
Comments to the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) Pemit No. WQOO15688001

Stating the obvious right up front, the predilection of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

demonstrated by this pemit application to approve a discharge pemit because it “must’’approve a fu11-

blown ``disposal’’system before the mamer in which that water resozlrce COuld be utilized can even be

COnSidered must come to an end・ From a11 appearances,批s practice creates pressure to approve

discharge of water that has not been treated su能ciently to assure that the recelVmg WaterS Will not be

degraded・ That appears to be the case here. This is anti-SOCiety behavior masquerading as serving

SOCiety’s needs. So immediately it should be called to question if the proposed discharge is “needed’’for

any public puapose.

Silesia Properties is requesting to be authorized to be pem正ted to discharge up to 500,000 gallons/day

Of wastewater flow into a chamel that would皿ow into Honey Creek, Which is part of and flows through

an extraordinarily unique and fragile ecosystem, Which the state of Texas has recognized by setting it

aside as a nature preserve. The proposed plan for this development, Styled as Honey Creek Ranch, is

Shown below. Regarding water management, it is set forth in The Rivard Report, ``Once the plant is up

and ruming, treated wastewater would only be discharged to Honey Creek during heavy rains, real

estate consultant Kelly Leach said. That’s because the subdivision would use recycled wastewater to

irrigate its lawns and landscapes.’’If that is indeed the intent of Silesia Properties, it may be readily

Called to question why it would be seeking a pemit to discharge ALL of the wastewater to be generated

On this development into the Honey Creek tributary.

Understanding that discharge woき`肋impart hazards to water quality in Honey Creek, and then on into

the Guadalupe River. Degradation would be due to nutrients - tOtal nitrogen would not be limited at a〃,

SO that something like 167 pounds of nitrogen may be discharged into the creek cach (碓y - and to

COntaminants of emerglng COnCem - Which appear to be not really regulated at a〃 - that would be left in

the water after treatment to the level that TCEQ appears wi11ing to impose. Again, it must be called to

question if there is any compe11ing reason to consider this discharge.

The reason Silesia Properties is seeking a discharge permit seems to have little to do with its stated

intent and everything to do with the options it perceives that TCEQ o鮎ers, Which in tum is due to the

manner in which TCEQ believes this societal function is to be dealt with. TCEQ sees this function as

being all about “disposal’’of a perceived nuisance, Which “should’’be made to “go away’’to be treated

and then “disposed of’. Per the way TCEQ has set the rules for addressing this societal function, TCEQ

expects a full-blown “disposal’’system to be in place, and only then might some of that water be diverted

from that “disposal’’process to ful鮒I a “reuse’’function. This 2-Part PrOCeSS is simply accepted as how a

development that - rePOrtedly - intends to route this water resource to beneficial reuse, instead of
“disposal’’, does business with TCEQ. So it is that Silesia Properties perceives that they “need’’a

discharge permit, eVen though the stated intent is to route that water to bene宜cial reuse rather than to

actually discharge it.

Digging more deeply into why this matter is seen in that manner, there is a “cultural expectation’’that

the way developments are to manage wastewater is indeed under a “disposal of a nuisance’’approach,

that the explicit function of the wastewater system is to make that “nuisance’’to “go away’’from the

neighborhood to a remote treatment plant, Which is presumed to need to be remote due to its

Characteristics, being noISy and odiferous. Thus it is simply an “article of faith” that the wastewater

“needs’’to be rm down to the end of the pipe, tO be managed solely and exclusively as if it were indeed

a nuisance, and only there at the end of the pipe, after treatment in that large centralized treatment



Plant recelVlng WaSteWater from the whole development, might it be considered that this water has a

resoz〃℃e Value.

At that point, being typically well away from the reuse opportunities that might use this water resource

to defray demands on the potable water system, thus on our “original’’water supplies - that is the very

essence of “beneficial reuse’’- it would typically require a large-SCale redistribution system in order to

route this water to those potential points of reuse. It appears to be the stated intention of Silesia

Properties to install such a system to route the treated wastewater back to the very locations where this
“waste” water was generated in the宜rst place. Thus, a此er having invested a large majority of the total

WaSteWater SyStem COst in a set of pipes and pump stations to make this water resource碕go away", a

Similarly large investment would have to be dedicated to getting that water back to where it could realize

its resource value. And this does not even start to address the costs of actua11y utilizing that water after it

has been redistributed.

