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November 18, 2021 

TO:  Persons on the attached mailing list. 

RE: Green Valley Special Utility District 
TPDES Permit No. WQ0015917001 

Decision of the Executive Director. 

The executive director has made a decision that the above-referenced permit application 
meets the requirements of applicable law.  This decision does not authorize 
construction or operation of any proposed facilities.  This decision will be 
considered by the commissioners at a regularly scheduled public meeting before any 
action is taken on this application unless all requests for contested case hearing or 
reconsideration have been withdrawn before that meeting. 

Enclosed with this letter is a copy of the Executive Director’s Response to Comments.  A 
copy of the complete application, draft permit and related documents, including public 
comments, is available for review at the TCEQ Central Office.  A copy of the complete 
application, the draft permit, and executive director’s preliminary decision are available 
for viewing and copying at the St. Hedwig City Hall, 13065 Farm-to-Market Road 1346, 
St. Hedwig, Texas. 

If you disagree with the executive director’s decision, and you believe you are an 
“affected person” as defined below, you may request a contested case hearing.  In 
addition, anyone may request reconsideration of the executive director’s decision.  The 
procedures for the commission’s evaluation of hearing requests/requests for 
reconsideration are located in 30 Texas Administrative Code Chapter 55, Subchapter F.  
A brief description of the procedures for these two requests follows. 

How to Request a Contested Case Hearing. 

It is important that your request include all the information that supports your right to a 
contested case hearing.  Your hearing request must demonstrate that you meet the 
applicable legal requirements to have your hearing request granted.  The commission’s 
consideration of your request will be based on the information you provide. 

The request must include the following: 

(1) Your name, address, daytime telephone number, and, if possible, a fax number. 

(2) The name of the applicant, the permit number and other numbers listed above so 
that your request may be processed properly. 

http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/


(3) A statement clearly expressing that you are requesting a contested case hearing.  
For example, the following statement would be sufficient: “I request a contested 
case hearing.” 

(4) If the request is made by a group or association, the request must identify: 

(A) one person by name, address, daytime telephone number, and, if possible, 
the fax number, of the person who will be responsible for receiving all 
communications and documents for the group; 

(B) the comments on the application submitted by the group that are the basis 
of the hearing request; and 

(C) by name and physical address one or more members of the group that 
would otherwise have standing to request a hearing in their own right.  
The interests the group seeks to protect must relate to the organization’s 
purpose.  Neither the claim asserted nor the relief requested must require 
the participation of the individual members in the case. 

Additionally, your request must demonstrate that you are an “affected person.”  An 
affected person is one who has a personal justiciable interest related to a legal right, 
duty, privilege, power, or economic interest affected by the application.  Your request 
must describe how and why you would be adversely affected by the proposed facility or 
activity in a manner not common to the general public.  For example, to the extent your 
request is based on these concerns, you should describe the likely impact on your health, 
safety, or uses of your property which may be adversely affected by the proposed facility 
or activities.  To demonstrate that you have a personal justiciable interest, you must 
state, as specifically as you are able, your location and the distance between your 
location and the proposed facility or activities. 

Your request must raise disputed issues of fact that are relevant and material to the 
commission’s decision on this application that were raised by you during the public 
comment period.  The request cannot be based solely on issues raised in comments that 
you have withdrawn.   

To facilitate the commission’s determination of the number and scope of issues to be 
referred to hearing, you should: 1) specify any of the executive director’s responses to 
your comments that you dispute; 2) the factual basis of the dispute; and 3) list any 
disputed issues of law.   

How to Request Reconsideration of the Executive Director’s Decision. 

Unlike a request for a contested case hearing, anyone may request reconsideration of the 
executive director’s decision.  A request for reconsideration should contain your name, 
address, daytime phone number, and, if possible, your fax number.  The request must 
state that you are requesting reconsideration of the executive director’s decision, and 
must explain why you believe the decision should be reconsidered. 



Deadline for Submitting Requests. 

A request for a contested case hearing or reconsideration of the executive director’s 
decision must be received by the Chief Clerk’s office no later than 30 calendar days 
after the date of this letter.  You may submit your request electronically at 
www.tceq.texas.gov/agency/decisions/cc/comments.html or by mail to the following 
address: 

Laurie Gharis, Chief Clerk 
TCEQ, MC-105 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 

Processing of Requests. 

Timely requests for a contested case hearing or for reconsideration of the executive 
director’s decision will be referred to the TCEQ’s Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Program and set on the agenda of one of the commission’s regularly scheduled 
meetings.  Additional instructions explaining these procedures will be sent to the 
attached mailing list when this meeting has been scheduled.  

How to Obtain Additional Information. 

If you have any questions or need additional information about the procedures 
described in this letter, please call the Public Education Program, toll free, at 1-800-
687-4040. 

LG/mo 

Enclosure

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/agency/decisions/cc/comments.html


 

 

MAILING LIST 
for 

Green Valley Special Utility District 
TPDES Permit No. WQ0015917001 

FOR THE APPLICANT: 

Pat Allen, General Manager 
Green Valley Special Utility District 
P.O. Box 99 
Marion, Texas  78124 

Garry Montgomery, P.E. 
Principal & Project Manager 
Utility Engineering Group, LLC 
191 North Union Avenue 
New Braunfels, Texas  78130 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

See attached list. 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
via electronic mail: 

Ryan Vise, Director 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
External Relations Division 
Public Education Program MC-108 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

Kathy Humphreys, Staff Attorney 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Environmental Law Division MC-173 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

Abdur Rahim, Technical Staff 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Water Quality Division MC-148 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

FOR PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL 
via electronic mail: 

Vic McWherter, Attorney 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Public Interest Counsel MC-103 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

FOR THE CHIEF CLERK 
via electronic mail: 

Laurie Gharis, Chief Clerk 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Office of Chief Clerk MC-105 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 
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TPDES PERMIT NO. WQ0015917001 


APPLICATION BY 
GREEN VALLEY SPECIAL UTILITY 


DISTRICT  
FOR TPDES PERMIT NO. 


WQ0015917001


§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 


BEFORE THE 
TEXAS COMMISSION 


ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 


 


EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 


The Executive Director of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (the 
Commission or TCEQ) files this Response to Public Comment (Response) on the application by 
Green Valley Special Utility District (GVSUD) for new Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (TPDES) Permit No. WQ0015917001, and on the Executive Director’s preliminary 
decision. As required by 30 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) Section (§) 55.156, before an 
application is approved, the Executive Director prepares a response to all timely, relevant and 
material, or significant comments. This Response addresses all timely filed public comments 
received, whether or not withdrawn. Senator Gutierrez requested a Public Meeting. The Office of 
the Chief Clerk received timely comments from the persons in Attachment A, Suzanne Williams 
and David Klein representing the City of Schertz (Schertz), Ryan Mausen and Maris Chambers 
representing Cibolo Creek Municipal Authority (CCMA), John Bedecarre representing the 
Greater Edwards Aquifer Alliance (GEAA); and Dee Grim, Mayor of the City of Saint Hedwig (St. 
Hedwig) and Maris Chambers representing the City of St. Hedwig. 


If you need more information about this permit application or the wastewater 
permitting process, please call the TCEQ Public Education Program at 1-800-687-4040. General 
information about the TCEQ can be found at our website at http://www.tceq.texas.gov. 


BACKGROUND 


Description of Facility 


GVSUD applied for a new TPDES permit (WQ0015917001) to authorize the discharge of 
treated domestic wastewater at a daily average flow not to exceed 400,000 gallons per day. The 
proposed wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) will be located at 4060 Stapper Rd., Saint 
Hedwig, in Bexar County, Texas 78152.  The WWTF will serve areas of the San Antonio 
Extraterritorial Judication and outlying areas of Bexar County.  


If the permit is issued, the WWTF will be an activated sludge process plant operated in 
the extended aeration mode. Treatment units in the Interim I phase will include one bar screen, 
one aeration basin, one final clarifier, one aerobic sludge digester, and one chlorine contact 
chamber. Treatment units in the Interim II phase will include one bar screen, two aeration 
basins, one final clarifier, two aerobic sludge digesters, and one chlorine contact chamber. 
Treatment units in the Final phase will include one bar screen, four aeration basins, two final 
clarifiers, three aerobic sludge digesters, and two chlorine contact chambers. The facility has 
not been constructed. 



http://www.tceq.texas.gov/
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The draft permit authorizes the discharge of treated domestic wastewater at a daily 
average flow not to exceed 0.40 MGD. The permit includes an Interim I phase with a daily 
average flow not to exceed 0.10 MGD, an Interim II phase with a daily average flow not to 
exceed 0.20 MGD, and a Final phase with a daily average flow not to exceed 0.40 MGD. 


The effluent limitations in all phases of the draft permit, based on a 30-day average, are 
10 mg/l five-day carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand (CBOD5), 15 mg/l total suspended 
solids (TSS), 3 mg/l ammonia-nitrogen (NH3-N), 0.5 mg/l total phosphorus (TP), 126 CFU or MPN 
of E. coli per 100 ml, and 6.0 mg/l minimum dissolved oxygen (DO). The effluent shall contain a 
chlorine residual of at least 1.0 mg/l and shall not exceed a chlorine residual of 4.0 mg/l after a 
detention time of at least 20 minutes based on peak flow.  


Segment No. 1902 is currently listed on the State’s inventory of Impaired and 
Threatened waters (the 2020 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list). The listings is for bacteria in 
water from the confluence with the Lower San Antonio River in Karnes County upstream to the 
confluence with Clifton Branch (Assessment Units [AUs] 1902_01, 1902_02, & 1902_03). 
Segment No. 1902A is also listed for bacteria in water from the confluence with Lower Cibolo 
Creek upstream to the confluence with Salitrillo Creek (AU 1902A_01). 


