms. Castanuela, BY E;i;

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LL.C, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. I'maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. Twould DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. Ifind great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to

water and erosion. @\



8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. [ have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter

to any others.
16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect sincerely,
Signature: %/ W

Name: Ken N1cke11

Address: 3007 Etheridge Point Ln
Kerens, Texas 75144

Phone:  903-396-2262

Email:  knick281@aol.com  // "

€S T Hd HZ 931 oy

PS I am alegal resident of Navarro County, Texas. I am registered to vote and plan
to do so. Is Barton Creek in Austin the only place that gets adequate protection? Please
help us protect our environment, both air and water.
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| #14 The Directorts decision way dateq 2-10-2010, Treg Koenings received ap

email on | 26"’0 of pictures of the dry ditch in floed stage, Plegge add them tp mycomments
Bow. I have many copies, S



Please include also :

#16 1 would assume with great reason the TCEQ must consider more than the
quality of water coming from outfall #1, such as soil and ground water quality.

#17 The TCEQ should take responsibility for all school buses and the
children inside traveling that waste water discharge route daily for 9 months each year, twice a
day, every year forever.

#18 When those same children are not in school they are outside playing, hunting,
fishing, and exploring on their own parents' land as well as any public land in the path of that
waste water discharge. Will the constant flow of discharged water create a tempting water park
for country kids to enjoy and should not the TCEQ be protecting them now in the preliminary
decision??? As written now, the TCEQ's responsibility in this permit ends at the point of
discharge (outfall #1 ). Who will answer for loss of life and damage when the worse happens? It's
not if, but when it happens. It must be the TCEQ if you grant a final permit for Navarro
Generating LL.C (WQ000487000) without a contested case hearing. No power plants can operate
without permits from the State of Texas and the buck stops in your offices. TCEQ does not stand
for < Texas Creating Environmental Quackery>. You have the job of protecting the publie--—- not
the big business polluters 1st and the public 2nd. Please allow both parties an opportunity to face
each other at the table of decision in Austin, Texas.

#19 Everyone along the route of discharged waste water coming from
Navarro Generating LLC should have been notified by certified mail all the way to Richland
Chambers Lake. We swim, eat our caught fish from that lake and that is our future drinking or
present drinking water. We have a right to know what the TCEQ plans for our future in that
water,

#20 I find great fault with our State Rep. Byron Cook, of Navarro, County,

Texas, Chairman of the House Committee on Environmental Regulations. What control does he
held over the TCEQ and could that control effect the preliminary decision to grant Navarro
Generating LLC a water discharge permit?

Sincerely,

Vicky Prater

P.O. Box 1896

Corsicana,Texas 75151

903-879-5841 d/}/ .
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Ms. LaDonna Castanuela

Chief Clerk, MC-105

Texas Commission on Air Quality
PO Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

CHIEF CLERAS

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

The proposed Navarro Generating LLC has filed a water permit application #WQ0004870000 (EPA ID#
TX0131814) with the TCEQ to use water and discharge waste water into the public waters of Navarro County and
the state of Texas. Navarro Generating seeks to discharge large volumes of waste water containing numerous harmful
contaminants from its electric utility generating plant into the public waters of Navarro County and the state of
Texas,

As a resident of Navarro County who is concerned about water quality in the area, I am requesting a public
meeting be held by the TCEQ on this waste water permit request, and as an affected person living in Navarro County
I request a contested case hearing on the Navarro Generating's waste water discharge permit application
#WQU004870000.

Llive in Navarro County at the address listed below, which is ____ miles from the location of the proposed
facility and will be affected by the water use and waste water discharges by Navarro Generating if the water permit is
approved by the TCEQ.

I am requesting affected party status for the following reasons:

( ) the creek(s) run across my property

( ) my animals and wild life drink from the creek

( ) my stock tanks get run-off from the creek

( ) children and workers have access to the creek

( ) my well water might be affected

( ) we eat fish from the creek

( )Richland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to travel

( )Richland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to access part of my property
( )Righland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects hay production in my hay meadows

( ) use water from the creek to irrigate my land.

