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September 6, 2023 

Laurie Gharis, Chief Clerk 

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 

Office of the Chief Clerk, MC 105 

P.O. Box 13087 

Austin, Texas 78701-3087      Via TCEQ Online Comment 

Form  

RE: Request for Contested Case Hearing and Request for Reconsideration 

regarding Application by Corix Utilities (Texas) Inc. for TPDES Permit No. 

WQ0013977001.  

Dear Ms. Gharis: 

Environmental Stewardship (“Requestor”) submits this request for a contested case 

hearing regarding the above-referenced Application by Corix Utilities (Texas), Inc. 

(“Applicant” or “Corix”) and provides the following information. The Executive Director’s 

Response to Comments (“RTC”) did not resolve issues previously raised by Requestor in 

its public comments and public meeting request from March 8, 2023. Environmental 

Stewardship may be contacted through my office at the address and telephone number 

indicated below. 

I. Environmental Stewardship is an “Affected Person.”

Environmental Stewardship strives to protect the use and quality of the Colorado 

River as an affiliate of the Waterkeeper Alliance.  Environmental Stewardship focuses its 
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efforts on the Colorado River from Longhorn Dam downstream to La Grange. With regard 

to the Application at issue in this matter, Environmental Stewardship is an affected person.  

Environmental Stewardship meets the qualifications requiring that the Commission 

recognize it as an “affected person” under the applicable law. Participation in a hearing on 

the Application is consistent with Environmental Stewardship’s purposes, which include 

protection, conservation, restoration, and enhancement of the earth’s natural resources in 

order to meet current and future needs of the environment and humans. The relief sought 

by Environmental Stewardship is prospective, and, thus, the participation of an individual 

member of Environmental Stewardship is not required.  

Richard Martin, a member of Environmental Stewardship, would otherwise have 

standing to request a hearing in his own right as a consequence of his potentially adversely 

impacted recreational interests. Mr. Martin has fished in the area of the Colorado River 

from Webberville to Bastrop for more than 50 years.  He fishes by catch and release in the 

Wilbargers Bend area of the Colorado River approximately two to three times each month, 

depending upon weather.1  This area of the Colorado River is little more than 1 mile 

downstream of the discharge point.  Mr. Martin has noticed that over the last 50 years the 

 
1 Although of no relevance to the substantive consideration of this hearing request, Environmental 

Stewardship notes that Mr. Martin resides at 703 Austin Street, Bastrop, Texas.  This address is 

approximately 10 miles from the proposed discharge.  Considering that Texas Courts require that a person 

be granted a hearing as a mandatory prerequisite to judicial review, it would violate the conditions of 

TCEQ’s delegated authority to administer the NPDES Permitting Program if TCEQ were to require that 

Mr. Martin, or any other person, own property within a certain distance of the proposed discharge as the 

threshold question for determining the “affected person” question. See 40 C.F.R. § 123.30 (“A State will 

not meet this standard if it narrowly restricts the class of persons who may challenge the approval or denial 

of permits (for example, if only the permittee can obtain judicial review, if persons must demonstrate injury 

to a pecuniary interest in order to obtain judicial review, or if persons must have a property interest in close 

proximity to a discharge or surface waters in order to obtain judicial review.”). 
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number of large fish in the Colorado River has dropped significantly.  He estimates that 

the fish population within the Colorado River has been reduced by approximately 89%.  

He is concerned that the proposed discharge will contain contaminants that will result in a 

further decline of fish populations in the area, which would adversely impact his ability to 

catch fish in the Wilbarger Bend area of the Colorado River.  The area of the receiving 

waters of the discharge upstream of Wilbarger Bend contain a relatively low volume of 

flow in comparison to the volume of the proposed discharge, such that upon operation as 

fully authorized the discharge will not be significantly diluted prior to reaching Wilbargers 

Bend.  

 Mr. Martin has a personal justiciable interest related to a legal right affected by the 

application. The Bill of Rights of the Texas Constitution, by amendment in 2015, 

guarantees the right of each citizen to fish.  Tex. Const. Art. I, § 34.  In the case of Texas 

Department of State Health Services v. Crown Distribution LLC, 647 S.W.3d 648 (Tex. 

2022), Justice Young, joined by Chief Justice Hecht, Justice Devine, and Justice Blacklock 

wrote that this is one of the interests that Texas courts must enforce under the Due Course 

of Law provision of the Texas Constitution.  TDSHS at 677. Mr. Martin also has the legal 

right to engage in such fishing activities within the Colorado River since the Colorado 

River at Wilbargers Bend is a navigable water.  See Diversion Lake Club v. Heath, 58 

S.W.2d 566, 570 (Tex. App. – Austin, 1933). 

Mr. Martin’s ability to exercise his right to fish will potentially be adversely 

impacted by the proposed discharge.  The proposed treatment plant, after expansion, is 

intended to serve approximately 2,000 living use equivalents of missed use residential and 
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commercial properties.  The discharge will contain nutrients and oxygen-demanding 

substances that will potentially lower the dissolved oxygen in receiving waters in a way 

that would contribute to a further impairment of the abundance and diversity of aquatic life 

in downstream waters, including Wilbargers Bend.  The discharge will also contain 

harmful bacteria.  Furthermore, the discharge will contain dissolved solids and suspended 

solids.  Mr. Martin is concerned that the discharge of these dissolved solids and suspended 

solids will only worsen the impact of increasing solids concentrations within the Colorado 

River that he has observed over the years.  

Texas has represented to the Environmental Protection Agency that a determination 

of whether someone is an affected person is governed by the same standards as govern 

Article III standing in Federal Court, with the Texas Attorney General stating: 

The criteria regarding determination of affected persons in the TCEQ’s rules 

comport with the standing requirements in Article III of the United States 

Constitution for judicial review under the state statutes applicable to federal 

permit programs being implemented by the TCEQ, including the TPDES 

program. There is no material difference between the TCEQ’s standards and 

the standards the federal courts apply when deciding judicial standing, which 

are based on the United States Supreme Court decision in Lujan v. Defenders 

of Wildlife, et al., 504 U.S. 555 (1992).2 

 

Mr. Martin’s recreational interests meet the test outlined in Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 

et al., (Lujan).  

 The United States Supreme Court in Lujan established that standing involves three 

elements: (1) an injury in fact, which is a concrete and particularized invasion of a legally 

 
2 Statement of Legal Authority to Regulate Oil and Gas Discharges under the Texas Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System Program, Texas Attorney General Ken Paxton, September 18, 2020. 
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protected interest that is actual or imminent, not conjectural or hypothetical; (2) a fairly 

traceable causal connection between the injury and the conduct complained of; and, (3) it 

must be likely as opposed to speculative that the asserted injury will be redressed by a 

favorable decision.3    

 The United States Supreme Court applied the Lujan test to recreational standing in 

the case of Friends of the Earth, Inc. v. Laidlaw Environmental Servs., 528 U.S. 167, 182 

(2000). Laidlaw involved standing with respect to a National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (“NPDES”) permit, much like the immediate case involves the 

question of whether Mr. Martin has standing with respect to the Texas Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (“TPDES”) permit sought by Corix.  In Laidlaw, the Plaintiffs alleged 

that a member lived half a mile from the facility, that he occasionally drove to the receiving 

river, that it looked and smelled polluted, and that he would like to fish, camp, swim, and 

picnic in the area of the receiving river between 3 to 15 miles downstream from the facility 

as he had as a child, but would not do so out of concern for the discharges at issue in the 

case.4  Mr. Martin utilizes downstream waters in an area closer to the discharge than was 

the case in Laidlaw. 

 In Laidlaw, the Court explained that “plaintiffs adequately allege injury in fact when 

they aver that they use the affected area and are persons ‘for whom the aesthetic and 

recreational values of the area will be lessened’ by the challenged activity.” Id. (quoting 

Sierra Club v. Morton, 405 U.S. 727, 735 (1972), and citing Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 

 
3 Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 561 (1992). 
4 Friends of the Earth v. Laidlaw Environmental Services (TOC), Inc., 528 U.S. 167, 181 – 182 (2000). 
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504 U.S. 555, 562-563 (1992)). The Lujan Court, itself, had noted that, “[o]f course, the 

desire to use or observe an animal species, even for purely esthetic purposes, is undeniably 

a cognizable interest for purpose of standing.”5   

 Mr. Martin satisfies the requirements of standing based on his recreational interests, 

consistent with the standards set forth in Lujan and Laidlaw. His use of the downstream 

waters for fishing constitutes the use of an animal species, which Lujan recognizes as 

legally protected. He is particularly impacted by the discharge in a way distinct from the 

general public by virtue of his regular use of the receiving waters, dating back fifty years.  

His concerns as to the potential impact of the proposed discharge will be redressed by his 

participation in a contested case hearing on the issuance of the permit, as such a proceeding 

will allow a determination of whether the draft permit is sufficiently protective of the 

recreational and aquatic life uses of the downstream waters, including the Wilbargers Bend 

area of the Colorado River. 

 Arguments have previously been forwarded that a recreational interest cannot be 

particularized because many people have the right to engage in a recreational activity.  It 

is true that any person has the right to fish in the Wilbargers Bend area of the Colorado 

River.  However, as the Texas Supreme Court has noted, in approvingly quoting the United 

States Supreme Court, “[t]o deny standing to persons who are in fact injured simply 

because many others are also injured, would mean that the most injurious and widespread 

Government actions could be questioned by nobody . . . where a harm is concrete, though 

 
5 Lujan at 562 – 563. 
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widely shared, the Court has found injury in fact.”6  Would no judicial review be available 

if the Texas Legislature were to pass a statute imposing a state income tax in violation of 

the Texas constitution merely because many people would be required to pay the tax? The 

answer, of course, is no.  The fact that many others can also fish in the downstream waters 

is entirely irrelevant to the “affected person” determination. The government cannot evade 

judicial review by choosing to injure many, instead of only a few.7 

 Environmental Stewardship will note that the circumstances of Corix’s Application 

alter the applicable considerations relevant to Environmental Stewardship’s hearing 

request from those at issue in non-federal programs.  In obtaining delegated authority to 

issue TPDES Permits for discharges associated with oil and gas activities, the Texas 

Attorney General stated that, “the TCEQ does not consider discretionary factors in 30 Tex. 

Admin. Code § 55.203(d) that may not be consistent with the determination of Article III 

standing, such as the merits of the underlying TPDES permit application, in evaluating 

whether a hearing requester is an affected person.”8  Thus, TCEQ may not deny 

Environmental Stewardship’s request based upon a finding that the conditions of the permit 

will be adequately protective of downstream waters so as to prevent the potential impacts 

 
6 Andrade v. NAACP of Austin, 345 S.W.3d 1, 7-8 (Tex. 2010) quoting approvingly United Statesv. Students 

Challenging Regulatory Agency Procedures, 412 U.S. 669, 686-688 (1973) and FEC v. Akins, 524 U.S. 11, 

24 (1998).   
7 Texas courts require that a person obtain a contested case hearing prior to pursuing judicial review of a 

TCEQ permitting decision. Sierra Club and Public Citizen v. Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, 

2016 WL 1304928 (Tex. App. – 2016) (not designated for publication).  Thus, the scope of the affected 

person standard applied by TCEQ necessarily implicates whether Texas provides a sufficient opportunity 

for judicial review of TCEQ’s TPDES permitting decisions.  
8 Statement of Legal Authority to Regulate Oil and Gas Discharges under the Texas Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System Program, Texas Attorney General Ken Paxton, September 18, 2020, at p. 22. 
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of concern to Mr. Martin and Environmental Stewardship. To the degree that Senate Bill 

709, or Texas Commission on Environmental Quality v. Sierra Club, 455 S.W.3d 228 (Tex. 

App. – Austin, 2014) indicate otherwise, they have no applicability to this hearing request 

by virtue of the distinct federal context.  

II. Disputed Issues of Fact Remain 

The Executive Director’s Response to Comments did not resolve the concerns raised 

in comments filed by Environmental Stewardship. Generally speaking, the permit has not 

been shown to protect water quality consistent with the Texas Water Quality Standards.  A 

more detailed explanation of the errors in the Executive Director’s proposal to issue the 

permit is set forth in Attachment A to this request, which is incorporated into this request 

for all purposes.  

III. Issues for Reconsideration and, alternatively, Hearing 

Environmental Stewardship requests that the Commission reconsider the Executive 

Director’s decision, and deny the permit, in light of the errors identified in Exhibit A. 

If the Commission does not reverse the Executive Director’s decision to issue the 

draft permit, the alternative, Environmental Stewardship requests a contested case hearing 

on the following issues, previously raised in comments submitted by Environmental 

Stewardship: 

(1)  Whether the draft permit will adversely affect downstream water quality in 

violation of applicable requirements. (Response to Comments Issue Nos. 3, 5, 7, 

12, 16, 20, 21, and 24) 
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(2) Whether the draft permit will adversely affect groundwater in violation of 

applicable requirements. (Response to Comments Issue Nos. 3 and 4) 

(3) Whether the draft permit will adversely affect human health in violation of 

applicable requirements. (Response to Comments Issue No. 6) 

(4) Whether the draft permit will prevent nuisance odor conditions in compliance 

with applicable requirements. (Response to Comments Issue No. 10) 

(5) Whether issuance of the permit is consistent with the State’s regionalization 

policy. (Response to Comments Issue Nos. 13 and 25) 

(6) Whether the representations contained in the Application are accurate and 

complete. (Response to Comments Issue No. 14) 

(7) Whether public notice was sufficient. (Response to Comments Issue No. 15) 

(8) Whether the draft permit should be modified or denied in consideration of the 

Applicant’s compliance history. (Response to Comments Issue No. 17)  

(9) Whether the draft permit contains all appropriate and necessary conditions. 

(Response to Comments Issue Nos. 22 and 23) 

(10) Whether the proposed location meets applicable location standards. (Response 

to Comments Issue No. 32) 

(11) Whether the proposed discharge will cause excessive erosion. (Response to 

Comments Issue No. 33) 
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IV.  Conclusion 

For the reasons set forth above, Environmental Stewardship is an affected person, 

and requests a contested case hearing on the subject application with regard to the issues 

identified above. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

/s/ Eric Allmon 

Eric Allmon 

State Bar No. 24031819 

PERALES, ALLMON & ICE, 

P.C. 

1206 San Antonio 

Austin, Texas 78701 

512-469-6000 (t) | 512-482-9346 

(f) 

eallmon@txenvirolaw.com  

 

Counsel for Environmental 

Stewardship 

mailto:eallmon@txenvirolaw.com
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Environmental Stewardship 
 

Request for Contested Case Hearing 
 

Request for Reconsideration 
  

and 
 

Deficiency Review of TCEQ Executive Director's Responses to 
Comments (RTC) document on  

Corix/McKinney Roughs WWTP permit application, 
 

************ 
 

REQUEST FOR CONTESTED CASE HEARING 
 

Environmental Stewardship is requesting that the Commissioners of Texas Commission 
on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) direct the Executive Director to conduct a contested 
case hearing on the Corix/McKinney Roughs TPDES Permit Application WQ001397701 
to determine whether Segment 1428 of the Colorado River (Basin 14) in Bastrop 
County, Texas, has been properly assessed in accordance to Title 30 of the Texas 
Administrative Code, using the guidelines for the determination and review of attainable 
use provided in the standards implementation procedures, to 1) confirm that the 
Segment is meeting the Exceptional Aquatic Life, Recreational, and Drinking Water 
standards assigned to the segment, and 2) is capable receiving and assimilating such 
treated wastewater as is proposed for disposal into the segment without degrading 
attainment of these use standards.   

 
JUSTIFICATION 

 
Recreational use of Segment 1428 by fishermen and boaters indicate that this segment 
of the river has likely degraded over the past decades resulting in impairment of the 
quality of fishing experience, threatening human health from consumption of fish, and 
impairing the quality of aquatic-life use on the ecology of the fish and macrobenthic 
communities that directly impacts recreational use of the river by fishermen and boaters. 
The recreational use and experience of fishermen and boaters needs to be investigated 
to determine if this segment is meeting the standards set for recreational use of this 
segment of the river.   
 
Environmental Stewardship cites the replies of two Environmental Stewardship 
members as justification for the above requested contested case hearing.   
 
See also justification provided for requesting a reconsideration of the permit after the 
above mentioned contested case hearing is completed.   
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REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION 

 
Environmental Stewardship is requesting that the Commissioners of Texas Commission 
on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) reconsider the Corix/McKinney Roughs TPDES 
Permit Application WQ001397701 after conducting a  review to determine whether 
Segment 1428 of the Colorado River (Basin 14) in Bastrop County, Texas, has been 
properly assessed in accordance to Title 30 of the Texas Administrative Code, using the 
guidelines for the determination and review of attainable use provided in the standards 
implementation procedures, to 1) confirm that the Segment is meeting the Exceptional 
Aquatic Life, Recreational, and Drinking Water standards assigned to the segment, and 
2) is capable receiving and assimilating such treated wastewater as is proposed for 
disposal into the segment without degrading attainment of these use standards.   
 

JUSTIFICATION 
 

The fact that a total of 50 species of fish were collected in the entire river reach from 
Longhorn Dam to Wharton during the LCRA/SAWS Project indicates that it is unlikely 
that Segment 1428 met the 51 species standard required to satisfy the Exceptional 
Aquatic-Life Use standard for Segment 1428 during that timeframe.  The Bio-West 
report likely provides the best dataset to assess the health of the river in the 2004-07 
timeframe, however, current data are still lacking, and is needed, to make a current 
assessment.  (ES 1 Comment 3)   
 
TCEQ justifies disposal of treated wastewater into Segment No. 1428 of the Colorado 
River on the basis that it is not currently listed on the State's inventory of impaired and 
threatened waters (the 2022 CWA § 303(d) list) in its Notice of Application and 
Preliminary Decision for TPDES Permit for Municipal Wastewater1.  This statement 
seeks to imply that this segment is not impaired or threatened waters, and therefore 
meets the criteria to accept disposal of treated wastewater into the river. To the 
contrary, the evidence shows that concerns were initially raised about impairment of fish 
and macrobenthic communities in the 2002 Texas Integrated Report on the Colorado 
River Basin along with nutrients nitrogen and phosphate.  
 
It also appears that very little has been done to further investigated or otherwise 
address these concerns since their initial listing in 2002, thus the Agency is making its 
determination without having the scientific evidence to support its position.   
 

In reviewing the 2000-2022 Texas Integrated [Assessment] Reports2 for the Colorado 
River (Basin 14) it is clear that impaired fish and macrobenthic communities in these 

 
1 (4 in filed comments) NOTICE OF APPLICATION AND PRELIMINARY DECISION FOR TPDES PERMIT FOR 
MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER TPDES, Permit No. WQ0013977001, Deba Dutta, P.E.12/16/2022. 
2 (6 in filed comments) The Texas Integrated Report describes the status of the state’s waters, as required by 
Sections 305(b) and 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act. It summarizes the condition of the state’s 
surface waters, including concerns for public health, fitness for use by aquatic species and other wildlife, 
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segments of the river were carried over without evidence of biological assessments 
having been conducted for these concerns. Methods3 for collecting and analyzing 
biological assemblage and habitat data provides metrics for evaluating fish and benthic 
communities for exceptional aquatic use for ecoregions, including Segment 1428. 
However, we are unable to find references to any recent data that has been collected 
that indicates that this segment is fully supporting, or not supporting, this standard of 
use. As such, we requested4 that TCEQ provide any such data as are available that 
would justify their determination that this segment is, or is not, meeting the Exceptional 
Aquatic Use standards. The Executive Director did not provide this information as 
requested.  (ES filed comments May 28, 2023)  ATTACHMENT 1 Provides evidence of 
our findings).  
 
Furthermore, the TCEQ’s publicly available database that covers data obtained from 
1968 through the present indicates that data on the presence of toxicants such as 
metals, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon carcinogens, and organic herbicides and 
pesticides has not been collected routinely or is inconclusive or in fact points to 
significant contamination. In fact, there is an appalling lack of data. In summary, no 
measurements of potentially toxic compounds in the Webberville to Bastrop segment of 
the Colorado have been carried out since 1996, 27 years ago, and those assays that 
were carried out previously were sporadic at best, in many cases “inadequate” to detect 
toxic levels of the compound and carried out with samples obtained about 35 miles 
upstream from the proposed facility. (ES 4 Comment 5) 
 
  

 
and specific pollutants and their possible sources. 
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/waterquality/assessment/20twqi  
3 (7 in filed comments) Surface Water Quality Monitoring Procedures, Volume 2, Appendix B (RG-416, Revised 
May 2014) 
4 ES filed comments May 28, 2023.  
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WE SEEK ANSWERS TO THESE QUESTIONS: 

 
DOES THE ECOLOGICAL HEALTH OF SEGMENT 1428 OF THE  

COLORADO RIVER MEET THE EXCEPTIONAL AQUATIC LIFE USE STANDARD? 
 