This facility is designed to provide adequate disinfection and, when operated properly, 
should not add to the bacterial impairment of the segment. In addition, in order to ensure that 
the proposed discharge meets the stream bacterial standard, an effluent limitation of 126 
colony-forming units (CFU) or most probable number (MPN) of Escherichia coli (E. coli) per 100 
ml has been added to the draft permit. 


The treated effluent will be discharged to Woman Hollering Creek (also known as 
Womans Hollow Creek), thence to Martinez Creek, thence to the Lower Cibolo Creek in Segment 
No. 1902 of the San Antonio River Basin. The unclassified receiving water use is limited aquatic 
life use for Woman Hollering Creek. The designated uses for Segment No. 1902 are primary 
contact recreation and high aquatic life use. The effluent limitations in the draft permit will 
maintain and protect the existing instream uses. In accordance with 30 TAC §307.5 and the 
TCEQ's Procedures to Implement the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (June 2010), an 
antidegradation review of the receiving waters was performed. A Tier 1 antidegradation review 
has preliminarily determined that existing water quality uses will not be impaired by this 
permit action. Numerical and narrative criteria to protect existing uses will be maintained. This 
review has preliminarily determined that no water bodies with exceptional, high, or 
intermediate aquatic life uses are present within the stream reach assessed; therefore, no Tier 2 
degradation determination is required. No significant degradation of water quality is expected 
in water bodies with exceptional, high, or intermediate aquatic life uses downstream, and 
existing uses will be maintained and protected. The preliminary determination can be 
reexamined and may be modified if new information is received. 


No priority watershed of critical concern has been identified in Segment No. 1902.  
However, the Peck’s cave amphipod (Stygobromus pecki), Comal Springs dryopid beetle 
(Stygoparnus comalensis), and San Marcos salamander (Eurycea nana) can occur in Bexar 
County. This determination is based on the United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) 
biological opinion on the State of Texas authorization of the TPDES (September 14, 1998; 
October 21, 1998, update). To make this determination for TPDES permits, TCEQ and EPA only 
consider aquatic or aquatic dependent species occurring in watersheds of critical concern or 
high priority as listed in Appendix A of the USFWS biological opinion. The permit does not 
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require EPA review with respect to the presence of endangered or threatened species. This 
determination is subject to reevaluation due to subsequent updates or amendments to the 
biological opinion. 


Procedural Background 


TCEQ received the application for a new permit on August 31, 2020 and declared it 
administratively complete on October 30, 2020.  GVSUD published the Notice of Receipt and 
Intent to Obtain a Water Quality Permit (NORI) in English on November 13, 2020 in the San 
Antonio Express-News and in the Austin American Statesman and in Spanish on November 25, 
2020 in the Conexion. An Amended NORI was published in English on May 12, 2021 in the San 
Antonio Express-News and in Spanish on May 12, 2021in the Conexion. The Amended NORI 
includes a revised discharge route description, revised street address for the proposed 
wastewater treatment facility, and the correct address for the public viewing location. 


The application was determined technically complete on February 11, 2021. GVSUD 
published the Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision (NAPD) in English on June 30, 
2021, in the San Antonio Express-News, and in Spanish on June 30, 2021 in Conexion. The Notice 
of Public Meeting was published in the San Antonio Express-News on August 5, 2021.  A Public 
Meeting was held in St. Hedwig on September 14, 2021. The comment period for this 
application closed at the close of the public meeting.  


This application was filed on or after September 1, 2015; therefore, this application is 
subject to the procedural requirements adopted pursuant to House Bill (HB) 801, 76th 
Legislature (1999), and Senate Bill (SB) 709, 84th Legislature (2015), both implemented by the 
Commission in its rules in 30 TAC Chapters 39, 50, and 55. The Texas Legislature enacted 
Senate Bill 709, effective September 1, 2015, amending the requirements for comments and 
contested case hearings This application is subject to those changes in the law. 


Access to Rules, Laws and Records 


• Please consult the following websites to access the rules and regulations applicable to 


this permit: 


• for the Secretary of State website: http://www.sos.state.tx.us; 


• for TCEQ rules in Title 30 of the Texas Administrative Code (TAC): 


www.sos.state.tx.us/tac/ (select “View the current Texas Administrative Code” on the 


right, then “Title 30 Environmental Quality”); 


• for Texas statutes: http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/; 


• to access the TCEQ website: www.tceq.texas.gov (for downloadable rules in Adobe PDF 


format, select “Rules” then “Download TCEQ Rules”); 


• for Federal rules in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations: www.ecfr.gov; and 


• for Federal environmental laws: http://www2.epa.gov/laws-regulations. 


• Commission records for this application and draft permit are available for viewing and 


copying at the TCEQ’s main office in Austin, 12100 Park 35 Circle, Building F, 1st Floor 


(Office of the Chief Clerk), until final action is taken. Some documents located in the 



http://www.sos.state.tx.us/

http://www.sos.state.tx.us/tac/

http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/rules/indxpdf.html

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title40/40tab_02.tpl

http://www2.epa.gov/laws-regulations
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Office of the Chief Clerk may be located on the Commissioners’ Integrated Database at: 


<https://www14.tceq.texas.gov/epic/eCID/>. 


The draft permit, the Statement of Basis/Technical Summary, and the Executive 
Director’s Preliminary Decision, are available for viewing and copying at the St. Hedwig City 
Hall, 13065 Farm-to-Market Road 1346, St. Hedwig, TX.  


COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


General Concerns 


Comment: 1: 
The persons in Attachment B expressed general objection to the draft permit.   


Response 1:  
The Executive Director acknowledges the comment.  


Comment: 2: 
Leon Lynn Nickles and Carol J. Lilie support the draft permit. Leon Nickles noted that the 
development that will be served by the proposed facility will help the economy and support the 
application.  


Response 2: 
The Executive Director acknowledges the comment.  


Comment 3: 
Dee Grim, Mayor of St. Hedwig requested the TCEQ deny GVSUD’s application because it will 
not benefit the residents of St. Hedwig and will be a detriment to the people who live in the 
immediate area of the plant, in St. Hedwig’s ETJ, and to all the city residents downstream of the 
plant. Similarly, Vicki Kosub stated that the proposed facility would not provide any benefit to 
the area. 


Response 4: 
The Executive Director appreciates the comment; however, the Executive Director does not have 
authority to consider these types of issues as part of the wastewater permitting process. The 
Texas Legislature has given the TCEQ the responsibility to protect water quality.  The water 
quality permitting process is limited to controlling the discharge of pollutants into or adjacent 
to water in the state and protecting the water quality of the state’s rivers, lakes, and coastal 
waters. 


Comment 5: 
Mayor Grimm stated that St. Hedwig requests a contested case hearing.  



https://www14.tceq.texas.gov/epic/eCID/
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Response 5: 
Please be aware that all request for a contested case hearing must be in writing and comply 
with the requirements in 30 Texas Administrative Code Chapter 55. Additional information 
regarding participation in a contested case hearing is available on the TCEQ’s website at: 
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/agency/subjects-of-interest/permitting/permitting-with-contested-
case-hearings, or by contacting the Office of Public Interest Counsel at: 512-239-6363. 


Comment 6:   
Mayor Grimm expressed concern that a groundwater expert was not at the public meeting to 
explain the impact of the WWTF on the quality of the water used for livestock and crops.   


Response 6: 
The Executive Director’s staff in attendance at the public meeting included the permit writer, 
water quality assessment reviewer, the standards implementation reviewer, and the staff 
attorney. These are the staff positions that typically attend public meetings on TPDES 
applications.  All formal comments made during the comment period will be addressed in the 
RTC. 


Comment 7: 
The persons in Attachment C stated that the wastewater treatment facility should either be in 
the neighborhood that it will serve, or in an industrial area.  Similarly, Mary King asked why the 
WWTF was being built in a residential neighborhood.   


Response 7: 
The TCEQ’s rules establish minimum standards for the location of domestic WWTFs.  30 TAC 
Chapter 309. TCEQ’s rules do not require WWTFs to be built in the neighborhood they serve.  


Comment 8: 
The persons in Attachment D, expressed concern that the wastewater treatment facility will 
decrease property values.  Additionally, several individuals asked if their properties would be 
bought.   


Response 8: 
The TCEQ does not have jurisdiction to review the effect, if any, the discharge or WWTF might 
have on property values of downstream landowners in reviewing a domestic wastewater 
discharge permit application. 30 TAC § 305.122(d) provides that the issuance of the permit 
does not authorize any injuries to persons or property, an invasion of other property rights, or 
any infringement of state or local statutes or regulations. Additionally, 30 TAC § 305.122(d) 
and 30 TAC § 305.125(16) provide that the issuance of a permit does not convey any property 
right or exclusive privilege. The draft permit incorporates those rules in the draft permit.  


Moreover, the draft permit does not limit the ability of an individual to seek legal remedies 
against GVSUD regarding any potential trespass, nuisance, or other causes of action in response 
to activities that may result in injury to human health or property or that may interfere with the 
normal use and enjoyment of property. 



https://www.tceq.texas.gov/agency/subjects-of-interest/permitting/permitting-with-contested-case-hearings

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/agency/subjects-of-interest/permitting/permitting-with-contested-case-hearings
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Comment 9: 
The persons in Attachment E expressed concern over flooding of their land and the roads.   


Response 9: 
TPDES permits establish terms and conditions that are intended to provide water quality 
pollution control, therefore, the Executive Director’s review of an application for a TPDES 
permit focuses on controlling the discharge of pollutants into water in the state. The TCEQ 
does not have jurisdiction to address flooding in the wastewater permitting process, unless 
there is an associated water quality concern. GVSUD’s draft permit includes effluent limits and 
other requirements that it must meet even during rainfall events and periods of flooding. 
Additionally, the draft permit does not authorize any invasion of personal rights nor any 
violation of federal, state, or local laws or regulations. 


Comment 10: 
Mark Maddox, Stephanie Ott and Shane Ott stated that the new development should use larger 
lots with OSSFs.  


