
 

 

 

 

      

 

 

 

   

  

   
 

  

 

  
 

 

 

 

 
 

  

   

 
  

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 

Cross-Connection Control Subcommittee Summary 

September 4, 2025 

Microsoft Teams 

Time: 9:00 – 12:00 

Commencement Mrs.  Katherine  McGlaughlin

The meeting commenced on time with general announcements, reminders and introductions by 
meeting participants. This meeting was held virtually on Microsoft Teams. 

The next meeting of this Subcommittee will be held on December 4, 2025. 

Cross Connection Control Program Updates  Mrs. Katherine McGlaughlin 

Mrs. Katherine McGlaughlin, with the TCEQ Cross Connection Control Program (CCCP), 
provided an update on this program. 

The CCCP continues to receive a high volume of calls and emails. It was noted that a small 
portion of calls received involved licensing. Mrs. McGlaughlin reminded everyone that the CCCP 
phone line should have calls related to technical assistance, however, calls regarding licensing 
will be transferred to the office of Occupational Licensing (OL).  

Since the last subcommittee meeting, the TCEQ hosted the Public Drinking Water (PDW) 
Conference on August 5th and 6th at the Renaissance Hotel. The CCCP had two presentations, 
one with Mrs. McGlaughlin and another with Ron Moore. Videos from this year’s PDW 
Conference will be posted on the TCEQ’s YouTube channel within the next two or three months. 
The CCCP also had a workshop that took place on day one of the conference. 

The CCCP also participated in the Office of Compliance and Enforcement’s (OCE) Public 
Drinking Water Biennial Investigator training which took place in June, a week after the 
previous subcommittee meeting. One of the field trips was a water system walk-through that 
was CCC focused. Additionally, there was a CCC class that served as an introduction for 
investigators or for people looking to learn more about CCC. Another presentation that took 
place at the PDW Biennial Investigator training covered a recent backflow event that took place 
within the past year. 

The TCEQ assisted in one remote emergency event assisting the regional office and responded 
to a backflow event. The backflow event was specifically related to a post-mix carbonator. A call 
was received that the pH at a sample site was reading at 5.5 pH. A plumbing inspector 
conducted a customer service inspection (CSI) and found no issues. However, a second person 
came in later and identified that the soda machine did not have sufficient protection installed,  
so an RP was installed.  

In August, CCCP staff participated in a special topics training with the Texas Optimization 
Program (TOP) in Tilden, Texas where DAM 12 training was given. The CCCP also continues to 
give presentations at the Texas Rural Water Association’s (TRWA) area meetings. Mr. Ron Moore 
gave presentations in Lufkin and Sheman, Texas within the past quarter. Mrs. McGlaughlin 
elaborated that if there are any interested organizations that offer trainings or meetings, TCEQ 
would is available to attend and provide CCCP training. TCEQ has approved personnel that can 
grant CEUs. Anyone who is interested or wants more information can contact Mrs. McGlaughlin. 

Mr. William “Buddy” Heuberger was unable to attend the subcommittee meeting, therefore, Mrs. 
McGlaughlin gave updates for the CSI workgroup that were provided by Mr. Heuberger. Mr. 
Heuberger’s goal is to have a recommendation ready to present after the first part of 2026. 



 

 

 
   

 
   

 

 

            

 

  

  
  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

   

 

  

 

    
  

Other pending assignments include RG-478 which is in its final stages before publishing, but 
will need one more review from a technical expert. Also, the BPAT test form changes are with 
management for a final review. Once it is published, Mrs. McGlaughlin will be reaching out to 
contacts from the third party record keeping companies to continue to work on it to make sure 
that the updated criteria are reflected. The CCCP also plans on auditing everyone since some of 
the approved forms have been looked at since before Mrs. McGlaughlin joined the program. 

Landscape Irrigation Program  Updates  Ms.  Jayme  Martone  

Ms. Jayme Martone, with the TCEQ Landscape Irrigation Program (LIP), provided updates for 
this program. 

Since last Subcommittee meeting, newer staff member Ms. Morgan Zander has begun to be 
trained. In the last fiscal year, Ms. Martone and Ms. Zander attended the BPAT licensing class. 
LIP continues to receive and investigate complaints with the most common complaint being 
advertising. Ms. Martone reminded licensed irrigators that all advertisements, including digital, 
should have their license number on it. Since last subcommittee meeting, LIP  also attended 
both the PDW Conference and the PWS Biennial Investigator Conference. 

Occupational Licensing Program Updates  Mr. Paul Munguia and Ms. Theresa Etheredge 

Mr. Paul Munguia, with the TCEQ Occupational Licensing (OL) Program, provided updates for 
this program. 

Since last subcommittee meeting, the irrigator exam is in its final phase of being released. OL’s 
regulatory guidance, RG-373 is expected to be released soon, within the next month. As it goes 
through publishing it also goes through many reviews. RG-373 will not have significant 
changes, it will mostly incorporate language from the last legislative session. Another change 
involves training providers who are looking to have a new instructor, there will now be a fee. 
Currently, OL reviews instructor qualifications for free but eventually there will be a cost of 
potentially $10. 