IS THE SEGMENT ABLE TO ASSIMILATE THE WASTEWATER TO BE 
DISPOSOSED OF INTO THE RIVER? 

 
The health of a river — an ecological system which functions as a massive water filter 
— requires that best-available treatment technology be used in order to meet 
exceptional aquatic-life use standards. 
 
Depending on the health of a stream, and how it is managed to maintain its ecological 
health, it should be able to assimilate some amount of pollution as it flows through the 
environment. As you might expect, a healthy stream can carry and treat a larger "load" 
of pollution than a stream that is ecologically stressed or impaired. This is what is called 
a stream's "assimilative capacity". 
 
The assimilative use of a stream or river to removed pollutants must be balanced with 
the other uses of the stream, such as for recreation, drinking-water supply, and, in the 
case of Segment 1428 of the Colorado River, exceptional aquatic-life use. 
 
The amount of pollutant load that a stream can handle, while also attaining the 
beneficial recreational, drinking-water supply and exceptional aquatic-life use, must be 
managed by limiting the amount of total pollution load that is allowed to be disposed of 
into the stream. This is done in the permitting process and, where needed, by a 
management process called Total Maximum Daily Loading (TMDL). 
 
The TCEQ is the agency of the state that has been delegated the authority under the 
federal Clean Water Act to manage this balancing of beneficial uses in Texas. 
 
The starting place in managing the balance between the beneficial uses of a stream or 
river is a periodic "health assessment". Just like we get a periodic health checkup to 
assess how our body is functioning -- whether it is compromised by disease or poor diet 
-- a stream needs to be assessed to determine whether it is meeting the standards that 
have been set for it, or if it is in some way impaired. If it is impaired and cannot manage 
the pollution load that has been placed on it, then, by law, a Total Maximum Daily Load 
limit must be determined, and a management plan established, to remedy the 
impairment and return the stream to a healthy status. 
 
Again, the TCEQ is the agency that has been delegated the responsibility to do periodic 
assessments of the water quality and ecological health of Texas rivers, streams, and 
lakes.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Environmental Stewardship5(ES) has extracted certain information from Executive 
Director's Decision Letter and Executive Director's Response to Comments document.  
 
ES copied sections of the above document and pasted those sections into this 
document to serve as context to its review of the sufficiency of TCEQ's responses.  
TCEQ responses to the comments have been extracted in part and the information is 
indented and identified as "ED's RESPONSE (in part):"; the full text can be found in the 
original document.  Environmental Stewardship’s replies to the TCEQ Executive 
Director's replies to ES comment are listed the order of occurrence in the ED's 
document as ES # followed by the Comment #, e.g., (ES 1 Comment 3).  ES replies are 
also indented as "ES REPLY:" OR "ES MEMBER (Name optional) REPLY:" or "Other 
Organization REPLY:".   
 
The TCEQ's Interim Executive Director, Kelly Keel, provided responses to comments by 
the Individuals and organization listed below that submitted timely comments as 
required by 30 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) Section (§) 55.156, before a permit is issued.  
 
 

A. Individuals and organization that submitted timely comments: 
 

The Executive Director (ED) of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (the 
commission or TCEQ) files this Response to Public Comment (Response) on the Corix Utilities 
(Texas) Inc.’s application and ED’s preliminary decision for major amendment to Texas 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) Permit No. WQ0013977001. As required by 
30 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) Section (§) 55.156, before a permit is issued, the ED 
prepares a response to all timely, relevant, and material, or significant comments. TCEQ 
received comments from Steve Box, Executive Director on behalf of Environmental 
Stewardship and its Members, Kermit D. Heaton, Brian M. Keegan, Miriam Hall, Lauren 
Demates, Mary Ceallaigh, Laurie Mason, Neal Herbert Cook, Becky Smith, Stan Gerdes, 
Charles Schwertner, Melanie Pavlas, Carl Altman-Kaough, Natasha Martin on behalf of the 
Management Committee of the Lost Pines Groundwater Conservation District Board of 

Directors, Michael C. Macleod (correctly: Michael C. MacLeod, Ph.D.), Karen Sterling, 
Andrew Wier, Chapman Edward Ambrose, Mike Novak, Lynda MacLeod, Bruce Jerpseth, Mark 
Mayfield, Skip Connett, Sean Mason, Darrell Bartley, Michael Mills, Charles S. Teeple, Linda 
Curtis, Amy and Richard Krause, Charlotte Gilman, Renate Suitt, and Shirley H. Adams. This 
response addresses all such timely public comments received, whether or not withdrawn. If you 
need more information about this permit application or the wastewater permitting process, 
please call the TCEQ Office of Public Participation and Education Program at 1-800-687-4040. 
General information about the TCEQ can be found at our website at https://www.tceq.texas.gov  
(Emphasis Added) 
 
 
 
 

 
5 52 mentions of Environmental Stewardship. 
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The Executive Director also provided information on the following topics on pages 1-3 of the 
Executive Directors August 7, 2023, Decision Letter and Response to Comment (RTC). 
 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 
I.  BACKGROUND 

A. Description of Facility (page 1) 
B. Procedural Background (page 1-2) 

C. Access to Rules, Statutes, and Records (page 3) 
II.  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP'S REPLIES TO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S 
 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE APPLICATION. 
 

ES 1 (Comment 3): Environmental Stewardship is concerned about the overall 
ecological health of the Colorado River, its tributaries, and the aquifers of the 
region. Environmental Stewardship asks whether it is appropriate for TCEQ to allow 
wastewater to be disposed into this segment of the river where the McKinney Roughs 
treatment plant is located. 
 

ED'S RESPONSE (in part):  The designated uses for Segment No. 1428 are 
primary contact recreation, public water supply, and exceptional aquatic life use. 
The sewage water will be treated and disinfected as required by the draft permit, 
regulations, and effluent limits prior to discharge to protect human health and 
wildlife. The effluent limits in the draft permit are set to maintain and protect the 
existing instream uses. These effluent limits satisfy the requirements of the 
Colorado River Watershed Protection Rule (30 TAC Chapter 311, Subchapter E). 
The TCEQ Water Quality Division has determined that the draft permit is in 
accordance with the TSWQS, which ensures that the effluent discharge is 
protective of aquatic life, human health, and the environment. The review process 
for surface water quality is conducted by the Standards Implementation Team and 
Water Quality Assessment Team surface water modelers. The effluent limits in the 
draft permit are set to maintain and protect the existing instream uses.  
 
The ED determined that these uses should be protected if the facility is operated 
and maintained as required by the proposed permit and regulations. The ED has 
made a preliminary determination that the draft permit, if issued, meets all statutory 
and regulatory requirements. The TCEQ also submitted the draft permit to the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6 for review. The EPA reviewed 
the draft permit and did not have any objections to its issuance. 
 
ES Reply:  ED's reply indicates that the agency has followed the prescribed 
statutes in conducting the review and evaluation of the application in preparing 
the draft permit.    
 
ED misses the basis of ES's concern about the overall ecological health of 
the Colorado River and its tributaries as articulated in ES 3, ES 4, ES 5, and 
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ES 6 related to Comment 5; ES 15 Comment 12; ES 20 Comment 16; and ES 
25, ES 28, and ES 29 Comment 20.   
 
ES is concerned that the TCEQ has not conducted biological studies on the 
concern listed in 2002 regarding the impairment of fish and macrobenthic 
communities in the lower portion of Segment 1428 in Bastrop County.  For more 
than 18 years, the agency has "brought forward" these concerns without 
conducting the studies, and therefore the agency is not able to affirmatively state 
that this segment of the river meets the Aquatic-Life Use standard established for 
this segment. Failing the ability to make an affirmative statement on the health of 
the river, the agency falls back to its statement "Segment No. 1428 is not currently 

listed on the State’s inventory of impaired and threatened waters (the 2022 CWA § 

303(d) list).6"  
 
This statement implies that the health of the river is meeting the Aquatic-Life Use 
standard.  However, lacking the biological data needed, the agency is not able to 
determine whether the lower reach of Segment 1428 meets the standard, or 
should be included on the current inventory of impaired and threatened waters.    
 
The only biological studies that appear in the databases we (ES and Michael C. 

Macleod) have reviewed were conducted in 2002 on the Travis County Park 
reach of the river in Travis County.  
 
ES asserts that the residents who live along the Webberville to Bastrop reach of 
the river, or who hold an interest in the overall health of the river, or who are ES 
Members, or are organizations like ES whose purpose is to protect the health of 
the river, have a right to know the current health of the river based on data that 
has been collected and assessed or the purpose of determining if the uses of the 
river are being met.  
 
ES further asserts that it is the duty of TCEQ, under its delegated authority from 
EPA Region 6, to act on behalf of the Federal Government and EPA in regulating 
and enforcing the Clean Water Act in the State of Texas.  
  
ES is aware of studies on this segment of the river that were conducted as a part 
of the LCRA/SAWS project in 2004-07, and reported in 2008 by Bio-West Inc.7, 
however, these studies are not listed by TCEQ and LCRA refuses to provide 
copies to ES even though they confirmed that they have the studies and agreed 
to provide copies to ES at the public LCRA Water Management Plan update 
briefing on June 6, 2023.  

 
6 Corix Utilities (Texas) Inc., TPDES Permit No. WQ0013977001, Statement of Basis/Technical Summary 

and Executive Director’s Preliminary Decision, page 3.  
7 Colorado and Lavaca Rivers and Matagorda Basin and Bay Expert Science Team (CL-BBEST) 

Environmental Flow Regime Recommendations Report, March 1, 2011: Intensive biological and physical 
data collection activities conducted 2004-2007 (BIOWEST, Inc. 2004, BIO-WEST, Inc. 2005, BIO-WEST, 
Inc. 2006, BIO-WEST, Inc. 2007), page 2-120.  
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The following is a summary of the Bio-West studies8: 

 
Aquatic habitats use data were collected at 10 sites from Longhorn Dam 
to Wharton in 2004–2007 using various fish sampling techniques 
including seining, backpack electrofishing, barge electrofishing, and boat 
electrofishing. 50 species of fish collected. A habitat guild approach was 
used to assess aquatic habitat modeled over a range of flows using 
River2D models at each site (BIO-WEST, Inc.2008). Life-history 
information, a radio telemetry study to identify adult habitat, and field 
confirmation of spawning habitat for blue suckers was used to supplement 
the fish guild approach. (Emphasis added) 

 
The fact that a total of 50 species of fish were collected in the entire river reach 
from Longhorn Dam to Wharton indicates it is unlikely that Segment 1428 met 
the 51 species standard required to satisfy the Aquatic-Life Use standard for that 
Segment, much less the Bastrop reach of that segment.  However, the Bio-West 
report likely provides the best dataset to assess the health of the river in the 
2004-07 timeframe.  However, current data are still lacking and is needed to 
make a current assessment.   
 
 

ES  2 (Comment 4):  Environmental Stewardship comments that their member residents 
down river from the McKinney Roughs WWTP, are concerned about potential 
contamination of their groundwater wells as a result of continuing degradation of 
the water quality in the river that can result in contamination of shallow aquifers by 
under-regulated chemical compounds often found in municipal and industrial wastewater. 
 

ED'S RESPONSE (in part):  The legislature has determined that “the goal of 
groundwater policy in this state is that the existing quality of groundwater not 
be degraded. This goal of non-degradation does not mean zero-contaminant 
discharge.” Chapter 26 of the Texas Water Code further states, “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 ED has determined that the draft permit is in accordance with the TSWQS, 
which ensures that the effluent discharge is protective of aquatic life, human 
health, and the environment. The review process for surface water quality is 
conducted by the Standards Implementation Team and Water Quality Assessment 
Team surface water modelers. The ED has determined that if the surface water 
quality is protected, then the groundwater quality in the vicinity will not be 
impacted by the discharge. Therefore, the permit limits given in the draft permit 
are intended to maintain the existing uses of the surface waters and preclude 
degradation will also protect groundwater. 

 
8 CL-BBEST Report, page 2-125.  
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The groundwater rules do not address private wells because they are not 
under the jurisdiction of the Safe Drinking Water Act and are, therefore, not 
subject to TCEQ regulation. TCEQ recommends that well owners periodically 
test their water for microbial and chemical contaminants and properly maintain 
their well. It is the responsibility of the private well owner to take steps to have his 
or her water quality tested at least annually for possible constituents of concern—
or more often if the well is thought to have a surface water connection. 

 
 
ES Reply:  ES agrees that if the surface water is protected, then the groundwater 
is likely protected.  However, though private wells are not subject to TCEQ 
regulation, the concern being raised is with TCEQ's collection of data, 
assessment, and regulation of the river in the reach where our members reside.  
The private wells will be impacted to the same extent that commercial wells of 
the same nature (location and formation from which water is derived) will be 
impacted.   
 
Once again, TCEQ fails to respond to the concerns ES has raised regarding the 
ability to assess the current health of the lower portion of Segment 1428 of the 
river.  

 
ES 3 (Comment 5):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the Executive 
Director's antidegradation review was accurate, e.g., proper evaluation of the 
current state of pollutants in, and impairments of, the Colorado River downstream of the 
discharge, proper use of the historic measuring period for evaluation of degradation, 
and proper evaluation of the degradation standard.  
 

ED'S RESPONSE:  In accordance with 30 Texas Administrative Code § 307.5 and 
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. A Tier 2 review has preliminarily 
determined that no significant degradation of water quality is expected in Colorado 
River Below Lady Bird Lake/Town Lake, which has been identified as having 
exceptional aquatic life use. Existing uses will be maintained and protected. The 
TSWQS 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. 
 
Therefore, the permit was crafted to be protective of exceptional aquatic life uses 
in the receiving stream. If studies determined that the segment is currently 
achieving a lower aquatic life use, it would be a violation of our antidegradation 
rules to craft a permit to that lower aquatic life use.  
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Effluent limitations in the draft permit for the conventional effluent parameters (i.e., 
BOD5, TSS, and minimum DO) are based on stream standards and waste load 
allocations for water quality-limited streams as established in the TSWQS and the 
State of Texas Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP). 
 
ES REPLY:  If the Agency has crafted the permit to be protective of exceptional 
aquatic life uses without adequate data to assess that this standard is being met, 
then the agency is in violation of its antidegradation rules.   

 
ES 4 (Comment 5):  ES asks whether impairments in Segment 1428, AUID: 1428_0 
have been timely field studied using biological metrics, monitored, and assessed by 
TCEQ, based on TCEQ, TPWD, or LCRA data collected since originally assessed in 
2006 to determine it the segment should be on the 303(d) list based on impairment of 
fish and microbenthic communities, nitrogen, and phosphorus, or whether removal of 
these causes for impairment were justifiably based on best-available science. 
 

ED'S RESPONSE: Regarding ES’s comment regarding whether impairments of 
Segment 1428 have been studied, the Texas Integrated Report’s Index of Water 
Quality Impairments is compiled every two years and contains waterbodies 
classified as Category 4 or Category 5. Category 4 waterbodies (also known as 
the 305(b) list) are water bodies for which a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
project has already been adopted, or for which other management strategies are 
underway to improve water quality. Category 5 waterbodies compromise the 
303(d) list and is comprised only of impaired waters for which the state plans to 
develop a TMDL. TMDL projects are conducted on water bodies that have been 
found to be impaired for a specific constituent or other water quality-related 
parameter. Segment No. 1428 is not currently listed as impaired. 

 
 

ES REPLY: TCEQ does not answer the question about whether studies have 
been timely conducted to evaluate the impairment concerns that have been 
raised, but rather just indicate that they are required to do an updated 
assessment ... every two years.   
 
TCEQ has brought these concerns forward every review cycle since for about 20 
years without conducting biological studies on the fish and macrobenthic 
communities to determine if they are healthy.  If all of the permit conditions and 
other regulatory actions are being successfully applied and enforced, then these 
communities should be healthy. However, the studies need to be done to verify 
their health status.    
 
A review of the reports by ES and Michael C. MacLeod, indicate that such data 
have not been collected and evaluated in the lower portion of Segment 1428 
between Webberville and the 969 bridge (the lowest portion of the segment). 
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By stating that the Segment is not currently impaired the TCEQ's is creating the 
illusion that they have the information they need to make a determination and 
that the segment is OK.  That is quite different from being able to make an 
affirmative statement that the segment is healthy because the data is in the bank!   
 
Reviewing the 2022 reports linked in the document, it is curious that Segment 
1434 (the Colorado River above La Grange in Fayette County, and below the 
Hwy 969 bridge in Bastrop County) is on the concerns list due to Nitrate and 
Total Phosphate in the water, yet Segment 1428 is not on the list, while Gilliland 
Creek in the Travis County end of the Segment is also listed for Nitrate.   
 
It is also notable that the concern for fish and macrobethic communities in 
Segment 1428 that had been brought forward for so many years without getting 
the studies done, suddenly have been taken off the list as a result of adopting 
new guidelines on July 7, 2022, the same date the reports were published.   
 
ES Member MacLeod REPLY: Furthermore, TCEQ does not answer the 
question about whether chemical studies have been timely conducted to evaluate 
the impairment concerns that have been raised, but rather just indicate that they 
are required to do an updated assessment ... every two years.  The TCEQ’s 
publicly available database that covers data obtained from 1968 through the 
present indicates that data on the presence of toxicants such as metals, 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon carcinogens, and organic herbicides and 
pesticides has not been collected routinely or is inconclusive or in fact points to 
significant contamination. In fact, there is an appalling lack of data. 
 
The following points emerge from this database:  
1. TCEQ currently has no sampling sites on the lower portion of Segment 1428. 

The closest sampling site is approximately 35 miles upstream of the McKinney 
Roughs region, at the County Park in Webberville. There are several sites 
listed as inactive in this portion of the segment, but no data on the above 
mentioned pollutants has ever been reported from these sites. 

2. From 1992 -1996, 13 metals were assayed in water from the Webberville site 
between 1 and 8 times. Manganese was assayed only once, and its level was 
21 ppb. This is about 16-fold higher than TCEQ’s published chronic freshwater 
benchmark. Even though the manganese level was far above the safe level, 
TCEQ never again measured manganese at this site, nor apparently did they 
do anything to remedy or further study the problem. 

3. Two of the metals included in these analyses and assayed multiple times 
(silver and cadmium) were not detected at the lower limit of detection of the 
assays used. However, for both of these metals the TCEQ benchmark level 
was well below the limit of detection. Thus, these data are not valid for 
ensuring that the river is not polluted above the benchmark level. For brevity, 
we will call such assays ”inadequate.” 

4. The water at the Webberville site was assayed twice in 1990-1991 for a 
number of organic pollutants. In this dataset, we identified 17 compounds for 
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which TCEQ has established a benchmark. Only three of these compounds 
(aldrin, hexachlorobenezene and pentachlorophenol) were found to have 
concentrations lower than the benchmark. For the remaining 14 compounds ( 
chlordane, DDD, DDE, DDT, endosulfan, diazinon, dieldrin, endrin, heptachlor, 
heptachlor epoxide, malathion, methoxychlor, parathion, toxaphene) the assay 
used was “inadequate”. For example, the limit of detection for chlordane was 
0.4 ppb and the benchmark level was 0.004 ppb, 100-fold lower. The worst 
case was toxaphene where the detection limit was 25,000-fold higher than the 
benchmark. 

5. Bottom sediment at the Webberville site was assayed for 6 polynuclear 
aromatic hydrocarbons 4 times between 1992 and 1996. In all cases , the 
assays were “inadequate”. 

In summary, no measurements of potentially toxic compounds in the Webberville 
to Bastrop segment of the Colorado have been carried out since 1996, 27 years 
ago, and those assays that were carried out previously were sporadic at best, in 
many cases “inadequate” to detect toxic levels of the compound and carried out 
with samples obtained about 35 miles upstream from the proposed facility.  
 
Especially given the large amount of development that has taken place in this 
area in the last 25 years, it is completely implausible to suggest that TCEQ’s 
chemical measurement data support the idea that this region of Segment 1428 
continues to be “pristine” and worthy of the exceptional use label. 
 
Before adding more waste streams to Segment 1428, it is incumbent on TCEQ to 
actually measure these toxicants in the river at sites close to the proposed plants. 
 
 

ES 5 (Comment 5):  Environmental Stewardship asks that TCEQ provide copies of the 
anti-degradation reviews on the receiving waters (Tier 1 and 2), and the studies that 
underlay these reviews.  
 