Response 10: 
The TCEQ does not have authority to mandate the sewage disposal method chosen by a 
developer, or any other entity, provided the method chosen complies with all applicable 
statutory and regulatory requirements.  


Comment 11: 
The persons in Attachment F stated that the proposed facility will negatively impact their 
quality of life.   


Response 11: 
The TCEQ was charged by the Texas Legislature to maintain the quality of water in Texas, 
consistent with public health and enjoyment; thus, TCEQ’s jurisdiction in a wastewater permit 
application is limited to water quality issues, and it does not have authorization to consider 
quality of life, as long as water quality is maintained. The wastewater permit, however, does not 
allow the permit holder to create or maintain a nuisance that interferes with a landowner’s use 
and enjoyment of his or her property. The permit does not limit the ability of a landowner to 
seek relief from a court in response to activities that interfere with a landowner’s use and 
enjoyment of his or her property. 


Comment 12: 
Cheryl Cole expressed concern over the increase in truck traffic. Similarly, the persons in 
Attachment G expressed concern over the noise from the WWTF.  


Response 12: 
The TCEQ does not have the authority to address these types of issues as part of the 
wastewater permitting process. While the Texas Legislature has given the TCEQ the 
responsibility to protect water quality, the water quality permitting process is limited to 
controlling the discharge of pollutants into or adjacent to water in the state and protecting the 
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water quality of the state’s rivers, lakes, and coastal waters. The TCEQ cannot consider issues 
such as noise and traffic in the review of a TPDES application. 


Comment 13: 
Russell VanBremen asked if GVSUD’s General Manager or any of the members of the Board of 
Directors have a direct or indirect personal or business relationship with the developers of 
Clearwater Creek Subdivision, or the property owners.  


Response 13:  
Applicants for TPDES permits are not required to provide this type of information in their 
application. 


Comment 14: 
Russell VanBremen asked if any of the TCEQ Commissioners has a direct or indirect personal or 
business relationship with the developers of Clearwater Creek Subdivision, or the property 
owners.  


Response 14:  
Texas Water Code § 5.053 prohibits a person from being a member of the commission if the 
person or the person’s spouse is 1) registered, certified, licensed, permitted, or otherwise 
authorized by the commission; 2) employed or manages an entity that is either regulated or 
receives money from the commission; 3) owns or controls more than a 10 percent interest in an 
entity that is either regulated or receives money from the commission; or 4) uses or receives a 
substantial amount of tangible goods, services, or money from the commission other than 
compensation or reimbursement authorized by law for commission membership, attendance, 
or expenses. 


If any of the TCEQ’s Commissioners has a direct or indirect personal or business relationship 
with anyone contesting the GVSUD application, the Commissioner is required to recuse 
himself/herself from any decision on the application.   


Comment 15: 
Justin Lebo requested an environmental study be performed on his property.  


Response 15:  
The TCEQ’s rules do not require an environmental study be performed on adjacent properties 
before a TPDES permit is issued. The Executive Director reviewed the information submitted in 
the permit application and determined that the application met all applicable requirements. 


Comment 16: 
Arthur Rakowitz stated that the TCEQ should consider the impact of the GVSUD WWTF on the 
individuals in the area whose livelihoods depend on agriculture. Similarly, the persons in 
Attachment H expressed concern that the discharge will negatively impact the agricultural and 
crops in the area. 
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Response 16: 
The Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (TSWQS) provide “Water in the state must be 
maintained to preclude adverse toxic effects on aquatic life, terrestrial life, livestock, or 
domestic animals, resulting from contact, consumption of aquatic organisms, consumption of 
water, or any combination of the three. 30 TAC § 307.6(b)(4))” The draft permit was developed 
in accordance with the TSWQS to be protective of water quality in the receiving waters including 
waters located downstream of the permitted outfall, provided that GVSUD operates and 
maintains the proposed facility according to TCEQ rules and the proposed permit’s 
requirements.  To ensure compliance with the TSWQS (30 TAC Chapter 307), the Executive 
Director follows the methodology outlined in the Procedures to Implement the Texas Surface 
Water Quality Standards (IPs; June 2010).  


Specifically, the methodology is designed to ensure that no facility will be allowed to discharge 
wastewater that: 1) results in instream aquatic toxicity; 2) causes a violation of an applicable 
narrative or numerical state water quality standard; 3) results in the endangerment of a 
drinking water supply; or 4) results in aquatic bioaccumulation that threatens human health.  
Compliance with the TSWQS ensures protection of the existing uses of the receiving waters, 
including agriculture and crops. 


Comment 17: 
Patrick Wilkes expressed concern that the proposed WWTF will destroy his family’s use and 
enjoyment of their property. Mr. Wilkes noted that his children enjoy playing, exploring, and 
learning along the creek bed.  


Response 17:  
If the draft permit is issued, it will not grant GVSUD the right to use private or public property 
for conveyance of wastewater along the discharge route. This includes property belonging to 
any individual, partnership, corporation or other entity. The permit does not authorize any 
invasion of personal rights or any violation of federal, state, or local laws or regulations. It is 
GVSUD’s responsibility to acquire the necessary property rights to use the site of the planned 
treatment facility and the discharge route. Additionally, the draft permit does not limit the 
ability of nearby landowners to use common law remedies for trespass, nuisance, or other 
causes of action in response to activities that may or actually do result in injury or adverse 
effects on human health or welfare, animal life, vegetation, or property, or that may or actually 
do interfere with the normal use and enjoyment of animal life, vegetation, or property. 


As discussed elsewhere in this RTC, the Executive Director has made a preliminary 
determination that the draft permit will not degrade water quality in Woman Hollering Creek.  


Comment 18: 
Jeff Zunker asked if GVSUD has any experience in projects similar to the one that would be 
served by this permit, if it is issued. 


Response 18:  
TCEQ’s rules do not require a permittee to have previous experience in operating this type of 
facility.  Other Requirement 1 of the draft permit provides that GVSUD “shall employ or 
contract with one or more licensed wastewater treatment facility operators or wastewater 
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system operations companies holding a valid license or registration according to the 
requirements of 30 TAC Chapter 30, Occupational Licenses and Registrations, and in particular 
30 TAC Chapter 30, Subchapter J, Wastewater Operators and Operations Companies.” 


Additionally, as required by 30 TAC § 30.340(a), the draft permit requires that the GVSUD 
WWTF must be operated by a chief operator or an operator holding a Class C license or higher. 
A Class C operator must have a High School diploma (or equivalent), two years of work 
experience, and 60 hours of training. Other Requirements 1.  


Finally, Other Requirements 1 in the draft permit requires that the GVSUD must be operated a 
minimum of five days per week by the licensed chief operator or an operator holding the 
required level of license or higher. The licensed chief operator or operator holding the required 
level of license or higher must be available by telephone or pager seven days per week.  


Comment 19: 
Jeff Zunker asked if GVSUD has any experience with testing of the soil, water, or air.  


Response 19:  
Applicants for TPDES permits are not required to have experience testing soil, water or air.  If 
the permit is issued GVSUD will be required to sample its effluent for Five-day Carbonaceous 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand (CBOD5), Total Suspended Soils (TSS), and Total Phosphorus (TP) 
once a week.  GVSUD will also be required to sample its effluent for E. coli once a month.  All 
sample analyses must be performed according to 30 TAC §§ 319.11 – 319.12, and be analyzed 
by an accredited environmental testing laboratory.  


Comment 20:  
Helen Race asked how the discharge will affect groundwater and groundwater drinking wells.   


Response 20: 
Texas Water Code § 26.401(b) provides that “it is the goal of groundwater policy in this state 
that the existing quality of groundwater not be degraded.” Under subsection (c)(1), it is the State 
of Texas’s policy that “discharges of pollutants, disposal of wastes, or other activities subject to 
regulation by state agencies be conducted in a manner that will maintain present uses and not 
impair potential uses of groundwater or pose a public health hazard.” The TCEQ has the 
responsibility to regulate the discharges of pollutants into water in the state. The Executive 
Director has determined that if a permit is protective of surface water quality, groundwater 
quality in the vicinity will not be impacted by the discharge. 


When a permit application for a wastewater discharge to surface water in the state is filed, the 
application undergoes a thorough technical review. Following that review of the application the 
Executive Director prepares a draft permit with effluent limits that will ensure the discharge 
meets the applicable federal and state statutes, rules, and procedural requirements, including 
the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (Standards) in Chapter 307 of the TCEQ’s rules, to 
protect water quality and maintain the receiving waters’ existing uses. The review also ensures 
the discharge will be protective of aquatic life, human health, and the environment. Here, 
because the effluent limits in the draft permit will maintain the existing uses of the surface 
waters along the discharge route and preclude degradation, they will also prevent adverse 
impacts on groundwater. 
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Texas Administrative Code Chapter 309, subchapter B contains the location standards for 
domestic wastewater treatment facilities. Section 309.12 provides that the TCEQ may not issue 
a permit for a new facility unless it finds the proposed facility site, when evaluated in light of 
the proposed design, construction, or operational features, minimizes possible contamination 
of water in the state. The information provided in this application demonstrates that the 
proposed WWTF will comply with the location requirements.  


Additionally, all vessels and treatment units where wastewater will be contained while receiving 
treatment at the proposed facility will be evaluated by the Executive Director prior to 
construction to ensure both the facility and its location will meet the design requirements 
located in 30 TAC Chapter 217. The plans and specifications for domestic sewage collection 
and treatment works associated with any domestic wastewater permit must be approved by the 
Executive Director. Failure to secure the Executive Director’s approval before starting 
construction of a treatment facility is a violation of the TCEQ rules and may result in an 
enforcement action. 


Comment 21: 
Mayor Grimm expressed concern that the discharge is to an impaired watershed. Similarly, 
Matthew Clapper expressed concern that Cibolo Creek and Martinez Creek are both listed as 
Category 5 because of bacteria and the GVSUD WWTF will add additional bacteria.  