T'use water at our property for gardening, residence, and other purposes. Our water use and the quality of local
water will be affected by Navarro Generating’s waste water discharges. I do not want to see our water quality
degraded as it will be by Navarro Generating’s waste water permit if it is approved, since I am concerned that
degradation will lead to poor water quality making the water unsafe for public drinking purposes and unsanitary for

other uses as well.
(Signature)

,. /L
Name: l// d /« [/ ?/6/4 .’//Eﬁ/
Address: ?0 : 5d)( / g ?’é .
City, State, Zip Code / ///O/Q‘S/ W /‘7;: 7)( ¢ 75 / Sd/
Telephone number: q)ﬁ 37 579" 5 X %/




oOre
TCEQ Public Meeting Form
Monday, December 7, 2009

Navarro Generating LL.C
Proposed TPDES Permit No. W0Q0004870000

N _

u
Name:

Addressf O/ @( ! / g (/)é g - %f
a0 DL gy _TIS/ST
Phone: %3 ) gﬁjgéz/ |

E-mail:
Please note, e-mail addresses are subject to public disclosure under the “Texas Public Information.”

& Please add me to the mailing list.

[ 7
%rﬁunicip lity, legislator, agency, or group? (JYes [No

PLEASE PRI

8‘ J30 me
i

Are you here today representing
7

R

If yes, which one?

2,

IF YOU WANT TO GIVE FORMAL COMMENT PLEASE « BELOW M

&(  Iwishto provide formal oral comments. /)W %ngf / /J?

0 I wish to provide formal written comments at tonight’s public meeting.

(Written comments may be submitted at any time during the meeting)

Please give this to the person at the information table. Thank you. \

U
3
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February 21, 2010 D @(ﬂOP A

LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk/\ a \&@gm 26
TCEQ, MC-105 g FER 26
o BY

P.O. Box 13087
RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

30140 SYHIT0 SHO

gh < W 92 83 00l

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a

preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. Imaintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. Iwould DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the

public's best interest.

5. 1find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. 1would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
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against the will d e people affected. (

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.

8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals had
escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you really protecting
the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas in your
preliminary decision?

9. Iwould ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQOOO487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.’

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro or
con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. | have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use ptivate or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to. any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respegct, smc/e?
Signature:

Name: D&thf /Z?‘%W

Address: 4/ AR A <t
Fhngegp & bl

Phone: (/7944 -1 C.

Email: /1(/3/ /9
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Ladonna Castanuela, \§ L onar
Chief Clerk TCEQ, Y H MAR 17 2010 ¢ %26
MC-105 PO BOX 13087 7010 MAR 16 P 20 2¢€

Austin, TX.78711-3087 BY P |
CHIEF CLERKS OFFICE
Dear Ms. Castanuela,

Please consider this written request my desire for a contested case hearing in reference to
Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQO000487000. | declare | have affected party status concerning
the proposed permit based upon the following reasons.
#1. 1 own land and live within three miles of the outfall/flow of the proposed
discharge waste water of Navarro Generating LLC's proposed future site.

#2. | maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the information
provided in the application permit. | have every reason to think no TCEQ employee visited the discharge waste
water site prior to the preliminary decision. :

#3. | dispute the human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent does not reach a
perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.! live, own land, raise animals and crops within
that three miles and | must be considered before the final permit is granted. After the final permit is granied |
would lose all power to argue my concerns and would be forced to live with degradation of my quality of life and
property.

#4. | find great fault there is no effluent data submitted with the application because the Navarro
facility has not been built as of this date. Please refer #3 again. | do not want the TCEQ to initiate any permit
amendments or additional monitoring after the fact. | will be affected before they take action.