ES REPLY:  TCEQ did not respond to the request for copies of the reviews, or 
the studies that underlay these reviews, nor have they provided such documents.  

 
ES 6 (Comment 5):  Environmental Stewardship further requests that this 
determination be reexamined9 and modified after appropriate studies have been 
conducted to determine the current status of impaired fish and macrobenthic 
communities resulting from nitrogen, phosphates, and other impairments in the 
segments 1428, including the level of PFAS contamination. 

 
ED'S RESPONSE (in part):  Regarding ES’s comment regarding whether studies 
have been conducted to determine the current status of impaired fish and 
macrobenthic communities resulting from nitrogen, phosphates, and other 
impairments in the segments 1428, including the level of PFAS contamination, 

 
9 ES understands that a request for reconsideration must be made during the 30 day period following the ED's 
publishing this report.  See page 1 of ED's Decision letter.   
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the Texas Administrative Code 307.5(c )(2)(B) with regard to the Tier 2 
antidegradation review requires that the highest water quality sustained since 
November 28, 1975 define baseline conditions for determining degradation. 
Therefore, the permit was crafted to be protective of exceptional aquatic life uses 
in the receiving stream. If studies determined that the segment is currently 
achieving a lower aquatic life use, it would be a violation of our antidegradation 
rules to craft a permit to that lower aquatic life use. 
 
ES REPLY: ED does not respond to the request for reexamination, nor does 
it answer the question about whether studies have been conducted on the 
river, but rather discuss the way the permit is crafted. They also avoid making a 
statement on the health status of the river by moving the attention to the permit 
criteria.  Just because the permit criteria are set such that they should protect the 
river does not mean that they have protected the river.  Verification is required.  
 
ED skirts the question by defining baseline conditions for determining 
degradation.  TCEQ does not quantify or describe the baseline conditions. 
 
ED does not respond to the question about whether current data have been, or 
will be, collected and used in the Integrated Report for the lower portion of 
segment 1428 that is in Bastrop County, and in reevaluating this permit.  

 
ES 7 (Comment 6):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the proposed discharge 
will adversely impact the health of the members of Environmental Stewardship and their 
families, as a result of contact with the waters of the Colorado River downstream of 
the discharge, e.g., exposure during access to the River from McKinney Roughs Park to 
chemicals in the discharge.  
 

ED'S RESPONSE (in part): Effluent limitations in the draft permit for the 
conventional effluent parameters (i.e., BOD5, TSS, and minimum DO) are based 
on stream standards and waste load allocations for water quality-limited streams 
as established in the TSWQS and the State of Texas Water Quality Management 
Plan (WQMP). 
 
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 of a drinking water supply; or 4) 
results in aquatic bioaccumulation that threatens human health. 
 
ES REPLY: ED bases its decision on conventional parameters to protect water 
quality but fail to demonstrate that the data have been collected and evaluated to 
determine if these standards are actually working, the water quality meets the 
biological standards, and the fish and macroinvertebrate communities are in fact 
healthy as required, much less that such are protective of human health.   
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ES 8 (Comment 6):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the proposed discharge 
will adversely impact the health of the members of Environmental Stewardship and their 
families, as a result of consumption of fish caught in the Colorado River, e.g., 
exposure to PFAS and other toxic chemical in the discharge.  
 

ED'S RESPONSE (in part): 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 of a drinking 
water supply; or 4) results in aquatic bioaccumulation that threatens human 
health. 

 

ES REPLY: ED has not demonstrated that the methodology used to allow 
discharge of wastewater that contains PFAS, chemicals that are known to persist 
and bioaccumulate in aquatic environments, and other toxic compounds will 
protect human health.   
 
A 2023 study10 published in Environmental Research reported that "Ingestion of 
PFAS from contaminated food and water results in the accumulation of PFAS in 
the body and is considered a key route of human exposure. Exposure 
assessment suggests that a single serving of freshwater fish per year with the 
median level of PFAS as detected by the U.S. EPA monitoring programs 
translates into a significant increase of PFOS levels in blood serum". 

 
ES 9 (Comment 6):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the proposed discharge 
will adversely impact the health of the members of Environmental Stewardship and their 
families or their agricultural operations, e.g., exposure to contaminants that enter the 
alluvial and related aquifers during times of recharge from the river and subsequent 
pumping from members wells for drinking water and irrigation.  
 

ED'S RESPONSE (in part):  The TSWQS provide that surface waters cannot be 
toxic to aquatic or terrestrial organisms. While the TSWQS and the IPs do not 
specifically designate criteria for the protection of cattle or livestock, they do 
designate criteria for the protection of aquatic life that should preclude 
negative impacts to the health and performance of cattle or wildlife. 

 

ES REPLY: TCEQ fails to recognize that the question is about water pumped for 
drinking water and irrigation, not livestock watering.  Regardless, TCEQ has not 
demonstrated that the methodology used to allow discharge of wastewater that 
contains PFAS and other toxic compounds -- when assimilated into surface 
water, and thereby into alluvial aquifers and pumped to irrigate crops -- will 
protect human health.    

 

 
10 Environmental Research 220 (2023) 115165.  Locally caught freshwater fish across the United States are likely a 
significant source of exposure to PFOS and other perfluorinated compounds. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2022.115165.   

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2022.115165
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ES 10 (Comment 6):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the draft permit includes 
all appropriate and necessary requirements to protect the public health; and the 
environment, e.g., monitoring, record keeping and reporting to allow the 
Commission and the public to access the data needed to evaluate the impacts over 
time.  
 

ED'S RESPONSE (in part):  The draft permit includes all appropriate and 
necessary requirements to protect the public health; and the environment, e.g., 
monitoring, record keeping and reporting to allow the Commission and the public 
to access the data needed to evaluate the impacts over time. Sampling, analysis, 
and reporting for compliance of the permit provisions shall be performed in 
accordance with the Monitoring and Reporting Requirements section and the 
Definitions and Standard Permit Conditions section of the draft permit. 
 

ES REPLY: ES encourages TCEQ to be vigilant in enforcing these requirements 
to protect the public health and the environment. 

 
ES 11 (Comment 7):  Environmental Stewardship and Kermit D. Heaton comment that 
Environmental Stewardship has sampled eleven locations in this segment of the 
river and has detected per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) at levels that 
need to be investigated before the permit is finalized. Kermit Heaton further 
comments that PFAS compounds are linked to human health problems and 
bioaccumulate in the tissues of fish and other aquatic animals.  
 

ED's RESPONSE (in part): The TCEQ has not investigated the potential effects 
of emerging contaminants, in effluent. Neither the TCEQ nor the EPA has 
promulgated rules or criteria limiting emerging contaminants in wastewater. The 
EPA is investigating emerging contaminants and has stated that scientists 
have not found evidence of adverse human health effects from emerging 
contaminants in the environment. Removal of some emerging contaminants has 
been documented during municipal wastewater treatment; however, standard 
removal efficiencies have not been established. In addition, there are currently no 
federal or state effluent limits for emerging contaminants. So, while the EPA and 
other agencies continue to study the presence of emerging contaminants, there is 
currently no clear regulatory regime available to address the treatment of emerging 
contaminants in domestic wastewater. Accordingly, neither the TCEQ nor the EPA 
has rules on the treatment of contaminants. 
 
ES REPLY:  ED does not answer the question specific to PFAS compounds but 
rather generalizes the response to all "emerging contaminants".  Contrary to the 
statement about EPA not having found evidence of adverse human health 
effects, EPA has issued proposed Drinking Water Standards11 on PFOA, PFOS, 
GenX, and PFBS compounds that discusses the health effects of these 

 
11 EPA,   Lifetime Drinking Water Health Advisories for Four Perfluoroalkyl Substances Federal Register / 

Vol. 87, No. 118 / Tuesday, June 21, 2022 / Notices, Pages 36848-9. 
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compounds.  See also ES 8 (Comment 6) for references to the health effects of  
PFOS and other PFAS compound from consumption of freshwater fish.    

 
 
ES 12 (Comment 7):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the proposed 
discharge will adversely impact: the environment, fish and other aquatic life, and 
wildlife, including endangered or threatened species, e.g., excess nutrients, 
chlorine, and PFAS. Environmental Stewardship comments that PFAS compounds 
should be limited in this wastewater permit to the extent possible and that the applicant 
be required to identify sources of these compounds, monitor, and determine whether 
treatment technology is available to remove them from the discharge.  
 
ES 13 (Comment 10):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the treatment 
facilities and discharge will be operated and maintained to avoid nuisance 
conditions, e.g., odors from the operations, sludge management or ponding of waste 
waters at the facilities or in the discharge ditch or ditches or the unnamed stream. ES 
states that a Corix spokesperson agreed with one of their members that the sulfur odor 
was a concern and that was an indication that the facility is operating at over-capacity. 
 
(Comment 11) Miriam Hall expresses concern about the increased discharges effect on 
recreational uses of the stream such as swimming and kayaking. Skip Connett 
comments that people fish and swim right at the outfall.  

 
 
ES 14 (Comment 12):  Environmental Stewardship states that there are statements in 
the draft permit summary regarding impairments to the Colorado River that are 
contrary to the information collected by the state over two decades. For example, 
he states that TCEQ asserts that Segment No. 1428 where the treated wastewater will 
be discharged is not currently listed on the State’s inventory of impaired or threatened 
waters. Environmental Stewardship states that this segment has the highest aquatic 
and recreational use standards available in the state.  
 

ED's RESPONSE: Segment No. 1428 is not currently listed in Index of Water 
Quality Impairments of the Texas integrated Report as either Category 4 or 5. This 
list can be viewed here:  
List of Impaired waters:  https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-
quality/assessment/integrated-report-2022/2022-imp-index.pdf,  
and list of bodies of water with concerns for use attainment: 
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-quality/assessment/integrated-
report-2022/2022-concerns.pdf 
 
Regarding the impaired fish community and impaired macrobenthic 
community in water, these listings were added in 2010 based on concern for 
near-nonattainment of the TSWQS based on numeric criteria. 
 

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-quality/assessment/integrated-report-2022/2022-imp-index.pdf
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-quality/assessment/integrated-report-2022/2022-imp-index.pdf
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-quality/assessment/integrated-report-2022/2022-concerns.pdf
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-quality/assessment/integrated-report-2022/2022-concerns.pdf
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ES REPLY: This is TCEQ's primary fallback position when asked if this segment 
of the river is meeting the Aquatic-life Use standard.  Once again, they do not 
provide data to support or refute this claim, likely because they do not have any 
data since 2002 on record and.  TCEQ does not indicate that it used the 2004-8 
LCRA/SAWS studies reference in ES 1 (Comment 3) which TCEQ does not 
confirm exists in this document when asked.  LCRA has the studies but is 
unwilling to voluntarily release to ES after agreeing to do so in a public meeting 
on the WMP.   
 
Regarding the impaired fish and macrobenthic community response, why have 
they not investigated the concern further by conducting biological studies?  
TCEQ has been punting this one down the road since 2002. 

 
ES 15 (Comment 12):  Environmental Stewardship comments that in reviewing the 
2020 Texas Integrated [Assessment] Report for the Colorado River (Basin 14), 
impaired fish and macrobenthic communities in these segments of the river are 
not only currently impaired, but many of these impairments are carried forward 
from the 2010 report "due to inadequate data for this method of assessment" that 
covers the 2000-2009 period. Environmental Stewardship comments that Segment 
1428 is impaired and should be on the 303(d) list of impaired streams. 
 
ES 16 (Comment 13):  Environmental Stewardship comments that it would be more 
appropriate that this wastewater should be consolidated in a regional facility 
somewhere off of the McKinney Roughs Park property. ES believes that there is a 
need for regionalization to reduce the number of fragmented systems that are springing 
up in this segment of the river.  
 
ES 17 (Comment 13):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether fragmentation of 
wastewater treatment facilities in the region will be adequately addressed. 
 
ES 18 (Comment 14):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the Application, and 
all representations contained therein, are complete and accurate and were provide 
and evaluated by a qualified person. 
 
ES 19 (Comment 15):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the Applicant 
substantially complied with applicable public notice requirements, e.g., whether the 
landowner list is correct for mailed notice and proper and timely notice was issued in the 
appropriate newspaper(s). 
 
ES 20 (Comment 16):  Environmental Stewardship comments that TCEQ should 
provide any such data that is available that would justify their determination that 
this segment is, or is not, meeting the Exceptional Aquatic Use standards.  
 

ED's RESPONSE: TCEQ records for this application are also available at the 
TCEQ’s Office of the Chief Clerk until the TCEQ takes final action on the 
application. Some documents located at the Office of the Chief Clerk may also be 
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located in the Commissioners’ Integrated Database at 
www.tceq.texas.gov/goto/cid. 
 
ES REPLY:  The TCEQ has not indicated whether or not the data that would 
justify their determination is included in the documents available at the Office of 
the Chief Clerk or the Commissioners' Integrated Database.   

 
 
ES 21 (Comment 16):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the Commission has 
been transparent as is necessary to provide the public adequate, complete, and 
timely notice of proposed actions and whether TCEQ timely and efficiently 
provided the information and documents necessary for the public interest to be 
able to review and respond to such proposed actions without delays. 

 
ED's RESPONSE: TCEQ records for this application are also available at the 
TCEQ’s Office of the Chief Clerk until the TCEQ takes final action on the 
application. Some documents located at the Office of the Chief Clerk may also be 
located in the Commissioners’ Integrated Database at 
www.tceq.texas.gov/goto/cid. 

 
 
ES 22 (Comment 17):  Environmental Stewardship comments that Corix has already 
been cited by TCEQ for numerous violations under the original permit. 
 
ES 23 (Comment 18):  Environmental Stewardship asks if there will be new subdivisions 
and where they will be located. 
 
ES 24 (Comment 19):  Environmental Stewardship further asks whether they dispose of 
only treated domestic waste or is it commingled with industrial waste. 
 
 
ES 25 (Comment 20):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the evaluation of 
impacts properly considers current conditions and complies with applicable regulations to 
ensure the draft permit is protective of water quality, including utilizing accurate 
assumptions and inputs, e.g., proper evaluation of the current state of pollutants in 
and impairments of the Colorado River and its tributaries downstream of the 
discharge in a manner that considers the total loading on the river.  
 
ES 26 (Comment 20):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the impacts of the 
explosion of gravel mining operations and associated stormwater permits in this 
segment of the river have been properly considered and enforced relative to the 
silt load being deposited into the river.  
 
ES 27 (Comment 20):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the 10-fold increase 
in discharge is an appropriate ecological aquatic life use of the tributary. 
Environmental Stewardship states that TCEQ should conduct, prior to making a final 
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decision regarding this permit, such biological assessment studies as are necessary to 
not only adequately assess, but to take remedial actions where needed to reverse the 
degradation of this segment of the river.  
 
ES 28 (Comment 20):  Environmental Stewardship comments that due to lack of 
scientific studies, TCEQ is not able to make an affirmative statement regarding the 
ecological health of this segment of the Colorado River.  
 
ES 29 (Comment 20):  Environmental Stewardship states that the only thing TCEQ can 
say about this segment is that it's not on the 303(d) list of impaired waters, but there is 
not data. Chapman 
 
ES 30 (Comment 21):  Environmental Stewardship commented that the Sunset 
Commission recently found that TCEQ's oversight of water could better protect the state's 
scarce resources (Issue 3). ES further believes that the above issue fits into this finding 
and that this matter needs to be reviewed and corrected before a permit is issued. 
 
ES 31 (Comment 22):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the draft permit 
includes all appropriate and necessary requirements to comply with Texas law, TCEQ 
rules and policies, and whether the discharge and permit include the required 
biomonitoring.  
 
ES 32 (Comment 22):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the burden of proof has 
rightfully been placed on the Applicant and the Commission to prove that concerns and 
issues brought up before the Commission are in accordance with the federal laws that 
have been delegated to the State. 
 
ES 33 (Comment 23):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the draft permit 
includes all appropriate and necessary requirements to assure it can be enforced, e.g., 
are the facilities, the discharge location and monitoring stations clearly identified so that 
TCEQ, TPWD, and Bastrop County could inspect and sample the discharge and sources 
clearly reported to assure proper evaluation of any effluent or impacts. 
 
ES 34 (Comment 24):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the effluent limitations 
and conditions of 30 TAC Chapter 311: Watershed Protection; Subchapter E: Colorado 
River Watershed, have been updated to include best-available technology-based 
treatment to meet the exceptional aquatic use standard.  
 
ES 35 (Comment 24):  Environmental Stewardship comments that TCEQ should provide 
a review of best-available wastewater treatment technology necessary to meet the 
exceptional aquatic life use, recreational, and drinking water standards that apply to 
Segment 1428 of the Colorado River, and to require such standards be used in this 
permit. Environmental Stewardship comments that consideration of centralized, 
decentralized and water resource recovery options should be included in cooperation with 
the City of Bastrop and Bastrop County.  
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ES 36 (Comment 24):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether the existing facility will 
be decommissioned and new technology, plus a sulfur abatement plan mentioned in the 
permit will adequately address the issues raised. Michael 
 
ES 37 (Comment 25):  Environmental Stewardship asks whether this amendment 
application should be considered a new permit application and located where it can serve 
the regional needs of the community avoiding the trend toward fragmentation of 
wastewater services in this segment. 
 

(COMMENT 28:   Skip Connett states that paid users of the park should have standing 
as affected parties.  

 
ES 38 (Comment 32):  Environmental Stewardship ask whether a different location 
could be considered. Amy Krause, Deborah Richard, and Environmental Stewardship 
ask whether a different location could be considered. Skip Connett comments that since 
the facility is outdated, this would have been a good opportunity to remove the 
discharge from this facility and look at other options. Skip Connett asks whether Corix 
has exhausted all other site options and doesn’t use cost as the sole determining 
factor.  

 
 
ES 39 (Comment 33):  Environmental Stewardship expresses concern about the 10-fold 
increased flow into the unnamed tributary will cause erosion of the banks and streambed, 
leading to further siltation of the river, destruction of the natural streambed, degrading the 
natural ecology, and thereby also degrading the park experience.  
 