The options that TCEQ a鮮ords for the “disposal’’process are a discharge pemut or a Texas Land

Application Pemit (TLAP), a PrOCeSS that is most typically executed as “land dumping’’, the “irrigation’’



Of an area dedicated solely to the “disposal” function explicitly to make that water “go away’’. Typically

the cost of land to be dedicated solely to that “disposal’’function will become onerous. Particularly if the

development really is able to route much of the treated e鮒uent to reuse instead of “disposal’’, SO that

much of this “land application” field would lie unused. So the developer would have a lot of money tied

up in a.property that would not be delivering much function.

That is why, it appears, Silesia Properties has chosen to pursue a pemit to discharge the treated e組uent

into Honey Creek as the “disposal’’system it presumes it “needs” to have in place before it can even

start to think about how to reuse that water resource to defray demands on their “original” water supply.

Again, this is an artifact of TCEQ seeing this societal function as being all about “disposal’’of a

PerCeived nuisance and o鮮ering only limited options for how to e鮎ectively manage the water IesOurCe.

All of this appears to be “jus舶ed’’as being “needed’’to support important economic or social

development. Thus, a reaSOmbfe que訪on al)Out all this is if there may be another way for a development

to address this societal function which could avoid the hazards of discharge. It is suggested that there iS a

Strategy that could readily be empIoyed, and that strategy is generally described below. A strategy that

WOuld deliver high quality water management in a manner that is more塙oa砂n&SOnabJe, mO7セSOCie細物

r俄やousibめand mo彬environmen細物benな車han the course Silesia Properties is presently on.

The “decentralized concept’’is the generic name for this strategy, Which basically holds that “waste’’

Water is most e任ectively and e能ciently managed, aS a mter ′傷OWoe, by treating it - and reusing it to the

maximum extent practical - aS Close to where it is generated as practical. The degree of collectivization

at any given treatment center is based on judgment of what is indeed most practical, taking into account

the nature of the development being served, the topography, the site and soil conditions, etC., but

typically it would be at a “neighborhood’’level. It is important to understand, however, that regardless of

how distributed or collectivized the system may be, jt js a〃 o彫was舵wa肋・ ryS舵m, mder one zln卵ed

棚n伸pemmt即鍬em. Indeed, it is suggested that the City of Bulverde become the owner-OPeratOr Of a11

WaSteWater SyStemS within its juhsdiction, tO PrOVide that un綿ed management.

By distributing the overall wastewater system in this manner’muCh of the cost of the co11ection system is

Obviated, 1argely blunting if not eliminating the facilities that compose a large majority of the total cost

Of the conventional centralized system, the large trunk mains and lift stations. And by making the

treated e鮒uent available on a highly distributed basis, muCh of the cost of the system to redistribute this

Water reSOurCe tO POints of reuse are sim上larly avoided・ In short, the developer’s resources are focused

On the job it asserts it rea11y wants to accomplish, beneficial reuse of this water resource, rather than

dedicating a large matority of the money to just moving the water from place to place. Thus,脇is

虎c倒n加Z肱ed comqt肋tzt塔), WO彫物PrO房de a m嘉元h beaer, mICh more cost e節cimt wの〉 to Sert,e jJ卿Orめnt

economic or social虎男elapmmt /han !he con腸融oml saat紗.

Then too, distributing the system in that mamer would blunt, indeed would likely eliminate, the need

for lift stations in the collection system. Examining the terrain over Honey Creek Ranch, it appears

certain that there wo山d need to be several lift stations to route the wastewater to the location shown for

the wastewater treatment plant. Each of these lift stations would be a point of high vulnerability to

OVerflows/spills. L弼st紡ons J沈il et’e′yみy. And indeed, the conventional co11ection system lines

themselves, along with the many manholes that this sort of collection system would entail, is itself a

Water quality threat, aS these lines chronically leak, with the leakage increasing as the system ages, and

the manholes may overflow in wet weather, eXaCtly because these lines leak and introduce rainwater into

the sewer system. It appears that TCEQ tums an entirely blind eye to these factors, aPParently just



PreSuming that the co11ection aystem would operate “perfectly’’, While experien∞ Shows that is simply

not so.棚is anみsooie砂b切avior on脇e par生f 7CEQ musJ md.

At httDS:〃waterblo糾e.COm/2014/09/24/咄s-is-how-WeLdo-it/ (deemed to be part and par∞l of this

OOmment) is a general overview of血e decentralized ooncept strategy, as it might be applied to a

neighborhood in what appears to be a fairly typical Hill Country subdivision,血e sort血at may be

expected to populate the area where Honey Creek Ranch is Iocated. A schematic of血e system

described in that piece is shown below. That血e plan being proposed by Silesia Properties is of very

di節減ent Character will be addressed below.