#5. | further declare the final approval of this permit will affect my ability to access all parts of my
property due to water and erosion. - A

#0. | would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit against the
wishes of the affected parties in favor of Navarro Generating LLC and for that reason | must have a contested
case hearing to protect my own rights. ,

# Finally, but not least, | want to respond to statements made in Response # 36: page 24 of the
Decision of the Executive Director. The TCEQ failed to meet their obligation to protect the public within the
three miles of initial outfall/flow of the waste water discharge. It is my opinion the TCEQ has avoided their
responsibility to the public in this preliminary draft permit to avoid any future fault with their decision. To admit
in writing the issuance of this permit does not grant to the permit-tee the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this permit is just cause to grant me
a contested case hearing as an affected party. My 14th amendment right guarantees me equal protection
under the laws. The final approval of this permit would be an invasion of my personal right to a contested case
hearing.

Sincerely,

o | .
f?aa;z«é/téff%{u A - 5 sl
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Ms. LaDonna Castanuela

AN BY
Chief Clerk, MC- .
5:*1‘;“ Cg?@i?g‘“i‘oz““‘z“ﬁ‘y TWD 18 OEC 29 MM 10: 56
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 ' e , ~

Dear Ms. Castanuela, : LQLQ D?D/Z—‘

The proposed Navarro Generating LLC has filed a water permit application #WQ0004870000 (EPA ID#
TX0131814) with th_e TCEQ to use water and discharge waste water into the public waters of Navarro County and

contaminants from its electric utility generating plant into the public waters of Navarro County and the state of
Texas,

As a resident of Navarro County who is concerned about water quality in the area, I am requesting a public
mecting be held by the TCEQ on this waste water permit request, and as an affected person living in Navarro County
Irequest a contested case hearing on the Navarro Generating's waste water discharge permit application _
#WQ0004870000.

L live in Navarro County at the address listed below, whichis __ =) miles from the location of the proposed
facility and will be affected by the water use and waste water discharges by Navarro Generating if the water permit is
approved by the TCEQ.

I am requesting affected party status for the following reasons:

( M%:crcek(s) TUD across my property

(syfity animals and wild life drink from the creek

( ) my stock tanks get run-off from the creek -

(#)children and workers have access to the creek .

( ) my well water might be affected .

{ ) we eat fish from the creek 7;5,,(

(3Richland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow v%ich affects my ability to travel

( yRithland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to access part of my property
( JRighland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects hay production in my hay meadows

)1 use water from the creek to irrigate my land.

1 use water at our property for gardening, residence, and other purposes. Our water use and the quality of local
water will be affected by Navarro Generating’s waste water discharges. I do not want to see our water quality
degraded as it will be by Navarro Generating’s waste water permit if it is approved, since I am concerped that
degradation will lead to poor water quality making the water unsafe for public drinking purposes and unsanitary for
other uses as well.

Please help us protect our good water quality in Navarro County.

Sincerely,

C i ORotiB Bosbpen Aobons

(Signature) , -
Name:./D'&“l}e/ }?d&be"‘"'cﬂs/. Bﬁ’g/g/i?’/eﬁ" ./?0,(79,437‘5*‘/
Address:fgé . /3@)‘( [ 7 %

Gy sute, Zip Code_ K ichy[npd  Tox . 7o2%)

Telephone number:; ?03 - :?é;z. -~ 3 U? T2~
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CHIEF CLERKS OFFICE



{

y

— 7
S OPA coniRon
/%7 n}/f ON ERYIRONMENTAL
Ladonna Castanuela, VARN }N{, MAR i 7 N CUALTT
Chief Clerk TCEQ, ) ;
Dear Ms. Castanuela, CHIEF CLERKS GFHCE

Austin, TX.78711-3087
Please consider this written request my desire for a contested case hearing in reference to
Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000. | declare | have affected party status concerning
the proposed permit based upon the following reasons.
#1. | own land and live within three miles of the outfall/flow of the proposed
discharge waste water of Navarro Generating LLC's proposed future site.