ES 40 (Comment 33):   Environmental Stewardship further comments that they are 
already noticing shoaling of silt along the reach of the river where the Hwy 969 boat ramp 
is located under the bridge. ES states that boaters are saying that this is making the ramp 
difficult, if not impossible/impractical, to use. 
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III. FINDINGS AND DEFICIENCIES 
 

A.  Findings of Facts: 
1. TCEQ's reply indicates that the agency has followed the prescribed 

statutes in conducting the review and evaluation of the application in 
preparing the draft permit. (ES 1 Comment 3)  

2. ED misses the basis of ES's concern about the overall ecological health 
of the Colorado River and its tributaries as articulated in (ES 1 Comment 
3)   

3. The effluent limits in the draft permit are set to maintain and protect the 
existing instream uses. These effluent limits satisfy the requirements of 
the Colorado River Watershed Protection Rule (30 TAC Chapter 311, 
(ES 1 Comment 3)  

4. The TCEQ Water Quality Division has determined that the draft permit 
is in accordance with the TSWQS, which ensures that the effluent 
discharge is protective of aquatic life, human health, and the 
environment. (ES 1 Comment 3) 

5. The review process for surface water quality is conducted by the 
Standards Implementation Team and Water Quality Assessment Team 
surface water modelers. (ES 1 Comment 3) 

6. The effluent limits in the draft permit are set to maintain and protect the 
existing instream uses. (ES 1, Comment 3) 

7. The ED determined that these uses should be protected if the facility is 
operated and maintained as required by the proposed permit and 
regulations. (ES 1 Comment 3) 

8. The ED has made a preliminary determination that the draft permit, if 
issued, meets all statutory and regulatory requirements. (ES 1 Comment 
3) 

9. The TCEQ also submitted the draft permit to the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6 for review. The EPA reviewed the 
draft permit and did not have any objections to its issuance, (ES 1 
Comment 3) 

10. The legislature has determined that “the goal of groundwater policy in 
this state is that the existing quality of groundwater not be degraded. 
This goal of non-degradation does not mean zero-contaminant 
discharge.” (ES 2 Comment 4) 

11. Chapter 26 of the Texas Water Code further states, “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.” (ES 2 Comment 4) 

12. The ED has determined that the draft permit is in accordance with the 
TSWQS, which ensures that the effluent discharge is protective of 
aquatic life, human health, and the environment. (ES 2 Comment 4) 

stevebox
Highlight
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13. The ED has determined that if the surface water quality is protected, 
then the groundwater quality in the vicinity will not be impacted by the 
discharge. (ES 2 Comment 4) 

14. The groundwater rules do not address private wells because they are 
not under the jurisdiction of the Safe Drinking Water Act and are, 
therefore, not subject to TCEQ regulation. (ES 2 Comment 4) 

15. In accordance with 30 Texas Administrative Code § 307.5 and TCEQ's 
Procedures to Implement the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards 
(June 2010), an antidegradation review of the receiving waters was 
performed.(ES 3 Comment 5)  

16. The TSWQS 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. 
(ES 3 Comment 5) 

17. Effluent limitations in the draft permit for the conventional effluent 
parameters (i.e., BOD5, TSS, and minimum DO) are based on stream 
standards and waste load allocations for water quality-limited streams 
as established in the TSWQS and the State of Texas Water Quality 
Management Plan (WQMP). (ES 3 Comment 5) 

18. the Texas Integrated Report’s Index of Water Quality Impairments is 
compiled every two years and contains waterbodies classified as 
Category 4 or Category 5. Category 4 waterbodies (also known as the 
305(b) list) are water bodies for which a Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) project has already been adopted, or for which other 
management strategies are underway to improve water quality. 
Category 5 waterbodies compromise the 303(d) list and is comprised 
only of impaired waters for which the state plans to develop a TMDL. 
(ES 4 Comment 5) 

19. A review of the reports by ES and Michael C. MacLeod, indicate that 
such data have not been collected and evaluated in the lower portion 
of Segment 1428 between Webberville and the 969 bridge (the lowest 
portion of the segment). (ES 4 Comment 5) 

20. The TSWQS provide that surface waters cannot be toxic to aquatic or 
terrestrial organisms. While the TSWQS and the IPs do not specifically 
designate criteria for the protection of cattle or livestock, they do 
designate criteria for the protection of aquatic life that should preclude 
negative impacts to the health and performance of cattle or wildlife (ES 
9 Comment 6) 

21. The draft permit includes all appropriate and necessary requirements to 
protect the public health; and the environment, e.g., monitoring, record 
keeping and reporting to allow the Commission and the public to access 
the data needed to evaluate the impacts over time. Sampling, analysis, 
and reporting for compliance of the permit provisions shall be performed 
in accordance with the Monitoring and Reporting Requirements section 
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and the Definitions and Standard Permit Conditions section of the draft 
permit. (ES 10 Comment 6) 

22. The TCEQ has not investigated the potential effects of emerging 
contaminants, in effluent. Neither the TCEQ nor the EPA has 
promulgated rules or criteria limiting emerging contaminants in 
wastewater. The EPA is investigating emerging contaminants and 
has stated that scientists have not found evidence of adverse 
human health effects from emerging contaminants in the 
environment. Removal of some emerging contaminants has been 
documented during municipal wastewater treatment; however, standard 
removal efficiencies have not been established. In addition, there are 
currently no federal or state effluent limits for emerging contaminants. 
So, while the EPA and other agencies continue to study the presence of 
emerging contaminants, there is currently no clear regulatory regime 
available to address the treatment of emerging contaminants in 
domestic wastewater. Accordingly, neither the TCEQ nor the EPA has 
rules on the treatment of contaminants. (ES 11 Comment 7) 

23. ES is providing the results of its sampling of PFAS compounds in the 
Austin-Smithville reach of the Colorado River, its main tributaries, the 
Colorado Alluvial Aquifer, and domestic wells.  (ES 11 Comment 7) 

24. Segment No. 1428 is not currently listed in Index of Water Quality 
Impairments of the Texas integrated Report as either Category 4 or 5. 
This list can be viewed here:  

a. List of Impaired waters:  
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-
quality/assessment/integrated-report-2022/2022-imp-index.pdf,  

b. and list of bodies of water with concerns for use attainment: 
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-
quality/assessment/integrated-report-2022/2022-concerns.pdf 
(ES 14 Comment 12) 

25. Regarding the impaired fish community and impaired macrobenthic 
community in water, these listings were added in 2010 based on concern 
for near-nonattainment of the TSWQS based on numeric criteria. (ES 14 
Comment 12) 

 
B.  Conclusions of Law:   (See cover letter requesting reconsideration) 
 
C.  Perceptions: 

1. It appears that the Agency has exercised a Travis County bias that has 
had the effect of ignoring, not testing, and not assessing biological and 
chemical impairments in the Webberville to Bastrop reach of the Colorado 
river for more than 20+ years where the applicant has requested a 10-fold 
increase in discharge of treated wastewater into the river. (ES #) 

2. Reviewing the 2022 reports linked in the document, it is curious that 
Segment 1434 (the Colorado River above La Grange in Fayette County, 
and below the Hwy 969 bridge in Bastrop County) is on the concerns list 

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-quality/assessment/integrated-report-2022/2022-imp-index.pdf
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-quality/assessment/integrated-report-2022/2022-imp-index.pdf
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-quality/assessment/integrated-report-2022/2022-concerns.pdf
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/downloads/water-quality/assessment/integrated-report-2022/2022-concerns.pdf
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due to Nitrate and Total Phosphate in the water, yet Segment 1428 is not 
on the list, while Gilliland Creek in the Travis County end of the Segment 
is also listed for Nitrate impairment.  (ES 4 Comment 5) 

3. It is notable that the concern for fish and macrobethic communities in 
Segment 1428 that had been brought forward for so many years without 
getting the studies done, suddenly have been taken off the list as a result 
of adopting new guidelines on July 7, 2022, the same date the reports 
were published.  (ES 4 Comment 5) 

4. Given the large amount of development that has taken place in this area in 
the last 25 years, it is completely implausible to suggest that TCEQ’s 
chemical measurement data support the idea that this region of Segment 
1428 continues to be “pristine” and worthy of the exceptional use label. 
(ES 4 Comment 5) 

5. ES encourages TCEQ to be vigilant in enforcing these requirements to 
protect the public health and the environment,  ES 10 Comment 6) 
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D.  Deficiencies: 
 

1. ES is concerned that the TCEQ has not conducted biological studies on the 
concern listed in 2002 regarding the impairment of fish and macrobenthic 
communities in the lower portion of Segment 1428 in Bastrop County.  (ES 
1 (Comment 3) 

2. For more than 20 years, the agency has "brought forward" these concerns 
without conducting the studies, and therefore the agency is not able to 
affirmatively state that this segment of the river meets the Aquatic-Life Use 
standard established for this segment. Failing the ability to make an 
affirmative statement on the health of the river, the agency falls back to its 
statement "Segment No. 1428 is not currently listed on the State’s inventory of 

impaired and threatened waters (the 2022 CWA § 303(d) list).12" (ES 1 
Comment 3) 

3. This statement implies that the health of the river is meeting the Aquatic-
Life Use standard.  However, lacking the biological data needed, the 
agency is not able to determine whether the lower reach of Segment 1428 
meets the standard, or should be included on the current inventory of 
impaired and threatened waters.  (ES 1 Comment 3)  

4. The only biological studies that appear in the databases we (ES and 
Michael C. Macleod) have reviewed were conducted in 2002 on the Travis 
County Park reach of the river in Travis County.  (ES 1 Comment 3) 

5. ES asserts that the residents who live along the Webberville to Bastrop 
reach of the river, or who hold an interest in the overall health of the river, 
or who are ES Members, or are organizations like ES whose purpose is to 
protect the health of the river, have a right to know the current health of 
the river based on data that has been collected and assessed for the 
purpose of determining if the uses of the river are being met. (ES 1 
Comment 3) 

6. ES further asserts that it is the duty of TCEQ ,under its delegated authority 
from EPA Region 6, to act on behalf of the Federal Government and EPA 
in regulating and enforcing the Clean Water Act in the State of Texas. (ES 
1 Comment 3)  

7. ES is aware of studies on this segment of the river that were conducted as 
a part of the LCRA/SAWS project in 2004-07, and reported in 2008 by Bio-
West Inc.13, however, these studies are not listed by TCEQ and LCRA 
refuses to provide copies to ES even though they confirmed that they 
have the studies and agreed to provide copies to ES at the public LCRA 
Water Management Plan update briefing on June 6, 2023. (ES 1 
Comment 3) 

 
12 Corix Utilities (Texas) Inc.,TPDES Permit No. WQ0013977001, Statement of Basis/Technical Summary 

and Executive Director’s Preliminary Decision, page 3.  
13 Colorado and Lavaca Rivers and Matagorda Basin and Bay Expert Science Team (CL-BBEST) 

Environmental Flow Regime Recommendations Report, March 1, 2011: Intensive biological and physical 
data collection activities conducted 2004-2007 (BIOWEST, Inc. 2004, BIO-WEST, Inc. 2005, BIO-WEST, 
Inc. 2006, BIO-WEST, Inc. 2007), page 2-120.  
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8. Though private wells are not subject to TCEQ regulation, the private wells 
will be impacted to the same extent that commercial wells of the same 
nature (location and formation from which water is derived) will be 
impacted.  The agency has not investigated and determined that the 
commercial wells have not been impacted.  (ES 2 Comment 4) 

9. The permit was crafted to be protective of exceptional aquatic life uses in 
the receiving stream. If studies determined that the segment is currently 
achieving a lower aquatic life use, it would be a violation of our 
antidegradation rules to craft a permit to that lower aquatic life use. (ES 3 
Comment 5) 

10. If the Agency has crafted the permit to be protective of exceptional aquatic 
life uses without adequate data to assess that this standard is being met, 
then the agency is in violation of its antidegradation rules.  (ES 3 Comment 
5) 

11. TCEQ does not answer the question about whether studies have been 
timely conducted to evaluate the impairment concerns that have been 
raised, but rather just indicate that they are required to do an updated 
assessment ... every two years.  (ES 4 Comment 5) 

12. If all of the permit conditions and other regulatory actions are being 
successfully applied and enforced, then these communities should be 
healthy. However, the studies need to be done to verify their health status. 
(ES 4 Comment 5)    

13. ED does not answer the question about whether chemical studies have 
been timely conducted to evaluate the impairment concerns that have 
been raised, but rather just indicate that they are required to do an 
updated assessment ... every two years.  The TCEQ’s publicly available 
database that covers data obtained from 1968 through the present 
indicates that data on the presence of toxicants such as metals, 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon carcinogens, and organic herbicides 
and pesticides has not been collected routinely or is inconclusive or in fact 
points to significant contamination. In fact, there is an appalling lack of 
data. (ES 4 Comment 5) 

14. In summary, no measurements of potentially toxic compounds in the 
Webberville to Bastrop segment of the Colorado have been carried out 
since 1996, 27 years ago, and those assays that were carried out 
previously were sporadic at best, in many cases “inadequate” to detect 
toxic levels of the compound and carried out with samples obtained about 
35 miles upstream from the proposed facility. (ES 4 Comment 5) 

15. Before adding more waste streams to Segment 1428, it is incumbent on 
TCEQ to actually measure these toxicants in the river at sites close to the 
proposed plants. (ES 4 Comment 5) 

16. TCEQ did not respond to the request for copies of the reviews, or the studies 
that underlay these reviews, nor have they provided such documents (ES 5 
Comment 5) 

17. ED does not respond to the request for reexamination, nor does it answer 
the question about whether studies have been conducted on the river, but 



Deficiency Review of TCEQ Executive Director's Responses to Public Comments 

Environmental Stewardship   
a WATERKEEPER ALLIANCE Affiliate 

29 

rather discuss the way the permit is crafted. They also avoid making a 
statement on the health status of the river by moving the attention to the 
permit criteria.  Just because the permit criteria are set such that they 
should protect the river does not mean that they have protected the river.  
Verification is required. (ES 6 Comment 5) 

18. ED skirts the question by defining baseline conditions for determining 
degradation.  ED does not quantify or describe the baseline conditions. 
(ES 6 Comment 5) 

19. ED does not respond to the question about whether current data have 
been, or will be, collected and used in the Integrated Report for the lower 
portion of segment 1428 that is in Bastrop County, and in reevaluating this 
permit. (ES 6 Comment 5) 

20. ED bases its decision on conventional parameters to protect water quality 
but fail to demonstrate that the data have been collected and evaluated to 
determine if these standards are actually working, the water quality meets 
the biological standards, and the fish and macroinvertebrate communities 
are in fact healthy as required, much less that such are protective of 
human health (ES 7 Comment 6) 

21. ED has not demonstrated that the methodology used to allow discharge of 
wastewater that contains PFAS, chemicals that are known to persist and 
bioaccumulate in aquatic environments, and other toxic compounds will 
protect human health.  (ES 8 Comment 6) 

22. A 2023 study14 published in Environmental Research reported that 
"Ingestion of PFAS from contaminated food and water results in the 
accumulation of PFAS in the body and is considered a key route of human 
exposure. Exposure assessment suggests that a single serving of 
freshwater fish per year with the median level of PFAS as detected by the 
U.S. EPA monitoring programs translates into a significant increase of 
PFOS levels in blood serum". (ES 8 Comment 6) 

23. TCEQ fails to recognize that the question is about water pumped for 
drinking water and irrigation, not livestock watering.  Regardless, TCEQ 
has not demonstrated that the methodology used to allow discharge of 
wastewater that contains PFAS and other toxic compounds -- when 
assimilated into surface water, and thereby into alluvial aquifers and 
pumped to irrigate crops -- will protect human health.  (ES 9 Comment 6)  

24. ED does not answer the question specific to PFAS compounds but rather 
generalizes the response to all "emerging contaminants".  Contrary to the 
statement about EPA not having found evidence of adverse human health 
effects, EPA has issued proposed Drinking Water Standards15 on PFOA, 
PFOS, GenX, and PFBS compounds that discusses the health effects of 
these compounds.  See also ES 8 (Comment 6) for references to the 

 
14 Environmental Research 220 (2023) 115165.  Locally caught freshwater fish across the United States are likely a 
significant source of exposure to PFOS and other perfluorinated compounds. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2022.115165.   
15 EPA,   Lifetime Drinking Water Health Advisories for Four Perfluoroalkyl Substances Federal Register / 

Vol. 87, No. 118 / Tuesday, June 21, 2022 / Notices, Pages 36848-9. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2022.115165


Deficiency Review of TCEQ Executive Director's Responses to Public Comments 

Environmental Stewardship   
a WATERKEEPER ALLIANCE Affiliate 

30 

health effects of  PFOS and other PFAS compound from consumption of 
freshwater fish.   (ES 11 Comment 7) 

25. This is TCEQ's primary fallback position when asked if this segment of the 
river is meeting the Aquatic-life Use standard.  Once again, they do not 
provide data to support or refute this claim, likely because they do not 
have any data since 2002 on record and.  TCEQ does not indicate that it 
used the 2004-8 LCRA/SAWS studies reference in ES 1 (Comment 3) 
which TCEQ does not confirm exists in this document when asked.  LCRA 
has the studies but is unwilling to voluntarily release to ES after agreeing 
to do so in a public meeting on the WMP.   

26. Regarding the impaired fish and macrobenthic community response, why 
have they not investigated the concern further by conducting biological 
studies?  TCEQ has been punting this one down the road since 2002. (ES 
14 Comment 12) 

27. The TCEQ has not indicated whether or not the data that would justify their 
determination is included in the documents available at the Office of the 
Chief Clerk or the Commissioners' Integrated Database.  (ES 20 Comment 
16) 
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Supporting evidence for issues raised by Environmental Stewardship 
in comments to TECQ regarding Gapped Bass/The Boring Company, and 

Corix/McKinney Roughs wastewater TPDES permit applications 
 

 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 
Fish and Macrobenthic Communities have been TCEQ listed1 as "impaired ... in water "as 
"TCEQ cause[s]" for concern in numerous Assessment Units (AUID) of Segment 1428 since 
before 20022 and were carried forward at each assessment through 2020.  Both are “use 
concerns” (CN3) based on "inadequate data (less than 4)" (ID). The methods of assessment for 
these parameters for Aquatic Life Use were listed in 2020 as "regional" and "qualitative", 
respectively.  
 
These two biological parameters of concern that relate to aquatic life use have been carried 
forward for at least 18 years without having been further evaluated to determine whether to rate 
them as fully supporting (FS), nonsupport (NS), or no concern (NC).   
 
Fish Community, as an Aquatic Life Use Method, and the lower segment of the Colorado River, 
were delisted from the July 7, 2022,4 TCEQ Water Quality Report5. Dissolved oxygen concerns 
in the upper segment of the Colorado river were also delisted from the same report.   
 
NOTE:  Segment 1428 was included in "intensive biological and physical data collection 
activities conducted in 2004-2007" and reported in 20086. Aquatic habitat and use data were 
collected at 10 sites from Longhorn Dam to Wharton. Fifty (50) species of fish7 were collected in 
the entire lower basin.   
 
Nutrient screening for Nitrate and Total Phosphate have been TCEQ listed as General Use 
"in water" "TCEQ cause" of concern based on the concentration levels that these compounds are 
found in water. (See Documents cited in footnotes 1 and 2).   Neither have been caried forward 
from previous assessments. Both are "screening level concerns" (CS) based on adequate data 
(AD).  The method of assessment for these General Use parameters have been by Nutrient 
Screening Levels. Orthophosphorus was listed in this group until 2020. 

 
1 2020 Texas Integrated Report - Assessment Results for Basin 14 - Colorado River Basin, Segment 1428, page 183 
of 242.   
2 2002 Basin Assessment from TCEQ website;  2006 Texas Water Quality Inventory - Basin Assessment Data By 
Segment, Segment 1428, Page 1 of 7;  2008 Texas Water Quality Inventory - Basin Assessment Data based on 
Segment (March 19, 2008) page 1 of 5;  2010 Water Quality Inventory: Assessment Results for Basin 14 - Colorado 
River (page 280 - 297).   
3 From 2006 to 2008 CN was listed as "Concern for Near non-attainment" until changed in 2010 to "Use Concern". 
4 TCEQ SFR-127, 2022 Guidance for Assessing and Reporting Surface Water Quality in Texas, was adopted July 7, 
2022.   
5 See: Timeline and Exhibits in Support of Evidence for Issues raised by Environmental Stewardship in comments to 
TCEQ regarding Gapped Bass/The Boring Company, and Corix/McKinney Roughs wastewater TPDES Permit 
Applications and Draft Permits. 
6 Colorado and Lavaca Rivers and Matagorda and Lavaca Bays Basin and Bay Expert Science Team (CL-BBEST) 
Environmental Flow Regimes Recommendations Report, March 1, 2011. 
7 Surface Water Quality Monitoring Procedures, Volume 2:  Appendix B:  Greater than or equal to 52 fish species 
are needed to support the exceptional aquatic-life use standard for fish (Metric for Ecoregion 30 (Table B.6.) and 
greater than or equal to 42 species for Ecoregion 31 Table B.7.). 
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Both have been chemical parameters of concern for at least 20 years but continue to be assessed 
and included because the data indicates an ongoing concern that is short of being characterized 
as nonsupport (NS) that would trigger a Category 5c response.   
 
The Nitrate and Total Phosphate concerns in lower segment of the Colorado River were also 
delisted from the July 7, 2022, TCEQ Water Quality Report.  
 
Category 5c concerns, like bacteria in this Segment, are included on the 303(d) list and require 
additional data or information to be collected and/or evaluated for one or more parameters before 
a management strategy, normally TMDLs for chemical parameters, is selected.   
 

 
NEW Guidelines for Assessing and Reporting Surface Water Quality in Texas   
 
New guidelines were adopted by TCEQ on July 7, 2022, the same day that several of the 
concerns mentioned above were de-listed.  Chapter 1, Summary of the Reporting Approach 
provides some insight into the new decision-making process.  The following sections need to 
be reviewed to determine if they justifiably account for the de-listings: 
 

Development of the Integrated Report and 303(d) List  
Development of the IR includes the following basic steps:  
 

·Active solicitation and selection of acceptable data and information to 
develop the IR. 
·Solicit stakeholder input on assessment guidance and revise existing 
methods as necessary. 
·Assessing the data and information to determine which water bodies are 
not meeting TSWQS (See Chapters 2 and 3). 
·Preparing and categorizing the draft IR. 
·Data provider review of assessment data and summary information. 
·Receiving public comment on the draft IR. 
·Revising and finalizing the assessment and List based on new 
information and comments from the EPA and the public. 
·Developing a schedule for TMDLs for Category 5 water bodies. 
·Present draft IR at a TCEQ Agenda for Commission approval. 
·Submit draft IR to EPA for review and approval. 

 

Data and Information Used  
 
As required by CWA Section 303(d) and 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
Section 130.7(b)(5), TCEQ considers all existing and readily available water 
quality-related data and information during the development of the IR. TCEQ 
solicits data and information primarily through established public outreach 
mechanisms of the Texas Clean Rivers Program (CRP), including steering 
committee meetings, public meetings, publications, and by posting drafts of the 
IR on TCEQ’s website.  
TCEQ and the EPA recognize that there are some boundaries that must be 
established for the data and information ultimately used for listing. These 
include:  
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·Time limitations - In most circumstances, data collected prior to the 
most recent seven-to-ten-year assessment period do not adequately 
reflect current conditions. 