DEC田NTRALIZED CONCEPT WASTEWATER∴SERVICE PLAN

This decentralized concept strategy would feature e鮒uent sewerage collection systems, W址ch would

greatly blunt, if not eliminate altogether, the hazards inherent in the conventional collection system. It

WO山d also feature distributed `亀il-Safe’’treatment plants - Which are JeOt nOisy and odiferous and so

COuld be deployed at a neighborhood scale, While not incumng an untenable operations and

maintenance liability. The scheme also includes dispersal of the treated e組uent in部‘b肋タ的ce d匂

i〃句adon Jie妨a〃nyedわ脇e marimzJm eαmt坤aC加oI ot’er areaS脇at wo機材be jr手塩a細d as a ma勉がQf

CO肋se, Whether the e組uent were available to supply that irrigation or not. Again, that is the very

essence of質beneficial reuse’’.

This strategy, being what might be temed a “modified TLAP”, WO山d put in place the “disposal’’field

and the reuse system in one fell swoop. Those drip irrigation fields - formaHy they may be called TLAP

fields - Can be loaded _24/7/365, aS SPeCified in Chapter 222, PrOViding beneficial irrigation through the



large majority of the year when irrigation is beneficial, and very responsibly “disposing’’of the e鮒uent

into a robust soil system during the small part of the year when the “irrigation’’would be a `硯sposal

PrOceSS’’. Thus,枕e持場O肌e Va寂e d協is waめr wou肋be pmetioa勅COSt (姉cim砂marimZz的r樋匪脇en in

脇e mなhboJhood where肋at `f高aste’’water was gem櫛的d.

While the details of how a decentralized concept strategy may be executed in the particular

Circumstan∞S Of Honey Creek Ranch sho山d be deferred to a plaming process that S丸esia Properties,

in concert with the City of Bulverde, is urged to convene, httDS:〃waterblo帥e.com/2016/09/26月ets-

∞mPare/ (deemed to be part and parcel of this comment) o餓邪a review of血e ways in which the

decentralized concept strategy would be rmre #ea砂rc㈱ombめmore脚oie細物nsponsぬめand u防e

伽vi岬mn en細物bmなn than the conventional centralized strategy wo山d be in providing wastewater

Service to new development in the urban hinterlands, Which is the setting of Honey Creek Ranch. As

reviewed血ere, a decentralized concept system can be expected to have a far lower global life-eyCle cost

than would a conventional centralized system. Again, Since the water would be routed to beneficial

reuse just as a result of the way the system is designed and run, it would practically maximize the

beneficial utilization of this water resource.

Regarding the idea that the proposed wastewater system wo山d be implemented and run in a mamer

that would route the water resource to beneficial irrigation of “1awns and landscapes’’rather than being

discharged, the nature of the proposed land plan must be examined. What we see is a layout much more

relevant to an area with gentle relief within an urbanized area, with densely-Packed sma11 lots laid over

the area without much apparent consideration of the landfoms, Other than to provide for drainage

easements. While the business aspects of this are indeed the business of Silesia Properties - it appears

血at血e aim is to maximize lot yield without much regard to the character of the area - What we see does

bear on how realistic it would be to accomplish much bene瓦cial reuse.

Per the graphic showing the development plan - See above - it is proposed to place 2,396 1ots on this

land. The proposed design flow rate to, be permitted is 500,000 ga11ons/day. The statutory design

hydraulic application rate onto a subsurface drip field is O.1 gallons/sq. ft./day, SO皿s implies that there

WOuld need to be at l?ast 5,000,000 sq. ft. of drip field area. (Note that if it were proposed to spray咄s

Water OVer血e irrigated areas instead, the required area would be greater, and even then the iustances

Of discharge would be “frequent’’unless a large storage volume were to be provided, Which would be

rather costly.) That血plies there would need to be ap average irrigated area per lot of 5,000,000/2,396 =

2,087 sq. ft. With血e lots being only 45 feet wide,.and presumably needing to accommodate about a 20-

foot wide driveway,血ere would be precious little area in the front yards and parkways to provide this

irrigated area, Wqy Shor‘ of the needed area.

So it is called to question where any bene駐cially irrigated area would be on this pr句ect. Other than

drainage chamels, Which will not provide any area appropriate for this irrigation, there is no dedicated

green space within the neighborhoods. The vast majority of the open space on this land plan is the large
“central park”. The function of that area is en血ely unde宜ned, SO the prospects for any irrigation within

that area to be “beneficial’’is entirely opaque at this point. Thus,血e actual prospects for actually

reusing, instead of discharging, the e鮒uent remains entirely opaque. The assertion of血e developer’s

representative reported in The Rivard Report is entirely without any rational substantiation.