#2. | maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the information
provided in the application permit. | have every reason {o think no TCEQ employee visited the discharge waste -
water site prior to the preliminary decision. :

#3. | dispute the human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent does not reach a
perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.1 live, own land, raise animais and crops within
that three miles and | must be considered before the final permit is granted. After the final permit is granted |
woulld lose all power to argue my concerns and would be forced to live with degradation of my quality of life and
property.

#4. | find great fault there is no effluent data submitted with the application because the Navarro
facility has not been built as of this date. Please refer #3 again. | do not want the TCEQ to initiate any permit
amendments or additional monitoring after the fact. | will be affected before they take action.

#5. | further declare the final approval of this permit will affect my ability to access all parts of my
property due to water and ergsion. - _

#0. | would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit against the
wishes of the affected parties in favor of Navarro Generating LL.C and for that reason | must have a contested
case hearing to protect my own rights. , )

# Finally, but not least, | want to respond to statements made in Response # 36: page 24 of the
Decision of the Executive Director. The TCEQ failed to meet their obligation to protect the public within the
three miles of initial outfall/fiow of the waste water discharge. It is my opinion the TCEQ has avoided their
responsibility to the public in this preliminary draft permit to avoid any future fault with their decision. To admit
in writing the issuance of this permit does not grant to the permit-tee the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this permit is just cause to grant me
a contested case hearing as an affected party. My 14th amendment right guarantees me equal protection
under the laws. The final approval of this permit would be an invasion of my personal right to a contested case
hearing.

Sincerely,

OZJ% Kol e IS
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Dear Ms. Castanuela, :

The proposed Navarro Generating LLC has filed a water permit application #WQ0004870000 (EPA ID#
TX0131814) with the TCEQ to use water and discharge waste water into the public waters of Navarro County and
the state of Texas. Navarro Generating seeks to discharge large volumes of waste water containing numerous harmful
contaminants from its electric utility generating plant into the public waters of Navarro County and the state of
Texas,

As g resident of Navarro County who is concerned about water quality in the area, I am requesting a public
meeting be held by the TCEQ on this waste water permit request, and as an affected person living in Navarro County

Irequest a contested case ing on the Navarro Generating's waste water discharge permit application
#WQ0004870000.

[ ive in Navarro County at the address lsted below, which is / iles from the location of the proposed
facility and will be affected by the water use and waste water discharges by Navarro Generating if the water permit ig
approved by the TCEQ. :

1 agm requesting affected party status for the following reasons:

( Uthe creek(s) run across my property

y animals and wild life drink from the creek

my stock tanks get run-off from the creek g

(V)'gﬂdren and workers have access to the creek .

( ) my well water might be affected

(& We eat fish from the creek TE n,és

(¢¥Kichland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to travel

(¥ichland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to access part of my property
( JRighland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects hay production in my hay meadows

( )1 use water from the creek to irrigate my land.

1 use water at our property for gardening, residence, and other purposes. Our water use and the guality of local
water will be affected by Navarro Generating’s waste water discharges. I do not want to see our water quality
degraded as it will be by Navarro Generating’s waste water permit if it is approved, since I am concerned that
degradation will lead to poor water quality making the water unsafe for public drinking purposes and unsanitary for

other uses as well.
Please help us protect our good water quality in Navarro County.
Sincerely,

(Signature) ([~
Nee __ JoNyd  Reberts
{ ] “
Address:_ [/ 2 O /775“‘\7[/4 //?ch
City, State, Zip Code__ Clo o s £ 3 4 & TeX. 75)/O
Telephone number: ?&3 £75 =5/ 5_/?
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LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105
P.O. Box 13087

CHIEF CLERKS

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LL.C, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1.

2.

The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

. I maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the

information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

I would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
1 would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

I find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and

the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erogion.




8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity

testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals

had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you

really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas

in your preliminary decision?