·Data quality - Given the regulatory implications associated with the use 
of water quality data, the TCEQ uses scientifically rigorous and consistent 
water quality sampling methods to help ensure valid outcomes. 

·Data format - All data must be in a form that does not require extensive 
data format manipulation to be useable for assessment. TCEQ provides 
guidance and support to monitoring entities that allow them to submit 
data in an appropriate and consistent format. 
 

Data must therefore meet minimum quality assurance (QA) and QC 
requirements established by TCEQ. This includes collection of data according to 
applicable procedures in the Surface Water Quality Monitoring Procedures, 
Volume 1: Physical and Chemical Monitoring Methods, RG 415, and Volume 2: 
Methods for Collecting and Analyzing Biological Assemblage and Habitat Data, 
RG 416, hereafter referred to as the SWQM Procedures Volume 1 and SWQM 
Procedures Volume 2, as well as applicable Texas laboratory accreditation 
requirements (Title 30 Texas Administrative Code [TAC], Chapter 25).  
 
Data that are not collected under a TCEQ-approved quality assurance project 
plan (QAPP), if submitted, must be accompanied by documentation of QA for 
evaluation by TCEQ water quality staff. Data without appropriate QA 
documentation will be considered as anecdotal evidence to support or refute 
assessment results but will not be used in statistical evaluations. 
 

Removing a Water Body from the 303(d) List  
Water bodies are removed from the 303(d) List (Category 5) for any one on the 
following seven reasons:  
 

·Standards are met - Additional monitoring data demonstrate that a 
water body meets applicable water quality standards. 
 
·Errors in listing - Errors in the data or procedures used to list the water 
body invalidate the original basis for listing. 

·New procedures used - Procedures used by the state to assess water 
quality monitoring data are routinely improved and revised. In the 
absence of recent data, the original data set for a listed water body may 
be reassessed with more accurate procedures and be found to attain the 
standard or criteria. The strength and quality of the data set, and quality 
of the water must also meet the requirement for delisting using revised 
methods. 

·Revised standards - Water quality standards and criteria have been 
revised, and a listed water body attains the new standards or criteria. 

·TMDL approval - The EPA approves a TMDL designed to attain water 
quality standards for a water body-Category 4a. 
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·Water body expected to meet - Based on water quality controls in place 
(other than a TMDL), attainment of the water quality standards is 
expected in a reasonable period of time-Category 4b. 

·Impairment not caused by a pollutant - New information demonstrates 
that the impairment is not caused by a pollutant, and that water quality 
conditions cannot be changed by the allocation and control of pollutants 
through the TMDL  process-Category 4c. 

 
Note that for Category 4 impairments, because there are water quality controls 
in place, or the non-support is not amenable to TMDL processes, impairments 
are removed from Category 4 when water quality standards are attained. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
It appears that data and information that is over seven years old, and/or reassessed with more 
accurate procedures and though not stated, may be determined to not be suitable for use in 
assessments.    
 
It would appear that in cases where the data have been listed as inadequate data, and where no 
attempt has been made to collect adequate data, the lack of an effort to get adequate data after 
seven years, can be the rationale for wholly discarding use of the original data and the concern 
can be de-listed as being an error in listing, or dismissed due to new procedures.  
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 

Fish and Macrobenthic Communities have been a TCEQ cause based on impairment in water 
concerns that have not been investigated for at least 18 years by collecting biological field data to 
determine whether to rate them as fully supporting (FS), nonsupport (NS), or no concern (NC).   
 
Without a holistic biological assessment of these biological indicators of the status of aquatic life 
use, there is no ability for TECQ, or the public, to determine whether management strategies for 
constituents in discharges to this segment of the river -- such as nitrogen and total phosphate -- 
are degrading the water quality in this Colorado River segment to an extent that the aquatic life 
use has also been degraded, or not degraded.   
 
The Executive Director has asserted,   
 

"no significant degradation of water quality is expected in the Colorado River below 
Lady Bird Lake/Town Lake which has been identified as having exceptional aquatic life 
use",  

 
Thae above assertion for both the Tier 1 and Tier 2 antidegradation review cannot be 
reliably concluded given the uncertainty in the data and the Agency’s levels of evaluations 
of the conditions in the Colorado River Segment 1428 below Lady Bird Lake/Town Lake.   
 
It further appears that the adoption of new guidelines for assessing and reporting surface 
water data were used to  delist the fish and macrobenthic community concerns.  This 
decision should be reconsidered in light of the history.   
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SUMMARY 
 
Fish Community: (Colorado River lower Segment to Gilleland Creek) 
 2000  Use Supported 
 2002  Concern;  lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
  Not Assessed; lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
  Overall Secondary Concern, lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
  2 samples, 0 exceedances 
 2006 Concern for Near non-attainment (CN) ), Inadequate Data (ID) 
 2008 Concern for Near non-attainment (CN) ), Inadequate Data (ID) 
 2010 Use Concern (CN), Inadequate Data (ID) 
 2020 Use Concern (CN), Inadequate Data (ID) 
 2022 Fish Community as an Aquatic Life Use Method was Delisted 
 (July 7, 2022)  
 
Macrobenthic Community: (Colorado River lower Segment to Gilleland 
Creek) 
 2000  Use Supported 
 2002  Concern;  lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
  Not Assessed; lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
  Overall Secondary Concern, lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
  2 samples, 1 exceedance  
 2006 Concern for Near non-attainment (CN) ), Inadequate Data (ID) 
 2008 Concern for Near non-attainment (CN) ), Inadequate Data (ID) 
 2010 Use Concern (CN) ), Inadequate Data (ID) 
 2020 Use Concern (CN), Inadequate Data (ID) 
 2022 Colorado River delisted from this Aquatic Life Use Method  (July 
 7, 2022)  
  
Dissolved Oxygen: 
 2020 New Method Added 
  Colorado River, Walnut Creek to Longhorn Dam (CS)  (May 31,  
  2020) 
 2022 Colorado River, Walnut Creek to Longhorn Dam  delisted (July 7, 
  2022) 
 
Habitat: 
 2020 New Method Added 
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  Walnut Creek 
 
Nitrate:    No. Listings 
 2000 Nitrite + nitrate is a concern in the lower 20 miles.  
 2002  Concern: lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
  38 samples, 11 exceedances 
  Concern:  Overall Nutrient Enrichment  
 2006    1  
 2008    2 
 2010    3 
 2020    6 May 31, 2020  
 2022    5 July 7, 2022 
      Colorado River lower segment delisted 
 
Orthophosphorus: No. Listings 
 2002 Concern: lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek  
  38 samples, 11 exceedances  
 2006    2  
 2008    2 
 2010    3 
 2020    0  
 
Total Phosphates:   No. Listings 
 2006    1  
 2008    2 
 2010    3 
 2020    2 May 31, 2020  
 2022    1 July 7, 2022 
      Colorado River lower segment delisted 
 
Bacteria Single Sample:  No. Listings  Concern 
 2000  Contact recreation use is not supported due to elevated fecal coliform  
  in the upper 6 miles. 
 2002 Gilleland Creek listed for bacteria 
 2006    1  
 2008    2   CN 
 2010    1   CN 
     1   NS 
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 2020    0    May 31, 2020  
 2022    0    July 7, 2022 
 
Bacteria Geomean:  No. Listings  Concern 
 2002    1   5c Gilleland Creek  
 2006    1  
 2008    2   CN 
     2   NS 
     4   5c 
 2010    3   CN 
     5   5c 
 2020    3   CS May 31, 2020 
     3   4a May 31, 2020  
 2022    2   CN July 7, 2022 
     4   4a July 7, 2022 
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2006 - Report from TCEQ website (See Exhibit 5) 
 

• Assessment Data (7 TCEQ Causes Listed) 
 

o Fish Community   Concern for Near non-attainment (CN)  Carry Forward 
1428_01  Colorado River, Lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 

 
o Macrobenthic Community- Concern for Near non-attainment (CN)  Carry Forward 

1428_01  Colorado River, Lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
 
o Nitrate   Concern for Screening level (CS)   No 

1428_01  Colorado River, Lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
 
o Orthophosphorus  Concern for Screening level (CS)   No 

1428_01  Colorado River, Lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
1428_02  Colorado Rover. Gilleland Creek to Walnut Creek 

 
o Total Phosphorus  Concern for Screening level (CS)   No 

1428_01  Colorado River, Lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
 
o E. coli   Non-Supporting (NS), Impaired Category 5c  No 

1428_03   Walnut Creek to Longhorn Dam 
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2008 - Reports from TCEQ website (See Exhibit 6) 
 

• Integrated Report - Not Available on TCEQ website 
 

• Assessment Data - 20 TCEQ Causes Listed 
o Fish Community   Concern for Near non-attainment (CN)  Carry Forward 

1428_01  Colorado River, Lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
 
o Macrobenthic Community- Concern for Near non-attainment (CN)  Carry Forward 

1428_01  Colorado River, Lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
1428B_04  Walnut Creek, From Dessau Rd. upstream to MoPac/Loop 1 

 
o Nitrate   Concern for Screening level (CS)   No 

1428_01  Colorado River, Lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
1428C_01  Gilleland Creek, From Colorado River upstream to Taylor Lane 
1428C_02  Gilleland Creek, From Taylor Lane upstream to Old Hwy 20 

 
o Orthophosphorus  Concern for Screening level (CS)   No 

1428_01  Colorado River, Lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek 
1428C_01  Gilleland Creek, From Colorado River upstream to Taylor Lane 

 
o Total Phosphorus  Concern for Screening level (CS)   No 

1428_01  Colorado River, Lower end of segment to Gilleland Creek   
 
o Bacteria Single Sample Concern for near non-attainment (CN)   No 

1428_03  Colorado River, Walnut Creek to Longhorn Dam  
 Fecal coliform 
1428C_01  Gilleland Creek, From Colorado River upstream to Taylor Lane 

 
o Bacteria Single Sample Non-Supporting (NS), Impaired Category 5c  No 

1428B_05  Walnut Creek, From MoPac upstream to RR  west of Loop 1
 E. coli 

 
o Bacteria Geomean  Concern for near non-attainment (CN)  No 

1428B_04  Walnut Creek, From Dessau Rd. upstream to MoPac/Loop 1
 E. coli 
1428B_05  Walnut Creek, From MoPac upstream to RR west of Loop 1
 E. coli 

 
o Bacteria Geomean  Non-Supporting (NS)      No 

1428_03  Colorado River, Walnut Creek to Longhorn Dam  
 Fecal coliform 
1428C_01  Gilleland Creek, From Colorado River upstream to Taylor Lane 
 Fecal coliform 
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o Bacteria Geomean  Non-Supporting (NS), Impaired Category 5c  No 
   

1428_03  Colorado River, Walnut Creek to Longhorn Dam  
 E. coli 
1428B_01  Walnut Creek, From Colorado River upstream to FM 969 
 Fecal coliform 
1428B_03  Walnut Creek, From old Manor Rd. upstream to Dessau Rd. 
 Fecal coliform 
1428C_01  Gilleland Creek, From Colorado River upstream to Taylor Lane
 E. coli 

 
Water Bodies Evaluated 

o Colorado Below Town Lake  Assessed in 2008 TWQS-Appendix A 
o Walnut Creek    Assessed in 2008 Presumption from 

Flow Type 
o Gilleland Creek    Assessed in 2008 Presumption from 

Flow Type 
 

• Colorado River Below Town Lake  
o Colorado River, Walnut Creek to Longhorn Dam Category 5c Bacteria  
         Not Carried Forward 
o Walnut Creek   Category 5c Bacteria Not Carried Forward 
o Gilleland Creek   Category 5c Bacteria Not Carried Forward 
 

• 303(d) List 
o Bacteria Colorado River  Category 5c  First Listed 2006 
o Bacteria Walnut Creek   Category 5c  First Listed 2006 
o Bacteria Gilleland Creek  Category 5c  First Listed 1999 
 

• Water Bodies and Impairments Added to 303(d) List 
o None added for Segment 1428 
 

• Water Bodies and Parameters Removed from 303(d) List 
o None removed for Segment 1428 
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2010 - Report from TCEQ - 18 TCEQ Causes Listed, 4 Screening  Level 
Concerns wo/Cause Listed  (See Exhibit 7) 
 

o Fish Community (Regional) Use Concern (CN)    Carry Forward 
 1428_01  Colorado River, Lower Segment to Gilleland Creek  
 
o Macrobenthic Community (Qualitative) 
      Use Concern (CN)    Carry Forward 
 1428_01   Colorado River, Lower Segment to Gilleland Creek  
 1428B_04 Walnut Creek, From Dessau Rd. upstream to MoPac/Loop 1 
 
o Nitrate    Screening Level Concern(CS)  No 
 1428_01   Colorado River, Lower Segment to Gilleland Creek  
 1428_02 Colorado River, Gilleland Creek upstream to Walnut Creek 
 1428C_01 Gilleland Creek, From CR upstream to Taylor Lane 
 1428C_02 Gilleland Creek, From Taylor Lane upstream to Old Hwy 20 
 
o Orthophosphorus  Screening Level Concern(CS)  No 
 1428_01 Colorado River, Lower Segment to Gilleland Creek 
 1428_02 Colorado River, Gilleland Creek upstream to Walnut Creek 
 1428C_01 Gilleland Creek, From CR upstream to Taylor Lane 
 
o Total Phosphorus  Screening Level Concern(CS)  No 

  1428_01   Colorado River, Lower Segment to Gilleland Creek 
 1428_02 Colorado River, Gilleland Creek upstream to Walnut Creek 
 
o Bacteria Single Sample Screening Level Concern (CS)  No 

  1428B_04 Walnut Creek, From Dessau Rd. upstream to MoPac/Loop 1 
 
o Bacteria Single Sample Nonsupport (NS)    No 

1428B_05 Walnut Creek, From MoPac/Loop 1 upstream  to RR. west of 
Loop 1 
 

o Bacteria Geomean  Screening Level Concern (CS)  No 
 1428B_01 Walnut Creek, From Colorado River upstream to FM 969 
 1428B_02 Walnut Creek, From FM969 to Old Manor Rd. 
 1423B_03 Walnut Creek, From Old Manor Rd. upstream to Dessau Rd.  
 

o Bacteria Geomean  Nonsupport (NS),  Category 5c  No 
  5c:  Additional data and information will be collected before a TMDL is  
  scheduled 
 1428_03 Colorado River, Walnut Creek to Longhorn Dam 
 1428B_05 Walnut Creek, From MoPac/Loop 1 upstream to RR. west of Loop  
 1428C_01 Gilleland Creek, From CR upstream to Taylor Lane  

1428C_03 Gilleland Creek, From Old Hwy 20 to Cameron Rd. 
 1428C_04 Gilleland Creek, From Cameron Rd to the spring sourc 
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2020 - Reports from TCEQ (See Exhibit 8) 
  
 May 31, 2020, Report (19 TCEQ Causes Listed) 
 

o Fish Community (Regional) Use Concern (CN)    Carry Forward 
 1428_01  Colorado River, Lower Segment to Gilleland Creek  
 
o Macrobenthic Community (Qualitative)    Use Concern (CN)  Carry Forward 
 1428_01   Colorado River, Lower Segment to Gilleland Creek  
 1428B_04 Walnut Creek, From Dessau Rd. upstream to MoPac/Loop 1 
 
o Nitrate    Screening Level Concern(CS)  No 
 1428_01   Colorado River, Lower Segment to Gilleland Creek  
 1428_02 Colorado River, Gilleland Creek upstream to Walnut Creek 
 1428C_01 Gilleland Creek, From CR upstream to Taylor Lane 
 1428C_02 Gilleland Creek, From Taylor Lane upstream to Old Hwy 20 
 1428C_03 Gilleland Creek, From Old Hwy 20 to Cameron Rd. 
 1428C_04 Gilleland Creek, From Cameron Rd to the spring source 
 
o Total Phosphorus  Screening Level Concern(CS)  No 

  1428_01   Colorado River, Lower Segment to Gilleland Creek 
 1428_02 Colorado River, Gilleland Creek upstream to Walnut Creek 
 
o Dissolved Oxygen  Screening Level Concern(CS)  No 
 1428_03 Colorado River, Walnut Creek to Longhorn Dam  
 
o Bacteria Geomean  Screening Level Concern(CS) Carry Forward 
 1428B_02 Walnut Creek, From FM969 to Old Manor Rd. 
 1428B_04 Walnut Creek, From Dessau Rd. upstream to MoPac/Loop 1 
 1428C_01 Gilleland Creek, From CR upstream to Taylor Lane  
 
 Bacteria Geomean  Nonsupport (NS),  Category 4a  No 

 4a:  ALL TMDLs have been completed and approved by EPA 
 1428B_05 Walnut Creek, From MoPac/Loop 1 upstream to Union Pacific  
   RR. south of McNeil Drive 
 1428C_03 Gilleland Creek, From Old Hwy 20 to Cameron Rd. 
 1428C_04 Gilleland Creek, From Cameron Rd to the spring source 
 
o Habitat  New Method Screening Level Concern(CS) Carry Forward 
 1428B_03 Walnut Creek, From Old Manor Rd upstream to Dessau Rd.  
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2020 - Reports from TCEQ (continued) 
 
July 7, 2022, Report  (14 TCEQ Causes Listed) 
 
o Macrobenthic Community (Qualitative)   Use Concern (CN)  Carry Forward 
 1428B_04 Walnut Creek, From Dessau Rd. upstream to MoPac/Loop 1 
 
o Nitrate    Screening Level Concern(CS)  No 

  1428_02 Colorado River, Gilleland Creek upstream to Walnut Creek 
  1428C_01 Gilleland Creek, From CR upstream to Taylor Lane 
  1428C_02 Gilleland Creek, From Taylor Lane upstream to Old Hwy 20 
  1428C_03 Gilleland Creek, From Old Hwy 20 to Cameron Rd. 
  1428C_04 Gilleland Creek, From Cameron Rd to the spring source 

 
o Total Phosphorus  Screening Level Concern(CS)  No 

  1428_02 Colorado River, Gilleland Creek upstream to Walnut Creek 
 
o Bacteria Geomean  Use Concern(CN)   Carry Forward 

 1428B_02 Walnut Creek, From FM969 to Old Manor Rd. 
 1428C_04 Walnut Creek, From Dessau Rd. upstream to MoPac/Loop 1 

 
o Bacteria Geomean  Nonsupport (NS),  Category 4a  No 

 4a:  A state-developed TMDL has been approved by EPA or TMDL  
  has been established by EPA for any water-pollutant combination.  

 1428B_05 Walnut Creek, From MoPac/Loop 1 upstream to Union Pacific  
   RR. south of McNeil Drive 

  1428C_01 Gilleland Creek, from confluence 
  1428C_03 Gilleland Creek, From Old Hwy 20 to Cameron Rd. 
  1428C_04 Gilleland Creek, From Cameron Rd to the spring source 

 
o Habitat  New Method Screening Level Concern(CS) Carry Forward 

  1428B_03 Walnut Creek, From Old Manor Rd upstream to Dessau Rd.  
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Colorado River Basin Narrative Summary 

The headwaters of the Colorado River begin in eastern Dawson County. 
The river flows approximately 600 miles to Matagorda Bay in the Gulf of 
Mexico. Major tributaries to the Colorado are: the North and South 
Concho River near San Angelo; San Saba River near San Saba; Pecan 
Bayou near Brownwood; Llano River near Llano; Pedemales River near 
Johnson City; and Barton Creek and Onion Creek near Austin. Total basin 
drainage area in Texas is 39,893 square miles. Austin is the largest city in 
the basin, followed by Odessa, San Angelo, Midland, Big Spring, and 
Brownwood. 

For water quality management purposes, the Colorado River Basin has 
been divided into 34 segments consisting of 1,583 stream miles. Fifteen 
major reservoirs are located throughout the basin, which cover I 19,587 
surface acres. 

Lake J. B. Thomas, the most upstream reservoir, has good water quality. 
Downstream of the reservoir, water quality deteriorates due to oil field 
activities and natural salt deposits. The water quaJity of the Concho, Llano, 
and Pedemales Rivers is good, with periodic depressed dissolved oxygen 
concentrations and elevated fecal coliform densities. Elevated fecal coli­
form densities found io many of the tributary streams in the Austin area 
originate mostly from unidentified nonpoint source runoff. 