Unfortunately, it appears that TCEQ finds this matter to be of no interest to it. Once again,血e attitude

Of TCEQ is血at it only consider the discharge permit, in a vacuun, and it has no interest in regard to

adjudication of that permit what the actual fate of the water may be. This basically denies the whole idea

that options to the proposed action, that would obviate even ∞usidering a discharge, are tO be



examined, in regard to supporting important e∞nOmic or social development. Here again,皿s anti-

SOCiety behavior m,St s均p. TCEQ must彬q妨e that a bona fide examination of the fu11 range of options

be pursued before it may even consider a discharge pem証, eSpeCially in a case like皿s, Where discharge

WO山d threaten high quality envirormental values.

That is虎man虎d because it is understood that the Clean Water Act requires that all “reasonable"

OPtions to discharge be ∞nSidered prior to approving a permit to discharge. In the TCEQ docunent

RG-194, “Procedures to Implement the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards’’that requirement is

explicitly stated: “An analysis of altematives to the proposed discharge that could eliminate or reduce

the anticipated degradation, and an assessment of cost and feasibility for reasonable altematives.” In the

decentralized concept, We have one such reasonable altemative. So TCEQ sho山d be motivated to have

this option considered, and should require “〃 applicants for a discharge pem正to give due cousideration

to it. To date it doos not appear血at TCEQ has required consideration of a′ey OPtions to the requested

discharge pem正.棚is must chaI略e.

Then too血ere is the matter of the po11ution that would be generated due to the placement of so much

development’SO much impervious surface’OntO this land・ The proposed land plan does not appear to

PrOVide any means of blunting the polluted rmo組The means by which that might be accomplished are

reviewed in https:侮aterblo帥e.com伍O14/10/14/and-StOmWater-tOO/ (deemed to be part and parcel of

皿s crmnent)・ But there must be spaces designed into the development plan where the stomwater

runo鮎management fac班ties ∞uld be placed, and/or arrangements made to house them on血e lots.

Neither is apparent in the proposed land plan. But here too TCEQ tums a blind eye to a11 of血at,

deeming the “secondaly’’impacts of development that would be actuated by granting a wastewater

Pem正tO be “irrelevant”. So it is denying血e very idea that it must require “[a]n analysis of altematives

to血e proposed discharge that oould eliminate or reduce the anticipated degradation, and an assessment

Of oost and feasib虹ty for reasonable altematives.’’Again, this consideration of the pem正application in

a vac皿m is anti-SOCiety behavior血at m関れ均y.

In any case, it is noted血at血e proposed 45-foot wide lots do not confom with the City of B山verde

Subdivision ordinance. Which highlights that the land plan wi11 have to be revisited in any case, Since this

development must be rm血rough the City’s subdivision process. It is called to question whether it is

relevant and proper for TCEQ to consider a pem証application that is predicated on a development

Plan that is so obviously uurealistic. This is another aspect of TCEQ’s process that must be called to

question. Its actions sho初d s均po巧m脇er脇an dqgr‘革みSuCh intertwining societal processes.

It is understood血at there are a number of institutional challenges to implementing the decentralized

concept strategy, nOt the least being that it runs counter to the mamer which TCEQ has set for血it

expeets to see wastewater management exeouted・ Again, Organized and run to essentia11y `硯spose’’of a

Per∞ived nuisance. So it is understood that Silesia Properties would have to expIore the decentralized

O。ncePt Strategy in concert with TCEQ, and with the City of B山verde. Regarding TCEQ,血e explicit

SCheme as it is set forth in https:〃waterblo糾e.∞mnO14/09/24/this-is-how-We-do-it/, basically血e scheme

Shown in the graphic above, has been reviewed with agency persomel, Who have stated that the con∞Pt

CO払〃 be permia切under its current rules.

But as reviewed, without regard to that evaluation, there are plenty of reasous to consider the

decentralized concept strategy. Given the potential to put in pla∞ a “WaSte’’water management system

that would avoid any discharge, over’that would be much more globally cost e鯖cient, that would

PraCtically ma瓦mize the resource value of this water’and that would circumvent the envirormental

liab揖ties inherent in the conventional centralized system, it would indeed seem reasonable to oonsider



the decentralized concept strategy. Silesia Properties is urged to p皿back its request to be pemitted to

discharge into Honey Creek and to engage in a planning process, in concert with TCEQ and the City of

Bulverde, tO tranSition its wastewater service plan throughout the City’s hinterlands to a decentralized

COnCePt Strategy This will save the developer and the community money and will better husband this

region’s precious water resources〇

回圏
David Venhuizen, P.E.

September 13, 2018