Response 21: 
The treated effluent will be discharged to Woman Hollering Creek, thence to Martinez Creek, 
thence to the Lower Cibolo Creek in Segment No. 1902 of the San Antonio River Basin. Based on 
the TCEQ Water Quality Assessment memo, Segment No. 1902 is currently listed on the State’s 
inventory of Impaired and Threatened waters (the 2020 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list). 
The listings is for bacteria in water from the confluence with the Lower San Antonio River in 
Karnes County upstream to the confluence with Clifton Branch (Assessment Units [AUs] 
1902_01, 1902_02, & 1902_03). Segment No. 1902A is also listed for bacteria in water from the 
confluence with Lower Cibolo Creek upstream to the confluence with Salitrillo Creek (AU 
1902A_01). 


This facility is designed to provide adequate disinfection and, when operated properly, and 
should not add to the bacterial impairment of the segment. In addition, in order to ensure that 
the proposed discharge meets the stream bacterial standard, an effluent limitation of 126 
colony-forming units (CFU) or most probable number (MPN) of Escherichia coli (E. coli) per 100 
ml has been added to the draft permit. 


Comment 22: 
The persons in Attachment I stated that the discharge from the WWTF will negatively impact 
water quality. 


Response 22: 
Effluent discharged into water in the state from facilities regulated under the TPDES is required 
to meet the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (TSWQS). The TSWQS and other applicable 
rules are protective of aquatic life, human health, and the environment, including the 
designated uses of the receiving waters. The draft permit meets these TSWQS requirements, 
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and the TCEQ does not anticipate that constituents in the discharge will have an adverse effect 
on the receiving water or its designated uses. 


The effluent limitations in the draft permit are designed to maintain and protect the existing 
instream uses and were derived from a series of rigorous technical reviews performed in 
accordance with the Procedures to Implement the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards. The 
advanced treatment levels that apply to the proposed discharge are expected to maintain the 
current water quality and protect the existing instream uses. The draft permit includes effluent 
limits and monitoring requirements for five-day carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand 
(CBOD5), total suspended solids (TSS), ammonia nitrogen (NH3-N), Total Phosphorus (TP), 
chlorine residual, and pH to ensure that the proposed effluent limits will not result in a 
violation of the TSWQS, thereby protecting surface water quality, groundwater, and human 
health. It also includes additional requirements for the wastewater treatment system to ensure 
the protection of water quality, wildlife, and human health and for the disposal of domestic 
sludge generated by the wastewater treatment facility.  


Based on the technical review, the Executive Director determined that the draft permit is 
protective of the environment, water quality, and human health and that it meets TCEQ rules 
and requirements if GVSUD operates and maintains the facility as required by the draft permit 
and applicable regulations. However, if you believe GVSUD is not complying with the draft 
permit or TCEQ rules, you may report complaints about the facility to the TCEQ Region 13 
Office directly at 1-210-490-3096, the TCEQ Environmental Complaints Hot Line at 1-888-777-
3186, or online 
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/assets/public/compliance/monops/complaints/complaints.html.  


Noncompliance with the draft permit may result in enforcement action against GVSUD. 


Comment 23: 
Paul Joseph Kosub, Martha J. Kosub, and Vicki Kosub expressed concern that the chemicals 
used at the WWTF and the fumes will negatively impact their health.  


Response 23: 
The proposed WWTF will be an activated sludge process plant operated in the extended 
aeration mode, which does not generate fumes. According to the GVSUD application, treatment 
units will include a: bar screen, aeration basin, final clarifier, aerobic sludge digester, and 
chlorine contact chamber.  Additionally, according to the GVUSD application, the only chemical 
addition to the treatment process will be chlorine for disinfection. The permit limits in the draft 
permit are intended to maintain the existing uses of the surface waters and preclude 
degradation, which includes a residual chlorine concentration in the treated effluent.  The 
permit limitation for maximum total chlorine residual is 4.0 mg/l which must be monitored five 
times per week by grab sample.1  According to the application, GVSUD will not use any other 
chemical treatment.2  Because the proposed treatment process will not generate fumes, the 
Executive Director does not anticipate a negative impact on human health. 


 
1 Green Valley SUD, Inc., Draft Permit, Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements, pages 2-2b; see 
also 30 TEX. ADMIN. CODE § 309.3(g)(2). 
2 Green Valley SUD Permit Application, Technical Report 1.0, page 2. 
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Comment 24: 
Vicki Kosub stated that she is concerned over: lime, ferrous sulfate, ferrous chloride, alum, and 
polymers in the discharge. 


Response 24: 
Effluent discharged into water in the state from facilities regulated under the TPDES is required 
to meet the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (TSWQS). The TSWQS and other applicable 
rules are protective of aquatic life, human health, and the environment, including the 
designated uses of the receiving waters. The draft permit meets these TSWQS requirements, 
and the TCEQ does not anticipate that constituents in the discharge will have an adverse effect 
on the receiving water or its designated uses. 


The effluent limitations in the draft permit are designed to maintain and protect the existing 
instream uses and were derived from a series of rigorous technical reviews performed in 
accordance with the Procedures to Implement the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards. The 
advanced treatment levels that apply to the proposed discharge are expected to maintain the 
current water quality and protect the existing instream uses. The draft permit includes effluent 
limits and monitoring requirements for carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand (5-day), total 
suspended solids, ammonia nitrogen, chlorine residual, total phosphorus and pH to ensure that 
the proposed effluent limits will not result in a violation of the TSWQS, thereby protecting 
surface water quality, groundwater, and human health. It also includes additional requirements 
for the wastewater treatment system to ensure the protection of water quality, wildlife, and 
human health and for the disposal of domestic sludge generated by the wastewater treatment 
facility. 


Comment 25: 
The persons in Attachment J expressed concern that the discharge will negatively impact 
animals, including cattle, that drink from Woman Hollering Creek. Similarly, Matthew Clapper 
asked what information GVSUD included in its application to demonstrate that livestock 
downstream of the discharge will not be impacted.  St. Hedwig stated that any degradation of 
water quality could impact livestock, crops and the area’s rich soil.  


Response 25:  
The Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (TSWQS) found in 30 TAC Chapter 307 require that 
discharges may not degrade the receiving waters and may not result in situations that impair 
existing, attainable, or designated uses, and that surface waters not be toxic to aquatic life, 
terrestrial wildlife, livestock, or domestic animals.  The effluent limits in the draft permit are 
set to maintain and protect the existing instream uses.  


The draft permit was developed in accordance with the TSWQS to be protective of water quality, 
provided that GVSUD operates and maintains the proposed facility according to TCEQ rules and 
the proposed permit’s requirements. The methodology outlined in the Procedures to Implement 
the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (June 2010) is designed to ensure compliance with 
the TSWQS (30 TAC Chapter 307). 


Specifically, the methodology is designed to ensure that no source will be allowed to discharge 
any wastewater that: 1) results in instream aquatic toxicity; 2) causes a violation of an 
applicable narrative or numerical state water quality standard; 3) results in the endangerment 
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of a drinking water supply; or 4) results in aquatic bioaccumulation that threatens human 
health. 


As part of the application process, the Executive Director must determine the uses of the 
receiving waters and set effluent limits that are protective of those uses. In order to achieve the 
goal of maintaining a level of water quality sufficient to protect existing water body uses, the 
proposed permit contains several water quality specific parameter requirements that limit the 
potential impact of the discharge on the receiving waters. 


For the proposed discharge route, Woman Hollering Creek has limited aquatic life use while 
Martinez Creek and Lower Cibolo Creek have high aquatic life use and all are presumed to have 
primary contact recreation. The effluent limits in the draft permit have been calculated to 
maintain and protect these existing instream uses. For example, based on the determined 
aquatic life use, the receiving waterbodies were assigned a numeric dissolved oxygen criterion 
that must be met to support the aquatic life use. The TCEQ’s Water Quality Assessment Team 
then performs a dissolved oxygen modeling analysis to ensure the permit’s effluent limits and 
other requirements will support the dissolved oxygen criterion and, therefore, protect the 
aquatic life use.  


For this application, a dissolved oxygen modeling analysis was performed for Woman Hollering 
Creek and Martinez Creek, and the effluent limits in the draft permit reflect the treatment 
levels necessary to comply with the water bodies’ applicable dissolved oxygen criterion of 3 
mg/L (Woman Hollering Creek) and 5 mg/L (Martinez Creek) respectfully. The limits and 
enhanced secondary treatment levels with nitrification that apply to the proposed discharge are 
expected to provide water quality that is safe for aquatic wildlife and human health. If the draft 
permit will protect aquatic life and human health, it should also protect terrestrial wildlife and 
livestock that drink water or consume aquatic organisms along the discharge route. Therefore, 
the TCEQ does not expect the treated effluent to adversely affect wildlife or livestock. 


Comment 26: 
Rolf Schaefer stated that the proposed discharge will negatively impact aquatic organisms.  


Response 26: 
Effluent discharged into water in the state from facilities regulated under the TPDES program is 
required to meet the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (TSWQS). The TSWQS and other 
applicable rules are protective of aquatic life, human health, and the environment, including the 
designated uses of the receiving waters. The draft permit meets these TSWQS requirements, 
and the TCEQ does not anticipate that constituents in the discharge will have an adverse effect 
on the receiving water or its designated uses. 


The effluent limitations in the draft permit are designed to maintain and protect the existing 
instream uses and were derived from a series of rigorous technical reviews performed in 
accordance with the Procedures to Implement the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards. The 
advanced treatment levels that apply to the proposed discharge are expected to maintain the 
current water quality and protect the existing instream uses. The draft permit includes effluent 
limits and monitoring requirements for carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand (5-day), total 
suspended solids, ammonia nitrogen, chlorine residual, total phosphorus and pH to ensure that 
the proposed effluent limits will not result in a violation of the TSWQS, thereby protecting 
surface water quality, groundwater, and human health. It also includes additional requirements 







Executive Director’s Response to Comments  
Green Valley Special Utility District 
TPDES Permit No. WQ0015917001 Page 14 


for the wastewater treatment system to ensure the protection of water quality, wildlife, and 
human health and for the disposal of domestic sludge generated by the wastewater treatment 
facility.  