The largest citizen-based monitoring program in the state, the Colorado 
River Watch Network (CRWN), extends from the mouth of the Colorado 
River upstream past Lake Buchanan. Volunteers sample IO mainstem 
segments of the Colorado River and many of its tributaries. Sampling is 
conducted monthly for about seven different constituents. Funding and 
support for the CRWN is provided by the LCRA and the CRP. 
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Colorado River Basin 

Segment 1428 - Colorado River Below Town Lake 

Water body description: From a point 100 meters (I JO yards) upstream of 
FM 969 near Utley in Bastrop County to Longhorn Dam 
in Travis County 

Water body 
classification: Classified 

Water body type: Freshwater Stream 

Water body length / area: 41.00 Miles 

Use support summary: The contact recreation use is not supported due to elevated 
fecal colifonn densities in the upper 6 miles. Other uses arc 
supported. 

Water quality concerns 
summary: Nitrite + nitrate nitrogen is a concern in the lower 20 miles.J:-

Additional information: A project is scheduled for fecal colifonn bacteria to do one 
or more of the following: assess the relevant water quality 
standard; to confinn the impainnent; to conduct a total 
maximum daily load (TMDL) to evaluate the causes and 
sources and allocate the allowable loading; or to correct the 
impairment under another program. For more information 
on specific TMDL projects, visit the TNRCC Web site at 
www.tnrcc.state.tx.us/waterlquality/tmdll . .,) 

C µ,., )c__,. '.S".,. ouc., l.::.tJ { ~ 
Monitoring sites used in the assessment 

Station Stadon Description 

12466 Colorado River al county park in Webberville 

12469 Colorado RivtT al FM 973 at Del Valle 

12474 Colorado River Bridge on US 183 southeast of Austin 

12475 Colorado River just below Longhorn Dam in Austin 

Published studies 

Publication 

IS 75 Colorado River 

Date 

flee. 1984 

228 

Author 

Werkenthin, F. 



Wastewater dischargers 

Permit type Number of outfalls 

Agriculture 

Domestic 

Industrial 

Historical fish kills 

Start date Loation 

09/08/1994 Little Walnut Creek al 
Brookhollow Circle and 7012 ½ 
Geneva Drive. Austin-. TX 

10/29/1994 Buescher Stale Park Lake cast 

of Bastrop, TX 

03/29/1995 Walnut Creek tributary in Au.s-
tin 

02/11/1996 Gilleland Creek tributary 

06/12/1996 Boggy Creek 

07/13/1996 Lake Walter E. Long 

08/02/1996 Tannehill Creek 

01/18/1999 Ruuermilk Branch Creek - I 00 
yds downslream of Cameron 
Street in East Austin 

2 

33 

16 

229 

Fish kiUed 

1,000 

100 

49 

79 

5 

16 

150 

416 

Suspected c.oust 

Low Dissolved Oxygen 

Low Dissolved Oxygen 

O~ic compound 

lnO£gimiC compound 

Organic compound 

Organic compound 

Inorganic compound 

Organic compound 



Colorado River Basin 

Segment 1434 - Colorado River Above La Grange 

Water body description: From a point 100 meters (110 yards) downstream ofSl-l 71 
at La Grange in Fayette County to a point 100 meters ( 110 
yards) upstream of FM 969 near Utley in Bastrop County 

Water body 
classification: Classified 

Water body type: Freshwater Stream 

Water body length / area: 74.00 Miles 

Use support summary: Available data indicate that the aquatic life, contact recre­
ation, public water supply, and general uses are supported. 
The fish consumption use was not assessed due to insuffi­
cient data. 

Water quality concerns 
summary: Available data indicate that there are no water quality 

concerns. 

Monitoring sites used in the assessment 

Station Station Oesui lion 

12293 Colorado River below SH 95, I mi, at Olive Rd in Smithville 

12457 Colorado Rive, at SH 95/SH Loop 230 at Smithville 

12461 Colorado River in Bastrop City Park, 100 meters (300 ft) upstream or SH 71 

12462 Colorado River at Loop 150 south of Bastrop 

Wastewater dischargers 

Permit type 

Domestic 

Industrial 

Number of outfalls 

18 

5 

243 
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Below is an Electronic Version of 
an Out-of-Print Publication 

You can scroll to view or print this publication here, or you 
can borrow a paper copy from the Texas State Library, 
512/463-5455. You can also view a copy at the TCEQ 
Library, 512/239-0020, or borrow one through your branch 
library using interlibrary loan. 

The TCEQ's current print publications are listed in our 
catalog at www.tnrcc.state.tx.us/admin/topdoc/index.html. 
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Colorado River Basin Narrative Summary 

The headwaters of the Colorado River are located in the western portion of 
the state in Dawson County and flow southeast approximately 900 miles to 
Matagorda Bay in the Gulf of Mexico. This feature makes the Colorado 
River the longest river in the United States that is contained within the 
borders of one state. 

The Colorado River basin includes 55 counties and covers approximately 
40,000 square miles from eastern New Mexico to the Gulf of Mexico. It's 
flow carries it from an elevation of almost 3,000 ft. above sea level in the 
semi-arid west, through the rugged canyons of the Texas Hill Country 
before crossing the Coastal Plains to empty in the Gulf. Major community 
centers include Austin, San Angelo, Ray City, Big Spring, Brownwood, 
and El Campo. Important tributaries to the Colorado include the North 
and South Concho River near San Angelo; San Saba River near San Saba; 
Pecan Bayou near Brownwood; Llano River near Llano; Pedernales River 
near Johnson City; and Barton Creek and Onion Creek near Austin. 

For water quality management purposes, the Colorado River Basin has 
been divided into 34 classified segments consisting of 1,525 stream miles. 
Fifteen major reservoirs are located throughout the basin, which cover 
119,591 surface acres. 

Naturally saline soils and oil-field related activities, coupled with several 
years of drought have created high levels of dissolved solids in the upper 
portion of the basin. E.V. Spence Reservoir and the Colorado River below 
the reservoir do not meet their designated uses because of elevated 
amounts of dissolved solids. The water quality of the San Saba, Llano, and 
Pedernales Rivers is good. In the middle portion of the basin, most water 
bodies support their designated uses. The water quality of the Highland 
Lakes is good, with periodic depressed dissolved oxygen concentrations 
resulting from seasonal mixing. Elevated nutrient levels and fecal coliform 
densities found in many of the tributary streams in the Austin area 
originate mostly from unidentified non-point source runoff. 

The largest citizen-based monitoring program in the state, the Colorado 
River Watch Network (CRWN), extends from the mouth of the Colorado 
River upstream through the Highland Lakes, to Pecan Bayou above 
Brownwood, to the Llano River at Junction, to the San Saba River at San 
Saba, and to the Pedernales above Stonewall. Volunteers sample 10 
main stem segments of the Colorado River and many of its tributaries. 
Sampling is conducted monthly for about seven different constituents. 
Funding and support for the CRWN is provided by the LCRA and the 
CRP. 



2002 Texas 303{d) List (October I, 2002) Page: 40 

ScgID: 1426 Colorado River Btlow E. V. Spence Raervoo- OveraU Cal<:gory: Sa 

Water body locarion: From a point 3.7 km (2.3 miles) below thecoofiuence of Mustang Creek in Runnels County to Robert Lee Dam 
in Cok'c County 

Arca Panuneier Category Rank 

Coke County line to SH 208 chloride 5a H 

Coke County line to SH 208 total dissolved solids 5a II 

Country Club Lake 10 Coke County line chloride 5a H 

Country Club Lake 10 Coke Counly line total dissolved solids 5a II 

Lowe< end of segment to Country Club Lake chloride 5a H 

Lower end of segment to Country Club Lake total dissolved solids 5a II 

Sii 208 to dam chloride Sa H 

SH 2081odam total dissolved solids 5a H 

Seg!D: 1427 Onion Creek Overall Category: Sc 

Water body location: From the confluence with the Colorado Rive:r in Travis County to the most upstream crossing of FM 165 in 
Blanco Counly 

Arca Parameter ca1e.,,~ Rank 

From end of segment upstream to US 183 deptessed dissolved oxygen 5c D 

Segm: 1427A SlaughterCreek(undassiJled water body) Overall Category: Sc 

Water body location: Intermittent stream with perennial pools from the confluence with Onion Creek to above US 290 west of 
Austin 

Area Parameter Category Rank 

Entin: water body impaired macrobcnthos community 5c D 

ScgID: 1428C GiDelaod Creek (• ncl ... lll<d water body) Overall Category: Sc 

Water body location: Perennial stream and intermittent stream with perennial pools from the connuence with the Colorado River up 
lo the spring source (Ward Spring) oorthwest of l'Ougcrvillc, in Travis County 

Arca Parameter Category Rank 

From Taylor Lane upstream 10 Old Highway 20 bacteria 5c D 

ScglD: 14298 Eants Cnek (t1ntbwified water -y) Overall Category: Sc 

Water body location: From the connuence of Town Lake in ccntnl.l Austin in Travis County to the upStream perennial Portion of 
the stream in west Austin UJ Travis County 

Area Parameter (",ategory Rank 

Entire water body bacteria 5c D 

SeglD: 1429C Waller Creel< (antlasrlll«I water body) OvcraU Category: Sc 

Water body location: From the confluence of Town Lake in central Austin in Travis county to the upstream portion of the stream in 
north Austi1t in Travis County 

Area Parameter Category Rank 

From theeonfluence with ·rown Lake to East MLK Blvd. impaired macrobe:ntbos community 5c D 



Basin Tabular Summaries 

For each basin, there are two documents: Tabular Summary of Use Support and Tabular 
Summary of Water Quality Concerns 

Tabular Summary of Use Support 

This series of tables provides a quick, detailed reference to water quality status within a basin. 
The summary identifies the indicators used to assess support of designated uses. For each 
indicator, support codes are used to identify the level of attainment as fully supporting (FS), 
partial supporting (PS), not supporting (NS), not assessed (NA), and not applicable (X). 
Indicators that contribute to partially supporting and not supporting uses are in bold type. 

Tabular Summary of Water Quality Concerns 

This series of tables provides a quick, detailed reference to water quality problems within a basin. 
The summary identifies the indicators used to &'>seSS water quality concerns. For each indicator, 
the presence of a water quality problem is identified as a concern (C), no concern (NC), 
threatened (TH), not assessed (NA), or not applicable (X). Indicators that contribute to concerns 
are in bold type. 



Color ado River Basin Tabular Summary of Use Support ( continued) 

Kex 12 ~yooort codes 
9 l 

FS = fully supporting ! fi 
,i: 

PS • partially supporting 

! 
1 1 ! 

... lu ... ! ! 0 

.I ! ! ! NS = not supporting ~ 0 11 0 :3 ~ 

NA = not assessed 8 .. I 
.li l li :! 1l J 8 

, 
"' J J ~ .i ~ X = not applicable .!I ~ .l! .,, ii: ::, "' 8 ... 0 

< ., 0 0 I!! ~ C < ., 0 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - -N N N N N N N N N N .... "' :! :! :! :! :! :! :! :! :! :! :! :! 

DESIGN A TED USE SUPPORT 

Contact Recreation Use FS FS FS NA NA FS FS NA FS NA FS NS 

Noncontact Recreation Use X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Public Water Supply Use FS X X X X X X X FS X X X 

Aquatic Life Use 

Dissolved Oxygen grab min FS FS FS NA NA FS FS NA FS NA FS FS 

Dissolved Oxygen 24-hour avg NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Dissolved Oxygen 24-hour min NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Metals in water NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Organics in waler NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Water Toxicity tests NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Sediment Toxicity tests NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Habitat NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Macrobenthos Community FS NS FS NA NA NA NA NA N'A NA FS NA 

Fish Community NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Fish Consumption Use 

Advisories and Closures NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Human Health Criteria NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

GENERAL USE SUPPORT 

Water Temperature FS X X X X X X X FS X X X 

pl! FS X X X X X X X FS X X X 

Chloride FS X X X X X X X FS X X X 

Sulfate FS X X X X X X X FS X X X 

Total Dissolved Solids FS X X X X X X X FS X X X 

7 



Colorado River Basin Tabular Summary of Use Support (continued) 

Key to support codes t 
i 
u 

J FS = fully supporting t ... 
u u 

PS e partially supporting s u ~ .Q ~ M ... 
J u J J 

u ~ ! t .!3 1l "' C 

NS= not supporting ~ ~ ~ 
~ e § J "' "' NA not assessed V "' ~ !a I Jj I I 3 I! I "' 

X = nol applicable 
;; & V ~ ~ ~ ::; .. ... 

~ .. u "' 
0 "" ... Ii :,; .; .; < "' ~ 0 .. .. .. .. "' "' "' "' N N N N N N N N N N N N 

::! ::! ::! ::! ::! ::! ::! ::! ::! ::! ::! ::! 

DESIGNATED USE SUPPORT 

Contact Recreation Use NA NA NA NA NA NA NA FS NA NA NA NA 

Noncontact Recreation Use X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Public Wat.er Supply Use X X X X X X X FS X X X X 

Aquatic Life Use 

Dissolved Oxygen grab min NA NA NA NA NA NA NA FS NA NA NA NA 

Dissolved Oxygen 24-hour avg NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Dissolved Oxygen 24-hour min NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Metals in water NA NA NA NA NA NA NA FS NA NA NA NA 

Organics in water NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Water Toxicity tests NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Sediment Toxicity tests NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Habitat NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Macrobenthos Community NA FS NA NA NA NA FS NA FS NA N'S NA 

Fish Community NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Fish Consumption Use 

Advisories and Closures NA NA NA NA NA NA NA FS NA NA NA NA 

Human Health Criteria NA NA NA NA NA NA NA FS NA NA NA NA 

GENERAL USE SUPPORT 

Water Temperature X X X X X X X FS X X X X 

pH X X X X X X X FS X X X X 

Chloride X X X X X X X FS X X X X 

Sulfate X X X X X X X FS X X X X 

Total Dissolved Solids X X X X X X X FS X X X X 

8 



Colorado River Basin Tabular Summary of Use Support (continued) 

K$:~ 12 ~t.!12122!:l £od~ 1l 
C 

~ ·i 
~ 

FS = fully supporting ! { .§ 
u ..., • 

~ PS = partially supporting 1 ~ 1l !I, a! "' ~ ~ C g 
~ ~ 

I! 5 l "' 2. 
NS not supporting ~ "' u I: 1 8 u ~ .i u j C Ii 

.,_ :i: i~ 
NA = not assessed 

I j a g i i :,: _.§ ! ~ 
~ 

X - not applicable .. .. i ::, d 8 .=! 

"' ... i;: :c 
0 ~ a:, .. 

l!l l!l ~ 0 ;:; N " • • N N ~ ~ ~ " " " " :! :! :! :! :! :! :! :! :! :! :! :! 

DESIGN A TED USE SUPPORT 

Contact Recreation Use NA NA NA NA FS FS FS FS FS NA FS FS 

Noncootact Recreation Use X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Public Water Supply Use X X X X X X X X FS FS FS X 

Aquatic L-ife Use 

Dissolved Oxygen grab min NA NA NA NA FS FS FS FS FS FS FS FS 

Dissolved Oxygen 24-hour avg NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Dissolved Oxygen 24-hour min NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Metals in water NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Organics in water NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Water Toxicity tests NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Sediment Toxicity tests NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Habitat NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Macrobenthos Community FS FS NA NA FS NA FS NA NA NA NA NA 

Fish Community NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Fish Consumption Use 

Advisories and Closures NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Human Health Criteria NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

GENERAL USE SUPPORT 

Water Temperature X X X X FS X X FS FS FS FS X 

pll X X X X FS X X FS FS NA FS X 

Chloride X X X X FS X X FS FS NA FS X 

Sulfate X X X X FS X X FS FS NA FS X 

Total Dissolved Solids X X X X FS X X FS FS NA NA X 

9 



Colorado River Basin Tabular Summary of Use Support (continued) 

Key to support codes 
I'S = fully supporting 
PS = partially supporting t NS - not supporting ; 
NA = not assessed a, 

~ 

X = not applicable :s 
~ 
:! 

DESIGNATED USE SUPPORT 

Contact Recreation Use FS 

Noncontact Recreation Use X 

Public Water Supply Use X 

Aquatic Life Use 

Dissolved Oxygen grab min FS 

Dissolved Oxygen 24-hour avg NA 

Dissolved Oxygen 24-hour min NA 

Metals in water NA 

Organics in water NA 

Water Toxicity tests NA 

Sediment Toxicity tests NA 

Habitat NA 

Macrobenthos Community NA 

Fish Community NA 

Fish Consumption Use 

Advisories and Closures NA 

Human Health Criteria NA 

GENERAL USE SUPPORT 

Water Temperature X 

pH X 

Chloride X 

Sulfate X 

Total Dissolved Solids X 

10 



2002 Teu1 Water Quality Inventory Page; I 

(ba'IC<I on data from 03/01/1996 to 02/28/200 I) 

Colorado River Below Town Lake 
Segment: 1428 Colorado River Basin 

Basin number: 

Basin group: 

Water body description: 

Water body classification: 

Water body type: 

Water body length / area: 

Water body uses: 

Parameters Removed 

14 

D 
From a point 100 meters (110 yards) upstream of FM 969 near Utley in 
Bastrop Cowity to Longhorn Dam in Travis Collltty 

Classified 

Freshwater Stream 

41 Miles 

Aquatic Life Use, Contact Recreation Use, General Use, Fish Consumption 
Use, Public Water Supply Use 

from the 2000 303(d) Ust: bacu:ria 

Additional lnformation: The aquatic life, contact recreation. public water supply and general uses are fully 
supported. The fish consumption use was not assessed 

Biological data were sampled under cooditions which made it difficuh to collect 
representative samples. 1NRCC and LCRA will identify appropriate sample 
conditions and collect additional cla1a. 

2002 Concerns: 

AsUSJ:ment Are.a Use or Concern Concern Statu1 D<scrlpdon of Concern 

Lower end of sciµncnt to Gilleland Nutrient Enrichment Concern Concern nitratc+nitritc nitrogen 
Creek 

Lower end of segment to Gilleland Nutrient Enrichment Concern Concern orthophosphorus 
Creek 

Lower cod of segment to Gilleland Narrative Criteria Concern Concern impaired fish community 
Creek 

Lower end of scgrnent to Gilleland Narrative Criteria Concern Coocom impaired macrobcnthos 
Creek community 

Monitoring sites used: 

Assusmcnt Area Station 10 Stadon 0-ripdon 

Lower end of segment to Gilleland 124(,6 COL.ORAOO RIVER AT COUNlY PARK IN WEBBERVIU.E 
Creek 

Onion Creek to Walnut Creek 12469 COL.ORAIX> IUVERAT FM 973 AT Da VALLI! 

Walnut Creek to Longhorn Dam 12474 COLORADO RJVER BRIDGE ON US 183 SOUTIIEASTOF AU~TIN 

Walnut Creek to Longhorn Oam 12475 COLI)RAD() RIVER JUST BELOW LONGHORN DAM IN AUSTIN 



2002 Texas Water Quality Inventory Page: 2 

(based on data from 03/01/19961002/28/2001) 

Published studies: 
Publication Dale ADl!lor 

IS 75 Colorado River Dec. 1984 Werlccnthin, F. 



lt02 W•ta" Quality l■n■tory (<lufivmOJ,'Ql/1996111.>01/2&12:00I) 

Segment ID: 1428 Water body name: Colorado River Below Town Lake 

Freshwal<r Stream 

Aquadc: lJfe Ute 

2002 D1uo1vcd Oxygen gnl> avenge 

2002 Ou111olved Oxygen gnb avenge 

2002 Dmolvcd Oxygeo gnb avcragt 

2002 Oissol~ Ox.ygea gnib mininun 

2002 Ois110lwd Ox.ygcn grab minimum 

2002 Oiuol 'Md Oxygen grab n:iinimum 

2002 O"solved Oxygen 24hr ~·cn,ge 
2002 Omolvcd O:x.ygeo 24hr avc,ra,gc. 

2002 Omolvcd Oxygen l 4hr avcna.gc 

2002 Dissolved Ox yp 24hr inntDl.lln 

2002 O..Olvtd Oxygc,i 24hr minimum 

""" OibOIWld Oxygen 2Aht tnitl.imum 

2002 Acute Mnals in w.i.er 

2002 Cb:ron,e Metals in watc:t 

2002 MIIICf'()bc,ntho$ Comn1unity 

2002 F,sh Coom,u:n.1ty 

2002 Overall AqwitllC I ife Use 

2002 Ovenll Aqualic Li fe U~ 

2002 Overall Aquatic Llk U,e 

Colorado Ri,·,r Basin 

Sta.N1e/U• 
orCencen 

NoC-,,. 