One of the last updates from OL involves the new training search page that is expected to be 
ready soon. The new website is expected to provide an improved way of searching for trainings, 
but it is noted that it is not a perfect system. The state of Texas has systems that OL uses that 
limits some functionality but overall, the website will be an improvement. It is noted that all the 
updates provided will also be sent through email. It is noted that if anyone is interested in the 
most recent BPAT and CSI program test results, to reach out to Mrs. McGlaughlin and she can 
email a copy.  

Firefighting Foams Discussion (Continued)     Mr. DJ Seeger 

Mr. DJ Seeger, with Seeger Water, continues this discussion from the previous subcommittee 
meeting.  

Since last subcommittee meeting, Mr. Seeger has met with seventeen fire departments across 
the state including San Antonio, Austin, Houston, etc. It was noted that at any point in time, 
those who are interested, can contact Mr. Seeger in order to form a firefighting foam 
subcommittee which would include some of the people he spoke to. The overall tone is that 
there is an awareness that firefighting foam is cancerous and corrosive, but that there is also a 
willingness to explore steps in order to prevent it from backing up into the water system.  

Some of the ideas mentioned during Mr. Seeger’s discussions included having firefighting 
trucks carry an RP or a double check. Some were open to the idea and others were unsure of 
carrying extra pieces of equipment but they all showed interest in learning more about the 



 

 

   

   

   

 

  

   

 
   
 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 
 

 
   

  

  

 

  

  

topic, such as how the foam backs up into the water system. It is noted that one of the fire 
departments donated a bucket of fire fighting foam which Mr. Seeger has and that if anyone has 
ideas on what to do with it, to let him know. Mr. Seeger also mentioned that he took photos of 
the chemical labels from all the bottles and that across the seven departments that he spoke 
too, there were three manufacturers of the foam. 

Mr. Kelley Stalder, with the State Fire Marshall Office (SFMO), asked to be involved in the 
firefighting foam subcommittee and mentions that he can be a facilitator in departmental 
discussions if needed. It is suggested that the firefighting foam subcommittee reach out to the 
Texas Commission on Fire Protection (TCFP), to include as a stakeholder. 

A Subcommittee member asked if it would be feasible to place an RP on fire hydrants. Mr. 
Seeger asks for clarification, if the RP should be placed permanently or during the firefighting 
process. Subcommittee member explained they were thinking permanently. Mr. Seeger noted 
that this was a good question and was a topic that he had discussed with one of the fire 
department chiefs. Additionally, Mr. Seeger also asked the CCCP subcommittee why there aren’t 
any inline check valves in them. Mr. Byron Hardin with Hardin & Associates, noted that there 
are many components to this discussion. Mr. Hardin mentioned that there is still the Siamese 
connection where there would be potential problems regarding installation with a check valve 
that could also be back-pressured. It was also noted that there would be issues regarding 
inspection test requirements with the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) regulations as 
well as with local jurisdictions. Mr. Stalder agreed and noted that there would also be an 
installation expense as well as a maintenance expense.  

Mr. Bruce Rathburn, with American Backflow H2O, commented that firefighting trucks should 
be looked at first instead. It was noted that with a pumper trucks design, there is no 
interconnect between the foam sprayer and the hydrant. Additionally, it was noted that it would 
not be practical to place RPs or additional equipment during an emergency. It was mentioned 
that by examining the design of the newer trucks, it could be found that with the baffles, there 
may not be a way to cross connect. Mr. Seeger brings up a similar topic he had during his 
discussions with various fire departments. In his discussions, many firefighters wondered how 
firefighting foam could have gotten into drinking water systems. It was briefly speculated that 
someone had dumped foam on the tanker when they were not supposed to, but, eventually, it 
was believed that this was not the case. One conclusion that came up was to have an RP, a 
double check or another assembly on each fire truck. Mr. Seeger noted that this would be 
expensive and there would be issues with annual testing requirements, such as becoming 
damaged as it moves around the truck.  

Mr. Hardin answers a question from earlier regarding whether or not fire hydrants have check 
valves. He explained that there is one at the base, but it will not stop the reverse flow. They are 
designed to close when the hydrant is hit or knocked over and are located beneath the unit, at 
the base of most modern hydrants. 