Based on the technical review, the Executive Director determined that the draft permit is 
protective of the environment, water quality, and human health and that it meets TCEQ rules 
and requirements if GVSUD operates and maintains the facility as required by the draft permit 
and applicable regulations. However, if you believe GVSUD is not complying with the draft 
permit or TCEQ rules, you may report complaints about the facility to the TCEQ Region 13 
Office directly at 1-210-490-3096, the TCEQ Environmental Complaints Hot Line at 1-888-777-
3186 or online at: 
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/assets/public/compliance/monops/complaints/complaints.html.  


Noncompliance with the draft permit may result in enforcement action against GVSUD.  


Comment 27: 
Helen Race and Darleen Clapper asked if the water from the WWTF will be drinkable.  


Response 27: 
TCEQ’s rules do not require that domestic wastewater be treated to potable standards before it 
is discharged to water in the state. State and federal regulations require that treated effluent 
maintain the existing uses of the receiving waters as designated within the Texas Surface Water 
Quality Standards at 30 TAC Chapter 307. The draft permit complies with all applicable 
statutory and regulatory requirements. 


Comment 28: 
Stephanie and Shane Ott asked if anyone checked the flow downstream of the proposed outfall.  
Justin Lebo noted that during droughts the river has little to no flow.  Similarly, Schertz, CCMA 
and St. Hedwig stated that the discharge route has not been properly characterized. According 
to Schertz, CCMA, and St. Hedwig, Woman Hollering Creek could be intermittent or intermittent 
with perennial pools.  


Response 28:  
The immediate receiving water body that this discharge will go into if the permit is issued, 
Woman Hollering Creek, was classified by the Standards Implementation Team as intermittent 
with perennial pools. This classification of Women Hollering Creek was determined by the 
Standards reviewer of TCEQ and is consistent with the review for other dischargers of the area. 
This classification assumes there are periods of no flow in the Woman Hollering Creek. 


Comment 29: 
Stephanie and Shane Ott asked if anyone checked for dams or water blockages downstream of 
the proposed outfall.  


Response 29: 
The Standards Implementation Team reviewer made a determination regarding the flow status 
and general waterbody characteristics, including waterways impounded by dams.  Based on the 
flow status of the receiving waterbody it was determined that Woman Hollering Creek was 
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intermittent with perennial pools.  This flow status would allow for pooled areas within the 
creek.  However, no impoundments were identified in the receiving waters.  It is understood 
that waterways often have debris dams that might detain water within the channel; this is 
consistent with a waterbody that is considered intermittent with perennial pools. 


Comment 30: 
Stephanie and Shane Ott expressed concern that flood waters will be contaminated.  


Response 30:  
TPDES permits establish terms and conditions that are intended to provide water quality 
pollution control, therefore, the Executive Director’s review of an application for a TPDES 
permit focuses on controlling the discharge of pollutants into water in the state. The TCEQ 
does not have jurisdiction to address flooding in the wastewater permitting process, unless 
there is an associated water quality concern. GVSUD’s draft permit includes effluent limits and 
other requirements that it must meet even during rainfall events and periods of flooding. 
Additionally, the draft permit does not authorize any invasion of personal rights nor any 
violation of federal, state, or local laws or regulations. 


Comment 31: 
Stephanie and Shane Ott expressed concern that no water samples had been taken nor have any 
studies been done to determine the impact of the discharge on Woman Hollering Creek.  


Response 31: 
As part of the application process, the Executive Director must determine the uses of the 
receiving waters and set effluent limits that are protective of those uses.  This can be done by 
site assessment or desktop review using all available information and resources.  In this case, 
the aquatic life uses of the receiving waters had already been determined through the 
permitting of an upstream facility.  In order to achieve the goal of maintaining a level of water 
quality sufficient to protect existing water body uses, the proposed permit contains several 
water quality specific parameter requirements that limit the potential impact of the discharge 
on the receiving waters. 


The effluent limits in the draft permit have been calculated to maintain and protect these 
existing instream uses. For example, based on the determined aquatic life use, the receiving 
waterbodies are assigned a numeric dissolved oxygen criterion that must be met to support the 
aquatic life use. The TCEQ’s Water Quality Assessment Team then performs a dissolved oxygen 
modeling analysis to ensure the permit’s effluent limits and other requirements will support 
the dissolved oxygen criterion and, therefore, protect the aquatic life use.  


Comment 32: 
Matthew Clapper asked what the impact will be on water quality when the discharge from the 
SAWS WWTF on Martinez creek joins the discharge from Cibolo creek.  


Response 32:   
The San Antonio River Authority currently has several active TPDES permits on Martinez Creek 
upstream from the confluence with Woman Hollering Creek. When conducting the dissolved 
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oxygen analysis for this permittee the resulting conditions to both Woman Hollering Creek and 
Martinez Creek were assessed.  


The model for Martinez Creek that is used to assess whether the dissolved oxygen criteria for 
the stream is met is a part of a larger Waste Load Evaluation (WLE) model (Waste load evaluation 
for Cibolo Creek Below the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone in the San Antonio River Basin 
(1987)). Both the Woman Hollering Creek and Martinez Creek model contain multiple TPDES 
wastewater outfalls and when running both models all contributing dischargers are entered at 
their full permitted flow. Furthermore, to ensure that dissolved oxygen modeling results and 
corresponding effluent limit recommendations are conservative and protective under all 
conditions, both Woman Hollering Creek and Martinez Creek were evaluated under what are 
expected to be the most unfavorable of environmental conditions, specifically hot and dry 
summertime conditions. The combination of conditions is a conservative, worst-case scenario 
that is unlikely to occur. Even under these conservative model assumptions, instream dissolved 
oxygen levels were predicted to be maintained above the criteria established for Woman 
Hollering Creek (3.0 mg/L) and for Martinez Creek (5.0 mg/L) downstream.  


Comment 33: 
The persons in Attachment L expressed concern that the WWTF will negatively impact human 
health, especially for those with respiratory issues.  


Response 33: 
When a TPDES application is submitted, the application undergoes a thorough technical review. 
Following that review the Executive Director prepares a draft permit with effluent limits that 
will ensure the discharge meets the applicable federal and state statutes, rules, and procedural 
requirements, including the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards (Standards) in 30 TAC 
Chapter 307, to protect water quality and maintain the receiving waters’ existing uses. The 
review also ensures the discharge will be protective of aquatic life, human health, and the 
environment.  


Comment 34: 
Cheryl Cole, Shane Ott, and Stephanie Ott stated that the discharge will cause erosion.  


Response 34:  
The TPDES permitting process is limited to controlling the discharge of pollutants into water in 
the state and protecting the water quality of the state’s rivers, lakes, and coastal waters. A 
proposed facility’s potential impact on erosion is outside the scope of the evaluation of a 
wastewater discharge permit application. 


Comment 35: 
Schertz, CCMA, and St. Hedwig stated the GVSUD application is incomplete because it does not 
include original photographs. 


Response 35: 
The application for a TPDES permit requires the applicant to provide at least one photograph of 
new or expanded treatment unit(s) and two photographs of the proposed discharge point and 
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as much area downstream and upstream as can be captured.  GVSUD complied with this 
requirement by providing two phots and a map describing the location of the photos.  See, 
GVUD Application, Domestic Technical Report 1.1, Section 2 Attachment D. 


Comment 36: 
Jennifer Shortess asked what information the TCEQ relied on for its antidegradation review, 
and whether the review considered that Martinez Creek joins the Lower Cibolo Creek less than 
three miles downstream of the proposed discharge.  CCMA, Schertz, and St. Hedwig stated that 
the proposed discharge will not comply with TCEQ’s antidegradation policy. Similarly, St. 
Hedwig noted that the proposed discharge may unnecessarily further degrade the water quality 
in Segment 1902. GEAA states that GVSUD’s application conflicts with TCEQ’s antidegradation 
policy. Similarly, Schertz, CCMA, and St. Hedwig stated that the proposed discharge will not 
comply with TCEQ’s antidegradation policy nor maintain the current stream standard.  GEAA 
noted that because Martinez creek is already listed impaired for bacteria, the discharge from 
GVSUD would increase the changes that Martinez creek will be degraded. 


Response 36:  
Consistent with the TSWQS and Procedures to Implement the TSWQS, a Tier I antidegradation 
review was performed.  The Executive Director’s Tier I antidegradation review ensures that 
existing water quality uses are not impaired by increases in pollution loading. Numerical and 
narrative criteria necessary to protect existing uses will be maintained. The draft permit was 
developed in accordance with the TSWQS to be protective of water quality, provided that the 
facility is operated and maintained according to TCEQ rules and permit requirements.  The 
methodology outlined in the Procedures to Implement the Texas Surface Water Quality 
Standards  (IPs) is designed to ensure compliance with the TSWQS found at 30 TAC Chapter 
307. 


The Executive Director is aware of the bacteria impairment.  The TSWQS lists Segment 1902, 
Lower Cibolo Creek with a 126/100 mL criterion for bacteria.  The segment, Martinez Creek, 
and Woman Hollering Creek will be protected due to chlorination and the end-of-pipe bacteria 
limits equal to the segment limits ensure that discharge will not further impair the receiving 
water body. The effluent limits in the draft permit have been calculated to maintain and protect 
these existing instream uses. For example, based on the determined aquatic life use, the 
receiving waterbodies are assigned a numeric dissolved oxygen criterion that must be met to 
support the aquatic life use. The TCEQ’s Water Quality Assessment Team then performs a 
dissolved oxygen modeling analysis to ensure the permit’s effluent limits and other 
requirements will support the dissolved oxygen criterion and, therefore, protect the aquatic life 
use.  In addition, a nutrient screening was performed and a permit limit of 0.5 mg/L of Total 
Phosphorus is required. 