No(;onoem 

NoConoc:m 

>ully_,,. 

Fully Supporting 

Fully Supporo,,g 

Not Aues.sed 

Not A,scucd 

Not Ass.esaed 

No1Aucned 

Not Aucucd 

Not A,se11s.cd 

Nc,t Aues.aed 

Not Assessed 

Noc AHeu--Not 
ReprellOOI 

Not Assen-Not 
R"'""'°t 

Fully S\lppo<tin£ 

Fully Supporting 

Fully Supporting 

i..(,w(:r end ohegmc:nt to Gilkhuwl Crttk 

Onic,n Ct"e!!k to Walnut ('red: 

Wa1nllt Cf'Nlk to l,0np<wn DAM 

Lowtr end of 6egiDC111 to Gtllelaod Crcick 

Onion end: to Walnul Creek 

Walnut Cttd to Lon._gbom Dam 

I.owe, end <)( ~icnt h) CriJldand Crttk 

Onion Creek l(> Wal-nut Crcd 

Wa.lnut Creek to l.(lngh(wn Dam 

Lc.N,•cr end of~ 100illeland Cl"CIS 

Onion Creek to Walnut Crcdt 

Walnut Crock to Longhorn O-.n:i 

l,.,c')Wt:r end of ~t to C il~land Cttdc 

Lower cad ofsegmc:nt to Gillel,md Crwk 

Lower Md of segmmt to Gilleland Cn.d. 

L,o.-« end of segment to Gillci.nd Creek 

Lower Md of segmtn1 to Gil leland Cf'Ol!t 

Onion c~ to wamuc Cree:\ 

Walm.rt Creek to Looghom Dam 

Page : I 

T ocaJ si:re: 4 1 Miles 

21 38 I 

,s 25 0 

s 51 3 

21 38 0 

15 25 0 

s 57 0 

21 0 

IS 0 

s 0 

11 0 

15 0 

s 0 

21 I 

21 I 

2 1 2 I 31 

21 2 0 49 

21 

IS 

s 



1Gt2 Watu Qv•Kty l■nnt°'l (<bib t'too,0l/Ol/1996I002/l8/'200l) 

Segment ID: 1428 Water body name: Colorado River Below Town Lake 

Freshwacer Stream 

Contact Recttadon Use 

2002 f:. «Iii ,ingk 1U1nlJ>le 

2002 t,:, coli llmzlt .a:n1ple 

2002 f.. i.vli tinak sa,nplc 

2002 E. rob gcomctric IDClfl 

2002 E.coli geometric fflClll 

2002 B. coli pom,ctric mean 

2002 fecal t.Vliform single sampk 

2002 fecal c:olif<irm tingle sampk 

2002 fecal 001.lfmn siA&}e Wl'lple 

2002 F~ oohfonn goomittnc mean 

2002 FecaJ ooliform gcomctnc; mean 

2002 Focal ooW'onn geometric t1')CIIII 

= Ovttall Reatttion Use 

2002 ()w;rall Recreation Ute - Overall Recreation Ute 

General Use 
2002 W.i.er TempcnhR 

2002 W titer T em.pcnhn 

2002 WatcrTemptnh.n 

200l pH 

2002 pH 

2002 pH 

Colorado River Ilasin 

Sta.t11tofUte 
oreo.ca-. 

FWly Supporting 

1:u11y Supporbng 

Fully Supportu,g 

Fully Suppani,,g 

Fully Suppotting 

Fully Supporting 

Fully Supporting 

Pully Supporri.ng 

Fully SuppMing: 

Fully Suppo,1ing 

Fully Supponi:ng 

Fully 5"pporung 

F1.1Uy S1.1pponi-.n, 

Fully Supporting 

Fully Supporting 

Fully _, 

Fully SUJ)'l)OJ1llll 

Fully s..ppo.,;ng 

1-'uHy Suppomna 

fully SUj)p(lrtil\g 

Fu.Uy St,pponitig 

Loa,doo, 

~ end of tegPICtll co Oi:Utland Cttd: 

()ni(ln Cnidc to Walnut Credi: 

Walnut Crcdt le) l,On£:hum Dain 

Lower end of seg:mcm to OiUclllnd ~ k 

Onion Occ:t to Walnut Cn::dt 

Walout Creek to Longhorn 0.m 

I .ower end ofscgtMl!l to Oil lit land Crcdc: 

On;on Cn:d: Lo Walnut Crnik 

Wal-nl.d Cffd-1.1) Longhorn Dam 

Lower end of,cgmeot to GllkhlndCrock. 

Ooioo (..'n::c:k to Walout CTCCk 

Waln11c <:reek 10 r .on,ltlom 1>am 

tower md of tqtl:lffll to Gille\aftd Ctcck 

OnlOO Credi: u, W ahlut Cttdc 

Walnut Ctedc: 10 Longbom Darn 

Lower end of aegmcnt 10 {i1 lie 11&111.1 Crec:k 

Oruoo ~ to Walnut Cn:ick 

Wlllool Occt.10 Loogh<,m Dun 

l.owermdofMgmeffttoGillelatld°"-'ck 

Onion Crtdr to Walnut Creek. 

Walnut Cteek lO Longhorn o.m 

Toml srn:: 
l.oadoo 

1lze 

21 

IS 

s 

21 

15 

s 

21 

15 

5 

21 

15 

5 

21 

15 

s 

21 

15 

s 

21 

15 

' 

41 Miles 

25 2 

19 3 

25 2 

2S 38 

19 49 

2S ,~, 
31 3 

2l 2 

32 • 
31 71 

22 45 

32 198 

31 0 

25 0 

3" 0 

3t! 0 

2.1 0 

u 0 



?Oil W•tu Qa.Uty lon•lory (dau. from0:Wl/1996to02/28!2001) 

Segment ID: 1428 Water body name: Colorado River Below Town Lake 

Freshwater Stroam Colorado Riva Basin Tooal si:o::: 41 Milts 

Loc:ado. # oor • .r .......... 1he _..... utetdallca Mtu. 

General Use (cQntinued) 

2002 Chloride Fully Supporting Lower end or~ 10 Odlewid Creek 21 96 <8 

2002 Cbloridc Fully Supporting Onion Cnlek to Walnua Creek. ,s 96 <8 
2002 Chlondc Fully Supponing Walnut Cn,clt to Loo,ghom Dam s 96 <8 - Sulfaie Pully Supportirig l.owa' Uld of tcjJbttll to C'rillctand Creek 21 ,os 38 - SuJfaie Fu1ly Suppo,,ting Ollfot1 Creek 10 Walnut Cretlt IS 10:! 38 

lll02 Sulfate Fully Supporting Walnut Cteelt to Longhorn Dam s UIS 38 

2002 T«al Di.ssolved Solids l~uUy Supporting Lower cod of ,egmc:m 10 Otllewid Creek 21 142 '.144~ 

2002 TOW Dis.solved Solids Fully Support.in& OntOO Creek to Walnul Creek IS 142 '.144~ 

2002 Total Dissolved Sol.ids Fully Supporting Walnut er=. to Loo,ghom Dim s 142 '.144~ 

= (h'Cf'alJ Gttlonll Use F\lllySUf'l)Ol'ting Lowa-end of ,egmcot to Gillidatld Cttitk 21 

2002 tMnll ('",crwal U!lcl Fully Supponiq On.ion Crcdc to Walriul Credi: IS - OvcnJJ (",ccicral U11e F'ully Suppomrig W alllUC Occk to Longhorn o.m s 

2002 Overall Fi$h Coo,umpcioo Use Nol AHen.cd Lower end of~ to Odlcl.aod Cm::k 2 1 

2002 Ovenll F~h Col'lsumption US< No1Anened On,on Creek to Waln~ Creek ,s 
2002 Overall 1t15h Con,umphon Usc Not As-tcucd Walnut Cnd: to Ulaghom o-n s 

Pubtic Water Supply u .. 
200'2 Ovcnll 'PubllC: Wat« Supply Uac Fully Supporting Lower cod of !legmefll to Cnllelatld Ot,ck: 21 

200'2 ()venll Publi.c Wa1.tt Supply UAe Fully Supponing Oaioo Ctcc:k to Walnut Creek IS 
200'2 Ownll Public Waw Supply U11e Fully Supporting Walnut Ocek to Longhorn Dam s 

Ov•n,ll Ust Support 

I 2002 I I f'ully S1Jpporti.n.a: I IA)Wtt endof:JietmCnl tQ01lleland Cl"edc 21 



2M2 Water Qu•llty lavntory (dlta &om 0'.tl01/1996 co02l'W'2(JQI) 

Segment ID: 1428 Wato,r body name: Colorado River Below Town Lake 

Freshwater Stn:am 

Overall Ute Support (con.1mucd) 

Nutrient Earldunent Coarem 

2002 Ammonia Nitrogen 

2002 Ammon•• Nitn.,ge:n 

2002 Ammonia Nitrogen 

2002 Nitrite+ Nnnle Nitfotc:o 

2002 Nitrite + Ni~e Nittotc:n 

2002 Nitri,e + Nitrate Nitrogen 

2002 Orthopho1phoru!l 

2002 Orthophofpl,<.>ru11 

2002 Onhophosph,ow1 

llX)2 T ocaJ Phosphorut 

2002 T oc.J Phosphorus 

2002 TOl>l~ 

2002 ()vera.11 Nub'iolt Enr.ichltw::M 
Cooccm. - Overall Nutrient Eruiduncm 
Cone~ 

2002 Ovcra11 Nl.llricot El'lndlmeot 

c-
Algal Growtit Co..,.,.. 

20112 

2002 

Chknophylla 

Ch)oropbylJ • 

Sumo-CUw 
S. r11wCeecera 

Fully s......,..,,. 

Fully SUWoftin& 

NoCooccm 

NoCooccm 

NoCooccm 

Cooccm 
No Conttm 

NoCooccm 

Coooem 

NoCooccm 

NoCooccm 

NoCooccm 

No c""""" 
Na CCWICttft 

Cooccm 

NoCooccm 

No Cooccm 

No Concern 

NoCooccm 

ODioo en:« '° W alnU4 C.'Rek 

Walaut c~ to Longbom o.m 

Lower mdofllCgmtal 111 Gilleland Creek 

Orlion Cn:>ek to Walnu, ('red: 

Walnut Creek to LOnghom 011111 

to-wcr Cl'ld or ICJPllefll co Gillc:bnd Creek; 

Onioo Cn::ek 10 Walnut Cn::ct 

Waltwl C,cdc to Longhorn Dam 

l..ower enc.I uf ,epnl k> C,ill~land Cttd. 

Qn)OR Creek to w.i(lut Creek 

Walnul Creek to ~ Oam 

Lower Cl'lid or aegmco, to Gille-land c~ 

Onioft Cm:I: to Walnut Crcd. 

Walnut Crcick to Longhorn Oam 

IAJW«end ofKpneftl toOilldandCn:dt 

Onion Credt: to Walnul Ocek 

Walnut Cnl'Ck to Longhom n.m 

Lower Md of segmcol lO 0111<:laud Cl'\d 

0ruon Cn:d. co Wal.out Creek 

" 5 

21 

IS 

s 

21 

" s 

21 

IS 

5 

21 

IS 

s 

ll 

IS 

5 

21 

15 

3S 

23 

38 

'.Ill 
):t, 

42 

38 

'26 

42 

34 

22 

31 

Page : ◄ 

Miles .. , 
n:Cffduttl M,-

I 

I 

2 

II 

s 
0 

ll 

4 

0 

1 

• 
0 



lttl W■Cn- Quaticy l■venCOf')' (dlla from 0lfOJ/1996toW281'200I) 

St,-gment ID: 1428 Wawr body name: Colorado River Below Town Lake 

Freshwater Stream 

Antnment 
y.,.. 

Algal Growth Cont.ttn (cootinueci) 

I 2002 I ('hlc:,n,pbyll • 

Sediment Contamiaa■CI Coocern 

2002 Overall $edin,ent Contaminant 
Concerns 

2002 °"'tnll Sediment ConwnllWll 
Concemi 

2002 Overall S«hmcnl Contannunt 
Concenu 

Fish Tiuue ContamlnaatJ Conttnt 

2002 O.·en.ll Fitb T1MUe Cootmmnant 
Conce:nu 

2002 O,.'Cnlll Fith Tit&uc f'..onl.l:mlnaiu 
Coocenu 

2002 Overall Fiab Tissue Conwninatac 
Concerns 

Public: Wattt Supply Conttm 

2002 Plftlthed Wat~ Chlo.-.&: 

2002 FiniAhc,d Water. Chlonde 

2002 Finished Water. Chloride 

2002 f inished Water. Sulfate 

2002 Finished Water. Sulfate 

2002 Ftnitbod Water. Sulfate 

'1)02 Fini!lhed Wattt: Total OitS<>lved 
Sohdt 

2002 Finished Water: Total OINOlvcd 
Solich 

INof'..onoem I Walnut Creek to Langhtlm Dam 

-
NotAneued t..owa- end of segment to Gilleland Ocek 

Not Anntcd On.ion (;reek to W•lm,.11 (..'reek 

Nm As3essed Walnut Creek to Longb<itn Dam 

NotAncucd lh!Nercnd of11esmcnt lU Gitklllnd Crock 

NotAueueid On1oo Crock to Walnut Crock 

NotAue»cd Walou1 Cn:d: to Longhorn Dam 

No Cociccm Lowct end or tegmetll ,o Gilkland Cn:di: 

NoCoooem Oruon erect to Walnut erect 

NoCooocm Walnut Crcdt to Loqhom Dam 

No('.oncem Lower end of .egment to Gilleland Ottk: 

N-c><.:oncc-m ()m(lfl Crock to Walnut (Tc,ck 

N<>C.mc:cm Walnut ('.red.: to l..c>n11hom D.m 

NoCooccm lower end or ,cgmcnt l0 Gilkland Creek 

NoCon<em Onion Creek tQ Walnul ('reek 

Page: S 

TOlalsi>t. 41 Miles 

lAcatMII , or • of 
1lu 1&mpla na:eda•C"a Mts11 

s 42 0 

- - -
21 

IS 

s 

21 

IS 

5 

21 

IS 

s 

21 

IS 

s 

21 

IS 



20l2 Wacer QaaJity lnn■tory (da&aln:Jm0l/OJ/19961002/28ll00I) 

Sq:ment JO: 1428 Water body name: Colorado River Below Town Lake 

freshwater Stream 

Public Water Supply Concern (continued) 

2l)02 Pinishcd Water: T ocal OIMOlved 
Sohds 

2002 F'lnithed Wat:cr. ~rrBE 

2002 Finiahcd Water. MTBE 

2002 Finished Wat:er. MTBE 

lro2 Hrulhed w.-cr. PorchlorMc 

lro2 Fini!Jhcd Wider: Pen:hlonrtc 

2002 Finilhed W'IU;r P~hlond.c 

"2002 Fini.died Water: Over.U 

"2002 Finished Waur. Oven.ll 

2002 finished Weier. Ov<nll 

2002 Swf.cc Water. ChlQnde 

2002 Stwf-=e Water: Olloride 

2002 Surface Water Chlc,,ridt 

2002 Surfaoe Water: Sulfate 

2002 Surface W•ter: Sultinc 

2002 Surface Water: Sul&.tc 

2002 Surf.cc Water. Tout Dissolved 
Solwls 

"2002 Sur{acc W•ter: Tout Diuolvcd 
Solwls 

2002 SurflllCe Watc::r- Total r>issolv«I 
Sohch 

"2002 (surr.oe waccr 0vco.11 

Colorado RM:l' Ba<in 

Stah11otU1e 
..-c--

No C:llOCicm. 

NoCooccrn 

NoC()ntf:m 

No('c,nccm 

NotAueuc:d 

Not Asa«scd 

NotAuc-ued 

No<."c:,nccm 

No C..()nCcm 

NoContcm 

NoCooccrn 

NoCooccrn 

NoCooccrn 

No Concern 
NoConecm 

1'1<,('.onccn, 

No Concern 

No~ 

No Cbl'ICC:rn 

l"'°Conc<ffl 

W a1nut C'ftek 10 Loagborn Daro 

Low« end oho~ to Gilleland~ 

On.On Cttd 10 W•lftld Creek 

Wa.lnul Creek to Lc:lftghom Dam 

Lower end or llqplllel'll ,o o, lleland <;reek. 

Onion Crcc:k to Walnut t."'n:>c:t 

Walnut ('re,ck lo l.onghom Oun 

Lower end oftcgtnffll to Gilleland Credi: 

Onw>t1 Crctt to Walout Crt'Ck 

Walnut Cttiet to Langbom Dam 

Lower end ohe~ to Oilldand Creel: 

Onioo Cn:,et to Walout Creek 

Wal.m.,t C..'nd: to Loa,pom Oam 

Lower end of ,egmem to Gilleland~ 

Oruoa Creek ui Walnut Ctcdt 

Walout Creek to Longhorn Dam 

lower end of IICprlenl to Oilleland Ctt,e:lt 

Onion Creek u, WaJnut Creek 

Walnut Cn:dc to Longhorn Oain 

1 ~ end of !1Cp1Cot to Gillda.nd Cn:ck. 

p.,_: 6 

41 Mi~ 

I.Maidoa # of # er 
dte N in cs nceedaaca Meaa 

s 

21 

's 
s 

21 

IS 

s 

21 

IS 

s 

21 96 48 

IS 96 48 

s 96 48 

21 UIS 311 

IS IOS 311 

5 IOS 311 

21 142 344.S 

IS 142 344.S 

s 142 '44.S 

21 



1001 W•ttt guattty laveatory (&ufrom031()1/l996to02.fl8/200l) P-,e: 7 

Segment ID: 1428 Water body name: Colorado River Below Town Lake 

Frcshwaler Stream Colorado Riva- Basin 41 Miles 

.......... 
Pubtic Water Supply Concern (1:ontuiucd) 

2001 Sutface Wattt: Ovffltll NoCoooem Onion Ctcclt to Walnut erect IS 

2001 Sutface Waler: Ovttall Not:OO()Cm Walnut Ottk to Looghom Dam s 

2001 <)vcnJI Public Water Supply NoC"..oac:cm l.&w« Md ofAegm,ent IG Oilltland ('fed: 21 
Conocm, 

= Overall Public W atet Supply NoCoooem QQion Cttdc to Walnut Cttct IS 
Conocm, 

2001 OvcraU Public W llet Supply 
Cunoems 

NoConocm Walntll Oock to Longhorn Dam s 

Narrative CritA:ria Co_,,, 

2001 Overall Namtiw C'.rileria Concenu No°'"""" Oruoo ClllCk to Walout ClllCk IS 

2002 OvcnlJ Namtm Cntcria Concc:ro5 NoConocm W al™JI Occk to l,onghom [)11m s 

2001 IMocrobcntho,Commoru,y leooc.m I Lower cod of segment to Gilleland Creet 11 

2001 I Fl&h Commuoity I Conc.:cm I lower end of~ IC)Qlllelan((Ctttll: 21 

2001 

1 

in-cod., .. _.. .. Oil,.,.,., c...o 21 

Overall Secondary eo_,,, 
2001 Coocau Lowo end of ,egn,cn1 to Gilleland Cnd. 21 

2001 NoCoocem OoJOo Creek to Walnut Creek IS 

2001 NoCooccm Walnut Creek to Longhorn Dam s 



2002 Texas Water Quality Inventory Page: 1 

(based on data from 03/01/1996 to 02/28/2001) 

Cedar Creek (unclassified water body) 
Segment: 14348 Colorado River Basin 

Basin number: 

Basin group: 

Water body description: 

Water body classif1C&tion: 

Water body type: 

Water body length / area: 

Water body uses: 

14 

D 
Perennial stream &om the confluence with the Colorado River up5tream to the 
contluence of an unnamed tributuy at FM 525 in Bastrop County 
Unclas.sified 

Freshwater Stream 

21 Miles 

Aquatic Life Use, Contact Recreation Use, Fish Consumption Use 

Additional Information: The aquatic life and confllCt recreation uses are fully supported. The fish cooswnption 
use was not assessed 

2002 Concerns: 

Assessment Are.a Use or Concern Concern Status Oescripdon or Conctrn 

Entire water body Aquatic Life Use Use Concern depressed dissolved oxygen 

Monitoring sites used: 

Assessment Area Stadon ID Sta11on Ottcriptton 

Entire water body 16176 CEDAR CREEK APPROX 200FT DOWNSTREAM OF FM304 



1001 Water Qaallty bvntory (data &om OJIOl/1996 IIO 02IW2.()()I) Paga: : I 

Segment JD: 1434B Water body aame: Cedar Creek (unclassified water body) 

Fresbwva Stn:am Cokll'lldo RMr Baoin Tomhi,c; 21 Milo! 