9. I'would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be

reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public

within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's

proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in

such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in

this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote

his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not

been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro

or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to

Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?
13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my

comments now. I have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better

than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this

permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property

for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter

to any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, sincerely,
Signature:
ignature W %&&47
Name: BARBARA T StAvLEY
Address: 240 S¥sne well Dea
Street Man, TX 7585 ]

Phone: 03 -399- 46l
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RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000 8 o

L

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1.

2.

The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

I maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

. I would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent

does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.

I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must

be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged

waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site

before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve thc

public's best interest.

I find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the

Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help

private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and

land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast

enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone

County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and

the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House

Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in

to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can

not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit /3
against the will of the people affected. \
Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to ~J

.
wwratar and arncinn Q[\



8.

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

o

The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you

really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did t

#iH# That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. I have many copies.

The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great ;e%yelyi %

Signature:

Name:

Lowwip Sopté B/

Address: 302 4//(//064] D/.

Phone:

Email:

SR o 75IF
03 389 e/3¢ _ v
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February 21, 2010

LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105

P.O. Box 13087

Anstin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. 1
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
guality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. Imaintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. 1would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effiuent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. 1find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. Iwould assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit b
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.



8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. Twonld ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. 1 have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge ronte described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party iandowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16.1 therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respe "t, sincerely, , / : ‘/ .....
Signature: __[ w4/ N g = A v Q\g% Y A—

Name: TACK i §()C A }§Uﬁfg

% Mr Jack R Suggs
# 155 June Bivd

2. B Shreetman TX 75859-3188
Phone: 9 ) /

Email: ’g %SSVL% ES S @2 W ST eaw - e
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Dear Ms. Castanuela, ‘
The proposed Navarro Generating LLC has filed a water Ppermit application #WQ0004870000 (BEPA ID#
TX0131814) with the TCEQ to use water and discharge waste water into the public waters of Navarro County and

As a resident of Navarro County who is concerned about water quality in the area, I am requesting a public
meeting be held by the TCEQ on this waste water Ppermit request, and as an affected person living in Navarro County
Irequest a contested case hearing on the Navarro Generating's waste water discharge permit application ‘
#WQO0004870000. i

I live in Navarro County at the address listed below, which is & miles from the location of the proposed
facility and will be affected by the water use and waste water discharges by Navarro Generating if the water permit is
approved by the TCEQ.

I'am requesting affected party status for the following reasons:

(W the creek(s) run across my property

(yrmy animals and wild life drink from the creek

() my stock tanks get run-off from the creek -

{Wthildren and workers have access to the creek .

( ) my well water might be affected

{ ) we eat fish from the creek

(WRichland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to travel

(vfRichland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects my ability to access part of my property
( )Righland and Pin Oak Creeks overflow which affects hay production in my hay meadows

()l use water from the creek to irrigate my land.

other uses as well.
Please help us protect our good water quality in Navarro County.

Sincerely,
<z A

(Sifnature) o

Name: j‘e/vmas - ﬂ\ﬂ mpPSon)

address_[p 36h  Sj) ijd\«, Rosd 2{50
Giv, st p Cote_({ 1ch\aued T X 7b68|
Telephone number:__ 70, 489, ,3h 2




g
{
i

w 9 PR
// co&ﬁmﬁs’\%cm

February 21, 2010 OPA ON EN&}II{??%?%ENTAL

LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk (L{@/ﬂgﬁ 25 3048 700 FEB 24 M2 ll?
TCEQ, MC-105 L ‘ - :
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Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000
Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. Imaintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. Twould DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. I find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.