A Tier 2 antidegradation review generally applies to water bodies that have existing, designated, 
or presumed uses of intermediate, high, or exceptional aquatic life uses.  Woman Hollering 
Creek is intermittent with perennial pools and is given a limited aquatic life use.   


Comment 37:  
CCMA, Schertz, and St. Hedwig noted that GVSUD’s application describes the unclassified 
Woman Hollering Creek as a wet weather creek, however there is information indicating that the 
creek may be intermittent or intermittent with perennial pools. According to CCMA, Schertz, 
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and St. Hedwig if the discharge route was not properly described, the effluent limits in the draft 
permit may not be consistent with state and federal regulations. 


Response 37:  
The draft permit is consistent with state and federal regulations.  As part of the application 
process, the Executive Director must determine the uses of the receiving waters and set effluent 
limits that are protective of those uses.  This can be done by site assessment or desktop review 
using all available information and resources.  In this case, the aquatic life uses of the receiving 
waters had already been determined through the permitting of an upstream facility.  In order to 
achieve the goal of maintaining a level of water quality sufficient to protect existing water body 
uses, the proposed permit contains several water quality specific parameter requirements that 
limit the potential impact of the discharge on the receiving waters. 


The effluent limits in the draft permit have been calculated to maintain and protect these 
existing instream uses. For example, based on the determined aquatic life use, the receiving 
waterbodies are assigned a numeric dissolved oxygen criterion that must be met to support the 
aquatic life use. The TCEQ’s Water Quality Assessment Team then performs a dissolved oxygen 
modeling analysis to ensure the permit’s effluent limits and other requirements will support 
the dissolved oxygen criterion and, therefore, protect the aquatic life use.  


Comment 38: 
GEAA commented that if the antidegradation review finds any degradation, GVSUD must 
provide a socio-economic justification for the WWTF. 


Response 38:   
An antidegradation review was performed and permit limits assigned to ensure no degradation 
of receiving waters.  A socio-economic justification was not required because the 
antidegradation review determined, that with effluent limits included in the draft permit, there 
will not be any degradation of the receiving water.  According 30 TAC § 307.5, a socio-economic 
justification is only required if the TCEQ issues a permit that will cause degradation.   


Comment 39: 
GEAA, CCMA, Schertz, and St. Hedwig stated that the GVSUD application conflicts with TCEQ’s 
regionalization policy.  Jennifer Shortess asked if there were any other nearby WWTFs that 
could provide service to the area. Scott McClelland, Clint Ellis, and CCMA asked how the TCEQ 
determined that the regionalization requirements had been met. St. Hedwig noted that GVSUD 
did not provide the response letters from the neighboring cities that could potentially provide 
service to GVSUD’s service area. 


Additionally, St. Hedwig stated that the GVSUD application is deficient because GVSUD did not 
provide information regarding whether any part of its proposed service area is in an 
incorporated city, and if so provide correspondence demonstrating the City either consents to 
service or denies service.  St. Hedwig also noted that GVSUD’s application noted “City 
Responses Pending” and that the application has not been amended to reflect the Cites 
responses.  
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Response 39: 
The Executive Director reviewed the information GVSUD provided in its application and 
determined that GVSUD provided sufficient information regarding regionalization.  According 
to GVSUD’s application, the WWTF will support planned residential and commercial growth in 
GVSUD’s sewer CCN area. As part of its application, GVUSD indicated that a portion of its 
service area is in the city limits of San Antonio, Schertz, and St. Hedwig.  GVSUD was required 
to notify San Antonio, Schertz, St. Hedwig, and all other WWTFs within three miles of its facility.  
Green Valley SUD submitted documentation from, Cibolo Creek Municipal Authority, City of San 
Antonio, San Antonio River Authority, City of Schertz and the City of Hedwig. Out of these five 
entities three entities (City of San Antonio, San Antonio Water Authority and St. Hedwig) 
submitted responses indicating that they are not interested in providing wastewater services to 
GVSUD.   


The Texas Water Code (TWC) § 26.0282 provides that:  


in considering the issuance, amendment, or renewal of a permit to discharge 
waste, the Commission may deny or alter the terms and conditions of the 
proposed permit, amendment, or renewal based on consideration of need, 
including the expected volume and quality of the influent and the availability 
of existing or proposed area wide or regional waste collection, treatment, and 
disposal systems not designated as area wide or regional disposal systems 
by Commission Order. 


According to TWC § 26.081, the TCEQ has been mandated to “encourage and promote the 
development and use of regional and area-wide waste collection, treatment, and disposal 
systems to serve the waste disposal needs of the citizens of the state and to prevent pollution 
and maintain and enhance the quality of the water in the state.”  


The Domestic Wastewater Permit Application Technical Report requires information concerning 
need and regionalization for wastewater treatment plants. TCEQ uses the threshold of three 
miles to determine if there is another entity in the vicinity that is willing and able to accept 
wastewater from a proposed facility to meet the regionalization requirement in accordance with 
TWC § 26.0282. Applicants are required to review a three-mile area surrounding the proposed 
facility to determine if there is a wastewater treatment plant or sewer collection lines within the 
area that has sufficient existing capacity to accept the additional wastewater.  


Based on the information GVSUD provided in its application, the Executive Director has 
determined that GVSUD has complied with the regionalization policy and has demonstrated a 
need for the proposed WWTF. 


Comment 40: 
GEAA stated that the TCEQ needs to determine if the GVSUD’s service area is within the Cibolo 
Creek regional area. GEAA also stated that “this is one of the few areas were TCEQ by rule has 
designated service with CCMA to cover this area and so it doesn’t allow TCEQ to issue permits 
to other utility providers within the Cibolo Creek regional area.” Scott McClelland and St. 
Hedwig asked if TCEQ is aware that there are other regional wastewater treatment systems 
within three miles of the proposed GVSUD WWTF.  Scott McClelland asked how TCEQ 
determined that it is not feasible for GVSUD to use one of the other regional wastewater service 
providers. Scott McClelland and St. Hedwig asked if TCEQ is aware that there are other regional 
wastewater treatment systems within three miles of the proposed GVSUD WWTF. Scott 
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McClelland asked how TCEQ determined that it is not feasible for GVSUD to use one of the 
other regional wastewater service providers.  Clint Ellis asked if the CCMA regional WWTF 
service area overlaps with the area that will be served by the proposed GVSUD WWTF.  


Response 40: 
GVSUD was not required to provide information regarding regional providers in its application.  
As discussed elsewhere in this RTC, GVSUD submitted information regarding existing WWTFs 
within three miles of its proposed WWTF.  


The TCEQ has designated certain entities as “Regional Providers.” Assuming that the 
commentors are referring to the Cibolo Creek Municipal Authority (CCMA), CCMA’s regional 
area is defined in 30 TAC Chapter 351, Subchapter F, however, the Executive Director disagrees 
that the service area’s location is the appropriate method for determining if Chapter 351 
applies. As stated above, one of the purposes of the regionalization policy is “to prevent 
pollution and maintain and enhance the quality of the water in the state.”3 Section 26.084(a) 
lists the ways in which the TCEQ can fulfill this purpose once it designates a regional area and 
system, including “requiring any person discharging or proposing to discharge waste into or 
adjacent to the water in the state in” the regional area to use the regional system, and refusing 
to grant a discharge permit to anyone who seeks to discharge waste “in [a regional area].”4 
Looking at the rules, 30 TAC § 351.65 requires the TCEQ to issue new and amended discharge 
permits only to CCMA for discharges “within the Cibolo Creek regional area.” These laws 
discuss regulating discharges that occur in a regional area. Therefore, the location of the 
discharge point is what determines if 30 TAC Chapter 351 applies, not the location of the 
proposed service area. 


30 TAC § 351.61 defines the regional area as “That portion of the Cibolo Creek Watershed lying 
in the vicinity of the cities of Cibolo, Schertz, Universal City, Selma, Bracken, and Randolph Air 
Force Base.”  All these areas discharge to the watershed of Mid Cibolo Creek which has been 
designated as Classified Segment 1913 in the TSWQS.   


Green Valley SUD intends to discharge into Woman Hollering Creek, which is in the watershed 
of Lower Cibolo Creek (Classified Segment 1902). Therefore, Chapter 351, subchapter F does 
not apply to this application. The Executive Director notes that discharging into Woman 
Hollering Creek will protect the regional area by keeping GVSUD’s effluent from entering Mid 
Cibolo Creek and, thereby, the regional area. 


Comment 41: 
GEAA, CCMA, Schertz, and St. Hedwig stated that it is not clear in the GVSUD application if the 
area to be served is within another utilities CCN.  Additionally, CCMA, Schertz and St. Hedwig 
noted that according to the Clearwater Creek WWTF map, its sewershed extends into Schertz’s 
CCN. 


Response 41:   
According to GVSUDs application no portion of the proposed service area is within another 
utility’s Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (CCN).  


 
3 TEX. WATER CODE § 26.081(a) (Vernon 2008). 
4 Id. § 26.084(a)(1)-(2) (emphasis added). 
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Comment 42: 
GEAA stated that it is not clear if GVSUD evaluated the cost of connecting with existing 
services. 


Response 42: 
According to the GVSUD’s application, there are no existing WWTFs within three miles of the 
proposed facility that have the capacity to accept or are willing to expand to accept an 
additional 0.40 MGD as requested by GVSUD.  Because there is not a WWTF that has the 
capacity or is willing to expand to accommodate GVSUD’s request, GVSUD was not required to 
perform a cost analysis.  