Mr. James Cantrell mentioned that he discussed some of these topics a few years ago after the 
foam occurrence in Austin. Mr. Cantrell reached out to the fire marshal department in San 
Antonio where the topic of having assemblies on trucks was mentioned. At the time, it was also 
noted that it was possible that some of the trucks had built-in check valves but were never 
verified. The conclusion of that discussion was to consider outfitting trucks that can apply the 
foam with an RP. Mr. Seeger agrees and said that he spoke to a fire department in Boerne who 
have the newer model pumper trucks with a swing check valve. The swing check valve are 
located on the intake side of the pumper to protect the pump and it also protects the water 
supply by dropping a weighted plate in the event of a reversal of water flow. It was also noted 
that these swing check valves may either not be testable or they have not been listed as a 
backflow prevention assembly. Mr. Cantrell agreed and mentioned that this also came up in his 
conversation. During Mr. Cantrell’s discussion, it was mentioned that the fire marshal seemed 
open to the idea of having an approved assembly that would be tested annually as required and 
carrying the certification on the truck if needed.  



 

 

 

  
  

  

 
 

 
 

    
 

 
 

 

  
  

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 
 

   
 

  
  

Mr. Byron Hardin brought up something that Mr. Seeger mentioned earlier in the subcommittee 
meeting. The topic involved fire departments not wanting to mix a chemical in their tanker 
trucks and instead set up an aspirator-type effect with the product itself followed by having it 
stream in-line with the water that’s being dispersed onto the fire. Mr. Hardin noted that this 
would be an area to see how drinking water would be protected against an aspirator type 
situation. It is also noted that as this fire fighting subcommittee moves forward, they should 
keep in touch and collaborate with the State Fire Marshal office.  

Mr. Seeger mentioned that Bulverde and Canyon Lake fire departments were putting together a 
fire training and that they were open to the idea of having either TCEQ or subcommittee 
members attend and ask questions about how connections to hydrants work, etc. At the time of 
the CCCP subcommittee meeting, the tentative date was November 1st.  

Mr. Kelley Stalder mentions the possibility of fire sprinkler systems being the biggest problems 
due to deferred maintenance. Mr. Stalder explains that fire department connections (FDC), 
which have a double check valve and if they are not maintained properly, could be responsible 
for passage of contaminants. Fire engines pump around 150 PSI unless there is a requirement 
to pump at a higher or lower pressure, which compared to a water system that may be between 
65 and 90 PSI, it would be a way to get contaminants into the system. It was noted that this 
would be a benefit to the fire protection side to address and correct the problems compared to 
the other issues mentioned that would come at a significant cost for both equipment, 
maintenance and testing as well as for operational issues of attaching a device every time 
someone wanted to create a fire department connection between a fire engine and a hydrant. 
Mr. Stalder mentions that while these problems will not be solved in one day, he and his group 
are happy to help work through these issues and contribute to solutions that would be feasible, 
cost effective and will provide the protection that everybody is trying to achieve. Mr. Seeger 
asks subcommittee members who are interested in becoming involved in this focus group to 
provide their email.  

Mr. Byron Hardin adds that the cost of a backflow incident would exceed the cost of adding 
additional backflow protection protocols for firefighting related activities where foam is 
utilized. Mr. Hardin explains that costs to a backflow incident as a result of firefighting foam 
contamination can be staggering. When a Do Not Use Water advisory is factored in for a 
community, schools are shut down which leads to a revenue loss to the Independent School 
Districts. Furthermore, costs associated with hotels, motels, restaurants or cost of any kind of 
manufacturing activity that might have to announce a product recall, can all be made into a 
justifiable discussion for municipalities to have with their city management team and/or their 
elected officials. Mr. Hardin adds that in order to address these issues, fire departments should 
be involved as well as building inspection departments regarding plan reviews. He also 
reiterates that Mr. Kelley Stalder and his staff are a good resource to have. Additionally, anyone 
who is potentially interested in moving forward with a type of program, should do so hand in 
hand with the State Fire Marshal office and will be more successful if they do so. 

Mr. DJ Seeger noted that one of the concerns that is true of all backflow incidents and all water 
quality related issues outside of fire is the actual  number getting reported is most likely 
miniscule and probably a fraction of what is actually occurring. Mr. Seeger mentioned that he 
plans to have a chat with Michelle Allison, who leads the water quality lab at Texas State 
University, to discuss if a carcinogen like firefighting foam were to get into the water system, 
would that be something that would be noticed on a routine Bac-T sample. He followed up by 
saying probably not since during a Bac-T sample, they sample e coli and coliform and they do 
not sample inorganic chemicals. Mr. Seeger follows up by asking Mr. Hardin if customer 
complaints is one of the methods of knowing if firefighting foam has backed up, whether it be 
through taste or cloudy water. Mr. Hardin agrees and said that in one event it was visual 
evidence via customer complaints and is considered a good news, bad news situation due to 
being able to quickly identify what the contaminant was. Mr. Seeger reiterated that the number 
of unknown incidents that occur is most likely high since many of these incidents rely on 



 

 

  

 

  

customer complaints and that fire fighting foam dilutes quickly especially as the volume of 
water increases. 

Mr. Hardin mentioned that he would be forwarding a 2016 article to Ms. McGlaughlin from UC 
Berkeley which discusses firefighting foam contaminants and how they end up into the 
drinking water supply. 

The next subcommittee meeting on December 4th, 2025.  