7



8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. Iwould ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LL.C's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11.In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LL.C. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. | have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, sincerely, K % ?;; %D
Signature: oqﬁicwwu &.‘Zv?jfé,/(//cw % S : g:%%;ﬂ
Name: Deanna lom P Kins & ; %%@g
Address: \Sonx SE o 23594 ~ %!%
Shceetman X 15859 q = F

Phone: 4063 5016‘ 25T
Email: c‘e;H/\m? @ 6o . co m'\\/
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Austin, Texas 78711-3087
RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000
Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LL.C, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. 1
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. Imaintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. 1 would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. Ifind great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If | read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. Iwould assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit "
against the will of the people affected. 3

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to
water and erosion.

N\



8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. I have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respec)s'nceril'y,/

Signature: [}7 ‘ {/4

Name: Lo mmt ly /@mﬂ Kow s

Address: /5’005/325 C_/ﬁ 255?/4
S/« cetman, Tx 75859

Phone: Y03 597. 257/

Email: &/p 7[?,”/09 @ /40/.,Cla/ﬁ \/
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February 21, 2010 >/ W

LaDonna Castaﬁuela, Chief Clerk ® 200 AR -1 M ‘O:, 53
TCEQ, MC-105 IR (™ T

P.O. Box 13087 GHEF CLE% OFHCE

Austin, Texas 78711-3087 K @ OPA

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000 )’Fég AR 0250

Dear Ms. Castanuela, BY

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQOOO487000 I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. Imaintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. Iwould DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. 1find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits-and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. 1 would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of thelr property due to
water and erosion.

47%)



The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you

- really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas

10.

I1.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

in your preliminary decision?

I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of 1n1tlal outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter. :

In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.” '

On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. I have many copies.

The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, sincerely,

Signature: (j&%\

Name:

Kc»:l—ky Tro 65

Address: 83 &ud_k &M\

Phone:

Email:

SShradhman 77X 73859

903/ 389 = 640




February 21, 2010 MAR

LaDonna Castanuela, Chief ClelBY
TCEQ, MC-105

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000
Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. Imaintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. 1would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged

- waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. Ifind great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. Iwould assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit ,
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to N\\)
water and erosion. \



8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision? ‘

9. Iwould ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. I have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property

for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter

to any others.
16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

i

With great respect, sincerely,
Signature: %m\éwb{)
Name: %S{MT roQ (P
Address: l 8 3 &M (LUJ\I\
= -IW W 75859
Phone: CQO 3 38°I (o G C( O

Email:
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February 21, 2010

LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

.

30140 S 430

RE: Navarro Generating LL.C, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I

request reconsideration for the following reasons:

L.

2.

The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.
The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.
I maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.
I would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the

public's best interest.

. I find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the

Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and

the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

. I'would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit

against the will of the people affected.

. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to

water and erosion.




10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you

really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

I would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. | have many copies.

The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect, sincerely,
Signature: w

Name:

CARL \WARD

Address: N ‘?0\ 23 hﬁ

Phone:

Email:

Streetmnen T 15659




February 21, 2010 D% !
LaDonna Castanuela, Chief Clerk

TCEQ, MC-105 CHIEF CLERKS OFFICE
P.O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. T
request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. I'maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. Iwould DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. Ifind great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and
land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House

Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in '
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can \\
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions. \—
6. Iwould assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit VU,
against the will of the people affected.
7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to \(\(\

water and erosion.



8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. I'would ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LL.C. How many hours of overtime did t

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !!

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. I have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16. I therefore request a Contested Case Hearing in this matter.

With great respect s;ncerely,
Signature; % »::Z;/ /j/ %_’
Name: /3/1/ WarEms
Address: 34p2 Uentwed Dz
Dellas Tx 75225
Phone: 214 -3¢5 - 9737
Email: _ Welersfel 29@ Hetwa! . com v
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RE: Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES Permit No. WQ000487000

Dear Ms. Castanuela,

This is a request for reconsideration of the Executive Director's decision to grant a
preliminary permit to Navarro Generating LLC, TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ000487000. I

request reconsideration for the following reasons:

1. The TCEQ must consider their responsibility to the public extends further than the
quality of water coming out of the #1 outflow pipe.