Comment 43: 
Clint Ellis, Jennifer Shortess, asked how GVSUD justified its need for the proposed WWTF, 
specifically, did it provide the anticipated growth rate, population estimates, cost estimates, 
and the required correspondence with wastewater service providers in the area? Similarly, 
GEAA, CCMA, Schertz, and St. Hedwig recommended the TCEQ deny GVSUD’s application 
because there is not a need for the final phase of the WWTF. Additionally, Arthur Rakowitz 
stated that the TCEQ should reanalyze the cost analysis.  


Response 43:  
During the technical review period GVSUD provided additional information to justify the 
ultimate flow and detailed information regarding the number of connections.  Specifically, 
GVSUD provided information regarding the type of development based on the requirements in 
the rules. 30 TAC § 217.32(a)(3) Table B1.   


Comment 44: 
Jennifer Shortess asked why if GVSUD only anticipates needing to treat 0.232750 million 
gallons per day it requested authorization to treat 0.4 million gallons per day. Similarly, GEAA, 
stated that there is a discrepancy in the application if they only have a contract for 1,000 
gallons per day but they are requesting a permit for 400 thousand gallons per day. 


Response 44: 
According to its application GVSUD applied for three phases: Interim 1 - 0.1 MGD, Interim II -  
0.2 MGD and Final Phase - 0.4 MGD.  The Executive Director does not consider whether an 
applicant has a contract for service when evaluating a TPDES application.  


Comment 45:  
Scott McClelland asked what GVSUD indicated the service area for the proposed WWTF will be. 
Similarly, Schertz, CCMA and St. Hedwig stated that the GVSUD application is deficient because 
it does not include a map of the service area.  


Response 45:  
GVSUD was not required to describe the area it will serve or include a map of the service area.  
In its application GVSUD provide information regarding the number of connections, type of 
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development and associated flow to justify its need for all proposed phases of the requested 
permit.   


Comment 46: 
Schertz, CCMA, and St. Hedwig stated that the GVSUD application does not meet Texas’ 
regionalization policy because GVSUD did not complete the relevant portion of the application. 
(see Tech. Report Sec. 1.B  1.1) 


Response 46:  
GVSUD provided TCEQ with a fully completed application, including Technical Report Section 
1.B 1.1. (See, Domestic Technical Report, pg. 21 of 78). 


Comment 47: 
Schertz, St. Hedwig and CCMA  stated that GVSUD did not justify its need to discharge 0.4 
million gallons per day.  According to Schertz, 232,750 gallons per minute does not equate to 
950 EDU.  Additionally, Schertz stated that GVSUD is asking for excessive and unnecessary 
treatment capacity.  Similarly, Schertz, St. Hedwig and CCMA stated that GVSUD did not provide 
justification for 0.4 million gallons per day.  Schertz, CCMA and St. Hedwig stated that the 
GVSUD application should be denied because GVSUD did not demonstrate that the final phase 
of the WWTF is needed. According to CCMA, Schertz and St. Hedwig, GVSUD’s application was 
incomplete because it did not provide sufficient justification for the final phase. 


Response 47:   
According to GVSUD’s application the proposed WWTF will support planned residential and 
commercial development in its sewer CCN area.  The permit coordinator used his best 
professional judgement to determine the sizing of the facility based on the numbers provide by 
GVSUD in its application.  During development of the RTC, the Executive Director noticed the 
discrepancy and requested additional information from GVSUD. GVSUD responded that it needs 
1620 equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) which corresponds to 242 gallons per connection which 
equals 396,900 gallons per day. Which for permitting is equivalent to 0.4 MGD requested in its 
application.  


Comment 48: 
CCMA noted that CCMA, a regional wastewater provider, is “designated the governmental entity 
to develop a regional sewerage system in that area of Cibolo Creek Watershed, in the vicinity of 
Cibolo, Schertz, Universal City, Selma, Bracken, and Randolph Air Force Base.” 30 TAC 351.62.  
CCMA stated that because GVSUD did not provide the required maps in its application, CCMA is 
unable to determine if GVSUD’s service area overlaps the CCMA’s service area.  If there is 
overlap, CCMA notes that GVSUD’s application and draft permit may violate TCEQ’s 
regionalization policy as well as 30 TAC § 351.62 or 30 TAC § 351.65. 


Response 48: 
GVSUD did not provide any information regarding a regional provider in its application, and 
was not required to provide maps denoting CCMA’s service area or the service area of any other 
WWTF.  (See, Domestic Wastewater Permit Application, Technical Reports, pg. 22).  
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Comment 49: 
The persons in Attachment K expressed concern over odors from the WWTF.  


Response 49:  
30 TAC § 309.13(e) requires domestic wastewater treatment facilities to meet buffer zone 
requirements for the abatement and control of nuisance odors. This rule requires GVSUD to 
meet at least one of three options: (1) ownership of the buffer zone area, (2) providing odor 
control, or (3) obtaining restrictive easements from adjacent property owners for any portion of 
the buffer zone area that the district does not own. According to GVSUD it will own the 
required buffer zone. (Domestic Technical Report Section-6B). 


If GVSUD fails to comply with all requirements of the draft permit, the facility maybe subject to 
enforcement action. In addition, the draft permit does not limit any affected person’s ability to 
seek legal remedies against the district regarding any potential trespass, nuisance, or other 
causes of action in response to activities that may result in injury to human health or property 
or that interfere with the normal use and enjoyment of property. If anyone experiences 
nuisance odor conditions or any other suspected incidents of noncompliance with the permit or 
TCEQ rules, they may report those conditions or incidents to the TCEQ by: calling 888-777-
3186; calling the San Antonio Regional office at 210-490-3096, or by using our online form 
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/assets/public/compliance/monops/complaints/complaints.html.  
For additional information regarding environmental complaints, please see: 
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/compliance/complaints. 


Comment 50: 
Arthur Rakowitz, Rolf Schaefer, Patrick Wilkes, and Mary King expressed concern over air 
quality.  


Response 50: 
The TCEQ is the state agency that is responsible for enforcing air pollution laws. Certain types 
of facilities have been found to not make significant contributions of air contaminants to the 
atmosphere. Such facilities are permitted by rule under the Texas Clean Air Act, found in 
Chapter 382 of the Texas Health and Safety Code, and TCEQ air quality rules. Wastewater 
treatment facilities performing only the functions listed in 30 TAC § 106.532 are permitted by 
rule. That includes domestic facilities, like the proposed facility in this case. Pursuant to section 
382.057 of the Texas Health and Safety Code, the activities listed in 30 TAC § 106.532 have 
been reviewed and determined not to make a significant contribution of air contaminants to the 
atmosphere. 


Comment 51: 
Tyler Kraemer expressed concern over the structural integrity of the WWTF.  


Response 51:  
The design of domestic WWTF is governed by the rules in 30 TAC Chapter 217.  The application 
went through a thorough technical review during development of the draft permit. The 
application contained detailed schematics of the proposed WWTF’s treatment units in 
Attachment F.  



https://www.tceq.texas.gov/assets/public/compliance/monops/complaints/complaints.html
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If the permit is issued, the design of the facility will be reviewed by the Executive Director. 
Other Requirement 6 in the draft permit (page 34) provides:   


Prior to construction of the Interim I, Interim II, and Final phases treatment 
facilities the permittee shall submit to the TCEQ Wastewater Permitting 
Section (MC 148) a summary transmittal letter in accordance with the 
requirements in 30 TAC § 217.6(d). If requested by the Wastewater Permitting 
Section, the permittee shall submit plans and specifications and a fin Prior to 
construction of the Interim I, Interim II, and Final phases treatment facilities 
the permittee shall submit to the TCEQ Wastewater Permitting Section (MC 
148) a summary transmittal letter in accordance with the requirements in 30 
TAC § 217.6(d). If requested by the Wastewater Permitting Section, the 
permittee shall submit plans and specifications and a final engineering 
design report which comply with 30 TAC Chapter 217, Design Criteria for 
Domestic Wastewater Systems. The permittee shall clearly show how the 
treatment system will meet the permitted effluent limitations required on 
Page 2, 2a, and 2b of this permit. A copy of the summary transmittal letter 
shall be available at the plant site for inspection by authorized 
representatives of the TCEQ. 


If requested by the Executive Director, GVSUD must also submit the plans and specifications to 
the Executive Director for an engineering review of the proposed WWTF. Any deficiencies in the 
design and specifications will be addressed at that time. Finally, Other Requirement No. 6 in the 
draft permit requires:  


Additionally, if the permit is issued, GVSUD will also be required to take certain steps to 
minimize the possibility of an accidental discharge of untreated wastewater from the treatment 
facility. For example, Operational Requirement No. 4 of the draft permit requires GVSUD to 
maintain “adequate safeguards to prevent the discharge of untreated or inadequately treated 
wastes during electrical power failures by means of alternate power sources, standby 
generators, and/or retention of inadequately treated wastewater.”  GVSUD will also be required 
to comply with the requirements for emergency backup power found in 30 TAC § 217.36.  


Comment 52: 
Tyler Kraemer noted that because the WWTF would be constructed on a creek if the WWTF fails 
it will damage multiple properties.  


Response 52:   
As discussed above, all WWTF must comply with the design requirements in 30 TAC Chapter 
217. The purpose of the design requirements is to “promote the design of facilities in 
accordance with good public health and water quality engineering practices” and “ensure the 
safety of the public.  30 TAC § 217.3.  Additionally, Other Requirement 4 in the draft permit 
provides “The permittee shall provide facilities for the protection of its wastewater treatment 
facility from a 100-year flood.” 


Comment 53: 
Shane Allen King expressed concern over pests.  
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Response 53:   
GVSUD’s WWTF design must comply with Chapter 217 of the TCEQ’s rules, Design Criteria for 
Domestic Wastewater Systems. As stated in section 217.3, one of the chapter’s purposes is to 
ensure WWTFs are designed, installed, operated, and maintained to protect public health and 
safety. This purpose is reflected in Operational Requirement No. 1 in the draft permit, which 
requires GVSUD to ensure at all times that the facility and all its collection, treatment, and 
disposal systems are properly operated and maintained. Consequently, a health hazard because 
of pests should not occur at the WWTF. 


If any permit violation is observed, the violation can be reported to the TCEQ’s Region 13 Office 
using the contact information listed above in section I(C). Citizens may also gather data to show 
that GVSUD is not in compliance with TCEQ rules. For more information regarding citizen-
collected evidence, please visit the TCEQ’s webpage on the subject at 
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/compliance/complaints/protocols.  


Additionally, the draft permit does not limit the ability of an individual to seek legal remedies 
against the applicant regarding any potential trespass, nuisance, or other cause of action in 
response to activities that may result in injury to human health or property or interfere with 
the normal use and enjoyment of property. 


Comment 54: 
Shane Ott and Stephanie Ott expressed concern over lights from the facility.  


Response 54: 
TCEQ does not have jurisdiction to address issues regarding lights from a wastewater treatment 
facility. While the Texas Legislature has given the TCEQ the responsibility to protect water 
quality, the water quality permitting process is limited to controlling the discharge of 
pollutants into or adjacent to water in the state and protecting the water quality of the state’s 
rivers, lakes, and coastal waters 


Comment 55: 
Tracy Parris asked why the developer didn’t have to make plans for wastewater treatment 
before it began building homes.  


Response 55: 
TCEQ’s rules do not require developers to have a completed WWTF before building homes, 
however, developers must also comply with all applicable local ordinances.  If a home will be 
occupied before it can be served by a WWTF, an alternative means of sewage disposal, such as 
“pump and haul” must be used.  


Comment 56: 
Clint Ellis asked if GVSUD provided a start date for the construction of the WWTF.  


Response 56:   
According to GVSUD’s application the estimated construction start date was May 15, 2021 and 
the estimated waste disposal start date was January 3, 2022. (Domestic Technical Report, 



https://www.tceq.texas.gov/compliance/complaints/protocols
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Section 1A ).  The Texas Water Code prohibits construction of a domestic WWTF until the 
permit has been issued, without approval from the Commission.  TWC § 26.027(c)  


Comment 57: 
Matthew N. Clapper expressed concern over the number of errors in the application.  


Response  57:   
The application was submitted by Garry Montgomery, P.E., who noted that the application was 
complete. During technical review the Executive Director did not find errors in the application.  
However, as discussed elsewhere, the Executive Director noted a discrepancy while preparing 
the RTC.  


Comment 58: 
Helen Race asked if GVSUD had purchased the property or if it intends on leasing the property. 
Similarly, Schertz, CCMA and St. Hedwig stated that GVSUD does not have legal title or rights to 
own and operate the proposed wastewater treatment facility.  


Response  58: 
According to the application, GVSUD is the owner of the treatment facility.  


Comment 59: 
GEAA stated the TCEQ should consider the cumulative impacts of the proposed discharge.  


Response 59: 
The Executive Director evaluates each permit application and action individually to ensure the 
permits are protective of surface water quality.  Potential combined and cumulative surface 
water impacts are considered during the dissolved oxygen modeling analysis.  The dissolved 
oxygen modeling analysis evaluates the potential direct impact on instream dissolved oxygen 
levels of oxygen-demanding substances that are expected to be present in a treated wastewater 
discharge.  These cumulative dissolved oxygen impacts typically occur primarily when there are 
very large discharges involved, if there are two or more discharges within a relatively close 
proximity to each other, or if there are numerous discharges widespread within a larger 
watershed area.  The dissolved oxygen modeling analysis conducted as part of this review 
evaluated not only the impacts of the proposed discharge, but also dischargers upstream of the 
discharge point along Woman Hollering Creek and dischargers in the Martinez Creek watershed 
contained in the Waste Load Evaluation model for Segment No. 1902. Even considering the 
cumulative impacts of these discharges, the dissolved oxygen modeling analysis results 
indicated that the dissolved oxygen criteria of 3.0 mg/L and 5.0 mg/L for Woman Hollering 
Creek and Martinez Creek, respectively, would be maintained for the effluent limits contained 
in the draft permit.  


Comment 60: 
Schertz, CCMA, and St. Hedwig stated that the application was deficient because it did not 
include information about the sludge disposal method, any agreements regarding the sludge 
hauler or the sludge disposal site.  
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Response 60: 
For all new permit applications, the applicant has the option to identify the name and permit 
number of the disposal site after the draft permit is issued. Sludge removal will not be 
necessary until the WWTF has been operational; therefore, GVSUD may wait until it needs to 
dispose of the sludge before determining the method of sludge disposal, contracting with a 
hauler and disposal site. The draft permit includes Sludge Provisions according to the 
requirements of 30 TAC Chapter 312, Sludge Use, Disposal, and Transportation. The draft 
permit authorizes the disposal of sludge at a TCEQ-authorized land application site, co-disposal 
landfill, wastewater treatment facility, or facility that further processes sludge. 


Comment 61: 
Schertz asked why the TCEQ did not require GVSUD complete Domestic Worksheets Numbers 4 
and 5 since GVSUD indicated that it has an approved pretreatment program. Similarly, CCMA, 
Schertz, and St. Hedwig stated that it is not clear if GVSUD must have a pretreatment program. 
If a pretreatment program is required, GVSUD should have completed Domestic Worksheets 
4.0, 5.0, and 6.0.  Schertz, CCMA and St. Hedwig stated that it is not clear if GVSUD must have a 
pretreatment program. If a pretreatment program is required, GVSUD should have completed 
Domestic Worksheets 4.0, 5.0, and 6.0. CCMA, Schertz, and St. Hedwig noted that the GVSUD 
application is inconsistent regarding whether GVSUD has an approved pretreatment program. 


Response 61:  
GVSUD was not required to complete Domestic Worksheets 4.0, 5.0 and 6.0 because they are 
not applicable to the GVSUD application.  According to the Executive Director’s review GVSUD’s 
application does not contain any inconstant information regarding whether GVSUD has an 
approved pretreatment program.  During technical review the Executive Director confirmed that 
GVSUD does not require a pretreatment program.  


Comment 62:   
Schertz, St. Hedwig, and CCMA stated that the application does not include proof of ownership 
or a lease agreement for the portion of the buffer zone that is not owned by GVSUD. Similarly, 
Schertz, CCMA, and St. Hedwig stated that the application is deficient because it does not 
include proof that the buffer zone requirements will be met as required by 30 TAC § 309.13(e). 


Response 62: 
30 TAC § 309.13(e) requires domestic WWTF to meet buffer zone requirements for the 
abatement and control of nuisance odor by: 1) ownership of the buffer zone area; 2) restrictive 
easements from the adjacent property owners for any part of the buffer zone not owned by the 
applicant; or 3) providing nuisance odor control.  


According to GVSUD application, GVSUD will abate and control nuisance odor by ownership of 
the buffer zone area. This requirement was incorporated into the draft permit at Other 
Requirement No. 3. Because GVSUD owns the buffer zone, nuisance odor is not expected to 
occur as a result of the permitted activities at the facility provided GVSUD operates the facility 
in compliance with TCEQ rules and the terms and conditions of the draft permit (Attachment C 
– Buffer Zone Map). 
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Comment 63: 
Matthew N. Clapper stated that GVSUD did not provide notice to the public until May 10, 2021, 
and they planned a construction start date of May 17, 2021. Similarly, Matthew Berry noted that 
only certain residents within a small radius of the proposed facility received mailed notice of 
the proposed facility. Similarly, Patrick Wilkes stated that his back porch is 600 feet from the 
proposed site, but he did not receive notice of the proposed WWTF.  According to Mr. Wilkes, he 
is listed as an affected property owner in the application. 


Response 63:  
TCEQ’s rules require that at least two notices be published.  The first notice is the Notice of 
Receipt and Intent to Obtain a Water Quality Permit (NORI), which must be published within 30 
days after the Executive Director declares that the application is administratively complete.  
30 TAC § 39.551(b).  GVSUD published the NORI in English on November 13, 2020 in the San 
Antonio Express-News and in the Austin American Statesman and in Spanish on November 25, 
2020 in the Conexion. An Amended NORI was published in English on May 12, 2021 in the San 
Antonio Express-News and in Spanish on May 12, 2021in the Conexion. The Amended NORI 
includes a revised discharge route description, revised street address for the proposed 
wastewater treatment facility, and the correct address for the public viewing location. 


After the Executive Director completes the technical review, the applicant must publish the 
Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision (NAPD).  30 TAC § 39.551(c).  GVSUD published 
the NAPD in English on June 30, 2021, in the San Antonio Express-News, and in Spanish on June 
30, 2021 in Conexion.  


If a public meeting is held, notice of the public meeting must be published.  30 TAC § 55.154.  
GVSUD published notice of the Public Meeting in the San Antonio Express-News on August 5, 
2021.   


Additionally, as required, GVSUD provided Affected Landowner Information in its application 
as Attachment F.  Attachment F includes information regarding the property owners on all 
sides of the proposed WWTF and on both sides of the discharge route for one mile from the 
outfall.  Patrick and Alicia Joy Wilks are identified as owners of the property number 4. As 
required by 30 TAC §§ 39.413 and 39.551, the TCEQ’s Office of Chief Clerk mailed both the 
NORI and NAPD to the landowners named on the application map. 
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CHANGES MADE TO THE DRAFT PERMIT IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 


No changes to the draft permit have been made in response to public comments. 


 


Respectfully submitted, 
 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
 
Toby Baker, Executive Director 
 
Guy Henry, Acting Deputy Director  
Environmental Law Division 


 


Environmental Law Division 
State Bar No. 24006911 
P.O. Box 13087, MC 173 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 
(512) 239-34175930 (phone) 
(512) 239-0606 (fax) 
 
REPRESENTING THE 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE 
TEXAS COMMISSION ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
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Environmental Quality’s Office of the Chief Clerk. 
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