2. The proposed power plant water route within the first three miles is no more than
a dry ditch that Mother Nature created after years of flooding water in that area.
Rather than build a pipeline to discharge their waste water, Navarro Generating
LLC has chosen to take the free and cheap way of discharging their waste water at
the cost of private land owners.

3. I'maintain the preliminary decision to grant this permit was based solely on the
information provided in the application permit and NO TCEQ employee every
visited the site. At what point did the TCEQ decide paperwork was better than
feet on the ground? Do applicants now set their own standards and guidelines for
the TCEQ to follow? In the TCEQ's efforts to go by the book on this one, you
failed the affected parties.

4. I would DISPUTE that human health toxic criteria is not applicable if the effluent
does not reach a perennial body of water within three miles of the discharge point.
I would argue landowners on the route of discharge within those three miles must
be considered. The Director does not live in the path of the proposed discharged
waste water that he granted the preliminary permit for, and he should visit the site
before a final permit is granted. He does have a position to protect and serve the
public's best interest.

5. 1 find great fault there is NO effluent data submitted with the application as the
Navarro facility has not been built yet! After the fact, is way too late to help
private landowners within those three miles of discharge. Their quality of life and

land will be degraded from day one of discharge. No actions could come fast
enough from the TCEQ or the EPA to undo the damage suffered by these private
landowners. REFERENCE: How many times will the TCEQ go back to Freestone
County to address the problems with Sanderson’s' Chicken Farms permits and
the STINK this year? If I read news reports correctly, Chairman of the House
Committee on Environmental Regulations, State REP. Byron Cook, is looking in
to that matter. What is the difference between land and air rights? The TCEQ can
not pick and choose their responsibilities when making decisions.

6. I would assert the TCEQ is forcing their preliminary decision to grant this permit
against the will of the people affected.

7. Those affected by this permit will not be able to access all of their property due to

water and erosion. Qf\



8. The draft permit requires 48-hour Acute and 24-hour Acute freshwater toxicity
testing. Those landowners would call that closing the gate after all the animals
had escaped. Really Mr. Director, after the fact is too late! Are you
really protecting the best interest of the affected people of Navarro County, Texas
in your preliminary decision?

9. Iwould ask that Response #36: page 24 of the Executive Director’s decision be
reviewed. The TCEQ has failed to meet their obligation to protect the public
within the three miles of initial outfall/flow of Navarro Generating LLC's
proposed waste water.

10. It would be my opinion the TCEQ has written draft permit No. WQ000487000 in
such a way as to excuse themselves from future responsibility of their actions in
this matter.

11. In an email dated 2-10-2010 @ 9:57:39 A.M. forwarded by Tres Koenings,
Industrial Permit Team, Wastewater Permitting Section of the TCEQ, and I quote
his own words: “the decision to grant the wastewater permit to Navarro has not
been made yet.”

12. On that same day (2-10-2010) letters were sent out by mail to every person (pro
or con) of the Executive Director's decision to grant the preliminary permit to
Navarro Generating LLC. How many hours of overtime did that take?

13. ### That's the fastest work ever done by government !! '

14. The Director's decision was dated 2-10-2010. Tres Koenings received an email on
2-05-2010 of pictures of the dry ditch in flood stage. Please add them to my
comments now. [ have many copies.

15. The 14th Amendment guarantees equal protection under the law! Who better
than the TCEQ to enforce that law? To admit in writing the issuance of this
permit does not grant to the permitted the right to use private or public property
for the conveyance of waste water along the discharge route described in this
permit is just cause to grant the affected party landowners a CONTESTED CASE
HEARING. The TCEQ can not sidestep nor pass their responsibility in this matter
to any others.

16. I therefore request a Cory

Signature: m U

N I
Name: Charles J. Wilson

Address: 5405 Falls Road
Dallas, TX 75220
Phone:  214-691-2556
Email:  cwilson@cambridgecos.com \/

d Case Hearing in this matter.
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