MIHtlmital S<alwolUw ·- . ., .. , 
v- .., .... mmcMnliM 5-rlorC-.. ·- .... _,... .,....,_ -

Aquad< Ufe Uoe 

2002 I Dissolved Ox.ygen grab avenge I Uoc c"""'"' 1-.,-- 21 11 4 

2002 I Dmolved {b:ygen pb minimum I Fully S-g I BnnR: wucr-body 21 ll 0 

2002 I Oiuoh·cd Oxyp 24hr average I No,t Aueued 1--... - 21 0 

2002 I DiMoM,d Oxygen 24hr m.m.lnun INotA.seued I Ennn: water body 21 0 

lll02 I Ovttall AquMic Life Use: I Fully $upportin1 I F..ntin: wattt body ll 

Contact Recreation Use 

2002 IE. coli ,mgle Nmplc I Fully Suppott.ing I Eatitc water body 21 JO 0 

2002 IE. coli gc,omttric mean ) fully SUCJl'l'C)rti.ng I Eruire wattt body 21 10 13 

2002 I Fecal c:oliform sin~ tmnple I Fully s..,,,onu,, lllnon,w..,,bady 21 10 

2002 Fecal colifocm gcomelric mean fully Supl)Qrting Entire. watet body 11 10 37 

2002 I Oven! I R«:n:ation Uie I Fully Supporting I Euti.re 'ltCC'r body 21 

Fish Consumpdon u .. 

I 2002 I Ovenll Fish Coosumpt:ioo Ute I Not Allseued I F.Mitt wattt body ll 

Ovtnll U1< Support 

I 2002 I I Fully Supporting I Ent1,c w.-ter body 21 

NUlrient Ea-Concern 
2002 I Ammoniai Nitrogen I Na Canettr1i I Enti"' ----

ll ,. l 

2002 I N1tnte . N1lrak. N1tn)JiCCrl jNoCooccm I Enbre water body 21 14 0 



2I02 WalC'I' Qualky l•~·e•tory (din &om 01,01/1996 to 02/2&12.00I) 

Segment ID: 1434B Water body name: Cedar Creek (unclassified water body) 

Froshwattt Su-earn Colorado River Basin 

AslNtlbenl 

v...-

Natrirat Enrtckmtnt Concern (ooacinucd) 

lOOl I Orthc,phOlpbonu. 

I Total Phos:phorw 

I Ova-all Nutrict'il Etiriehmtt1t 
_ concerns 

Alpl Gmwtb Concem 

I lOOl I Chwropbyll • 

Sediment Contaminants c.......,. 
200:2. I Metals in Aedimcnt 

StatatorU.w 
S. r1orCoecem 

jNoConcern 

jNoContem 

1 
No eo ..... m 

I Not A.steued 

2002 IOrpmCl i.o sedlmeol I Nol At1KHcd 

IOvcn.ll Sc:dimcol Coctamillw I Not Aa5«sed 
_ C".c,,ncem11 _ 

~lsb Tissue Contamillaots C<>nc,,ra 

1002 ()vera.11 f'i.-•h Tissue Coota.minant N01 A.ueased 
Concern~ 

Narrative Criteria Co_,.,, 

Ov<nill Sttondary C.,._,, 

I 2002 I jNoCoo,;.,., 

11'.ntltt ....... _ 

I l!nnre water body 

I f.tlrire Wlfct body 

I &tire water body 

Eotitt: W'lter body 

I .,_..,,. ....,. -

I F.nu:re ~ter body 

·-
..... ,, 

Tow si,e: 21 Miles 

1 ........ .. , . ., 
slu ........ .. ...-... M-

21 14 I 0 

21 14 I 0 

21 

I 
21 14 2 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 1 



2002 Texas Water Quality Inventory Page: 1 

(based on data from 03/01/1996 to 02/28/2001) 

Colorado River above La Grange 
Segment: 1434 Colorado River Basin 

Basin number: 

Basin group: 

Water body description: 

Water bodY classification: 

Water body type: 

Water bodY length / area: 

Water bodY uses: 

14 

D 

From a point I 00 meters (I 10 yards) downstream of SH 71 at La Grange in 
Fayette County to a point 100 meters (110 yards) upstream of FM 969 near 
Utley in Bastrop ColDlty 

Classified 

Freshwater Stream 

74 Miles 

Aquatic Life Use, Contact Recreation Use, General Use, Fish Consumption 
Use, Public Water Supply Use 

Additional Information: The aquatic life, contact recreation, public water supply and general uses are fully 
supported. The fish consumption use was not assessed. 

2002 Concerns: 

Assessment Area Use or C.Oncem Con«rn Stithlt D<scriplion of Concern 

Reeds Cree.le west of Smithville to Nutric:ot Eoricruncnt Concern Concern nitratc+nitritc nitrogen 
upper end of segment 

Monitoring sites used: 

AHesament Area Station ID Station Description 

Reeds Creek west ofSmithviUc to 12461 COU)RAOO RIVER IN BASTROP crrv PARK, 100 METERS (300 FT} 

upper end of scgmcnl l.f PSlRE.AM OF SH 71 

Reeds Creek west of Smithville to 12462 COLORADO RJVllR AT LOOP 150 $OU1li OF BASTROP 
upper end of segment 

Southern-Pacific RR to Reeds Creek 12293 COWRAOO RIVF.R BELOW $11 95, I Ml, AT OLIVE RD IN SMITHVILLE 
west of Smithville 

Soulhe.m-Pacific RR to Reeds Creek 124S7 COU)RADO RIVER AT $H95/SH LOOP 230 AT SMITHVILLE 
west ofSmith\.•lllc 



lOl2 Water Quilty Jan•tory (dau. from.03/01/199610 02/28/2001) 

Segment JD: 1434 Water body ■ame: Colorado River above La Grange 

Freshwater Scream 

Aquatic Life Use 

2002 0111110!~ O•ygen gn.b •~ 

2002 OiNOlved Oxyp grab~ 

2002 DusolVW lliygen g,1lb mmin!Q'fl 

2002 £.hlo$Olved O.ygcn grab min:im.mi 

2002 Dissolved Cb.yp '24hr avenge 

2002 011110Jvcd <)linen 24hr average 

2002 Dl11110lwd 0-yp. 2Alw-minimum 

20(12 Dusolvcd Oxyp l4br-minimum 

2002 Acute: Metals i:n w•tcr 

2002 Chronic Metal, m waier 

2002 Ovcnll Aquaric Llfe Utc 

2002 Ov-cnll Aqu•llc l.ifc UIIC 

2002 Overall Aquatic: Life Utc 

StatnelUer I 
5...,..-t..-C..CC.-._ 

Noc ...... 

No°'"""" 

Fully Suppo<ting 

Fully Supportmg 

NotAueued 

NocAueHed 

N01Aue11ed 

Not Assesstd 

Not Assc:ued 

NotAueucd 

Not A.ucu.cd 

Pully Supporting 

F'uUy Suppotting 

Tocalsi,,c: 

·-
Reioch Cn,ak: lttfl ofSmi.thvi:uo to \IPPCf Md of .....,,, 
Soudkm-PlliCific: RR to Roods c~ Welt or 
$nnlhville 

Rccdt Cn,ck. west ofSmrthvJJe eo ~ eod of 
sesn,en1 
$outbcm-Pacific RR lO Rocck Cttdc West of 
Sm,IIMJJe 

Reeds Ouk \WU of Smithville 10 ~ c:nd of 
a,cgn:,enl 

Soucflcm..P...-:ific RR co Rccdil (,'reek west. or -Reeds Creek._,. or Smithville to upper cod of .._.., 
Soudiem-hcific RR to Rccdl Cn::ek wat or 
Smdhvillc 

Rcodl Crcck wMofSmithvllle to 1,1ppercnd of 

l>C:~l 

Rcccb Cn:ck wc.iofSm11Jw1lle to upporeod of .. _.., 
1.#M:s-22 nule5 of aegmeric 

Reeds Creek wc::M ofSm1thvd~ to upper end of 
1tgMMt 

Southc~hcific RR to Rcccls Ooc:k wut of 
Smiehvillc 

Page: I 

74 Miles 

26 29 0 

26 29 1 

26 29 0 

26 29 0 

26 0 

26 0 

26 0 

26 0 

26 I 

26 1 

22 

26 

26 



llJOl Watff Quality l■nntory (daca &om 03/0l/1996m02l2R/2001) 

Segment ID: I 434 Water body name: Colorado River above La Grange 

Freohwatcr Stream 

AHfftmfftt 

v-
Conb.~t Recreadoa Uff 

2002 11 c.:oli imglc &ample 

2002 E. coli single sample 

2002 E.coli gcoincoie mean 

2002 F.,coli~~ 

1002 flccaJ ()1)11 fQrm •ma~ ..,..,1e 

1002 F ccaJ coli.form li"&IC ,amp]c 

2002 FCCU coliform gcomwtc mc:ui 

1002 f'tt.aJ cohf(lntt ~ ttl!Mtl 

1002 OYcrall Rcc:rcation Use 

2002 Overall R.cacation Ulle 

2002 Overt.II Rec:reaboo Uie 

2002 Water Temperwtu~ 

2002 w aaer T cmpe111rurc 

Colooldo Ri, .... Basin 

Fully Supporting Reeds end: west ofSmitbviUe '° upper end or 
tcgtnettt 

Pully Suppc:wting Southem-hcirw: RR to Recck("n,ek weict of 
Sm>lbville 

Fully~g Reech Cn:et west ofSmjtbviUe to upper end of 
segment 

Fully Supp,,r1mg Southcm~Pacific llR. 10 Reeds Crctt wett or 
Smithville 

Fully Supporting Reedt Cred west of Smithville 10 upper end of _, 
Funy Supporting Southern-heme RR 10 Reeds C.redc wca1 or 

Smithville 

Fully Supportin.g Rec:ds Creek west ofSmrtbvdle 10 upper end of 
11egll~lt 

Fully Suppo,ting Soud,,em.Paeif~ RR to Reeds Cretlc \Wit of 
S.,-1le 

NM Asteued loWtt 22 tnilC!l: of 9Cgl'l)Cfll 

Fu1ly Suppo,,:ift& Recd:l Creek WeM of Smithville to uppet" end or -· F"ully Suppc:wting $outhem,hcirsc; RR to Rood11 Creek wt:tll of -
f'ully Suppart-ing Reeds Creek wtsa otSm1thv1lle to upper-end of -· 1-ully Supporting Southem-hcific RR 10 Roods Creek west of 

SmifMUc 

Pag,c: 2 

74 Miles 

26 2) I 

26 2) I 

26 2) 33 

26 23 .14 

26 2) I 

26 23 I 

26 23 .. 
26 2l "' 
22 

26 

26 

26 31 0 

26 29 0 



llOl Wate:r Quality l•natory (dll.l ftooa O'lJOl/199610 02/28f2001) 

Segment ID: 1434 Water body name: Colorado River above La GI11D8• 

Freshwater Stream 

General Ute tconhm,,1oc.l) 

2002 pH 

2002 pll 

= ('bk)ridt 

2002 Chloride 

2002 Chloride 

2002 -2002 Su.Lfllcc 

2002 S..lfalt 

2002 Total Dissolved Solids 

2002 Total OiMOIVcd Solids 

2002 ·roca1 lll~'lolved SohdJi 

2002 ()vcnll Oa,m,l Use 

2002 OvcntJJ (';encral (Jk. 

2002 OvcnllGcncnlUse 

Fbb Cons:umpdo• Use 

StatuoflJw 
..-eo-. 

Fully Supporting 

Fu.tty Supporting 

Fully Supporting 

Fully Supporting 

1:uuy Supporting 

fully Support.in& 

Fully Suppott.i"3 

Fully Supportm,g 

No1Aue111ed 

NotAuc,ud 

NocAueucd 

Fully Supporting 

Fully Supporting 

Fully Supporting 

Not Aucucd 

Totlllli>ie: 

Reeds (.'rcelt west of$m1t.hv1lle to upper eod or -· Soudlem-hcific RR to Rccdll Cn:ek Wut of 
Smlfmllc 

Lower 22 miles of .segment 

Reeds Creek we6C of Smithville to UJ)l)CI" cod or 
segment 

Soo,hem-hciflc RR to Reeds Creek west of 
SmitMllc 

Lowcr 22 miles of seg,n,ent 

Reeds Creek wesc ofSrnithvLlle to upptt cod of -· Soudicm-Pacllic RR. to Reeds Creek ~ of 
Somllmlle 

Lowerll nula of aegmetit 

Reeds Creek~ ofSmrthv1llc co~ end or .. _., 
Souttient-hc.1fic RR to Reeds Creek west of 
SmidmU. 

Lowo 22 miJcs of sqmc:rrt 

Rocds Creek WffC ofSrnithVLUe to upper end of 
segment 

$nuthem-Pk'ific RR to ltee.:k 0-eek wet of 
Snulhville 

74 Miles 

.......... 
,be u• 

26 29 0 

26 29 0 

22 ss 5S 

26 55 55 

26 55 ss 

22 ~ .. 
26 67 45 

"' 67 ◄S 

22 ) 366 

26 ' 366 

26 ) 366 

22 

26 

26 

22 



1001 W•ter QuaUty l■veolory (da&om0310l/1996too:zn8/2001) 

Segment ID: 1434 Water body name: Colorado River above La Grange 

MtNt llltllt 

v ... 

Fbh Con.\umpdon Use (0001U"1ucd) 

2002 ~·c:nall F1,h C~oo U,c 

2002 <h-cn.U F i•h Con.1umc1cfoa Uie 

Public Water Supply u.., 
"102 Overall Public Wat.er Supply Use 

"102 OvcnJJ Public Wat.er Supply Use 

2002 Ovenall Publ,c Wat.er ~ly UIIC 

Ovttall Uoe Support 
2002 

= 
= 

Nutrient F.aridlment Concern 

2002 Amroorua Nitrogen 

2()02 Amrnonia N11rogtti 

2002 Nitrite + Nitrate Nitrog,m 

2002 Nitrite +- Nitmc Nitrogen 

Coi.-lo River Ilasin 

Stanu or Uw 
S-.,po,rt or Coa,ccm 

NotAuc»ed 

Not At:sested 

Fully 5-riog 

Fully ~ftg 

f"uJly $uppc.,r1tn1 

F'ully Suppcwtina 

Fully Supp,n1ng 

Fully SuppMiog 

NoCoocero 

No C'.-OftCttn 

Coocem 

NoConccm 

LoadH 

Re,od, Cn:ek wci;t of Smithville'° uppc:rcndof 
,cgn)crtt 

Southctn-Pacific RR to Reeds C'..rcek west or 
$m-'1villc 

Lowcr22 Mik61 of~ 

R«.dt Crttk west ofSMith\l'iUe IO ujlper ~ of 
segment 

Soulhem+Paclfic R.R to Reccls Ocek west or 
Sm;,t,vill• 

l.(lwer 22 m1k:, of liCgmcnl 

fleeds Cn:dt west ofs«ulhvillc to upper Clldof .,..,..,, 
Southcm-hci£.c RR lO Reedl Oock wtSI of 
Smdhvillc 

Rccxb Cn::d. west of Smithville to upper end of -· Sauttw:m-r.cific RR ta Reeds Creek west()( -
Reeds Crock west ofSm1thv11lc to uppc,-end of -· SoulJlcm,hcific; R.R. to Reeds Crock west of -

Page: 4 

74 Miles 

l..o,cdolt # or • or 
• lu - pita n:t'HCWIC.'et Mean 

26 

26 

22 

26 

26 

22 

26 

26 

26 ,. 0 

26 '.Ill I 

26 22 6 

26 23 6 



2001 Water Q u llty lnveatory (dllta &om0.lJOl/199610 02/lS/2001) 

Segment ID: 1434 Water body name: Colorado River above La Grange 

FrcshW&Ler Scream 

As1N1• e•t 
v...-

Nutrient f,nridunent Co_,,, (commucd) 

2002 C >rthopbosphur'u1 

2002 011bophos:pboru1 

2002 Tou..l Pboaphoru1 

2002 I Ota.I PhMphOtull 

2002 Overall NIJlnc::ftl Enridlmcot 

Conccm:J 
2002 Overall NIJIJ.lenl l::mic:hment 

Coooe.m.s 

2002 ()venlll Nulrian Enrichment 

Concerns 

AJgill Growth Concern 
2002 Cbk,r-ophyll a 

2002 ChJorophyU • 

2002 Chlon,phyll a 

Sediment Contamlaants Concern 
2002 Ovenll Scc:hmcnt CJ,ntammanl 

CoOC<ms 
2002 Ovcnt.11 Scdil'neffl COr'lwninanc 

Conc,crns 

2002 Ovc:nll Scxbment Conwnioant 
Conc,crns 

Colorado Ri"" ea.in 

$lab11 otUtt 
.,c-n 

NoConocm 

NoCono<m 

NoCono<m 

No Concern 

Not Aueaaed 

c-

No Con=,, 

Nc,t Asu:..s~ 

NoCoo,;cm 

NoCo....,, 

NotAs!M:$Scd 

Not A1ses1cd 

Not AtkSled 

Reeds Cttdt we11 ofSmithvilJc IO UIJPCI' cod of 
&egmeol 

Southcm,,Plleif'ic RR 10 R.tt<h Cttek WC6t of --RccdlCrcek ~ of Smithville to upper Md of -· Sautht:m-hc:ific RR 10 Rceda Creek WW of 
s.mtMlle 
Lower 22 miles of ,egi:ocnl 

Reeds Creek WQtofSm1lhv1lle to upper end of 
Kgft>Cftl 

Soulhcm-hcific RR to Rccdf Cm:k WQt c,f 
Smifhtine 

Lo#Cf 22 miles of scgnw:n1 

Reads Crcdc west of Smithville to upper end of 
&egmcot 

Southttn•Paeifie RR. to Reeds Creek we11 of 

Soulhvtllc 

Lowerllmiksofqmcnt 

Rocdil Cftdt ~t ofSmithviUc &o upper end af 
114:gmenl 

$outhem-Paclfie RR to Reeds Cn:d: west of --

74 Miles 

·-tiff 1&111 

26 22 s 

26 'lJ s 

26 18 2 

26 19 l 

22 

26 

26 

22 

26 23 I 

26 2A I 

22 

26 

l6 



1002 Water Qo•Hty lne.h)ry (daui from0JI0111996to 0212812()()) ) 

Segment ID: 1434 Water body name: Colorado River above La Grange 

Freshwater Siream Colorlldo River lla<in ToOllsize: 74 

SUtat -,ruw 
... ee-m 

FbJt Tissue Coataml.unta Conten. 

2002 ()venll Fish Ti83oe C,,nLammimt Noc.As.,etkd l.owa 22 miles of segment Zl 
Cooccms 

2002 Overall Fish Tissue O>otamil'IAnt Not Assc1ud Rccdl Cttiek west of Smithville: to uppc:, eod of li6 
Cooccms -· 2002 Ovffall Fi.sh Ti311ue Contanunant N01 Anessed $oulhi:rn-hclfic RR lo Recd&Creek WWI of li6 
Conccms Shmlwille 

Public Water Supply Concern 

2002 f"1i.shcd Water. CbJonde NoO.-,, ,.,.,.,..-a 22 mtlcs o( segment Zl 

2002 fm1.shcd Wllllcr: C,'hloride No()incem ReodJ Creek west t,f$mithv1llc to uppcs end or li6 ........ 
2002 Finimcd Waler: Chloride NoConccm Southcm-hcificRRtoRccdsCrcckwcstof li6 

$milhvillc 

2002 Finished Wattr: Sult.le NoConccm t..o-u22 m.iJc:s of scgmcot Zl 
2002 Finishod Water: Sulfate NoConccm Reeds Q-cck W'ffl of Smithville 10 upper cad of li6 

SC&,ll'leftt 

2002 F'ml5hcd Wa:t.cr: Sulfate NoConccm Sooatiem~f'111.,fic RR to Rcec.1ti Creel( Welt of 26 --2002 f'inishl!d Waser. Taul Oi.n.olved NoConccm Lower 22 miles of segment Zl 
S<,ijd, 

2002 FiniJhcd Wattr. Toe.al Oi.M:olved NoCoooern Reeds Ocek: west ofSmrtbvtUc to upper end of 26 
$<)lid$ iesment 

2002 t,·inw.xa W•&cr. Toeal Oist0lvcd NoCoooctn Soulbem~f'acific RR to Reeds Credi west of 26 
Solids -,o(r, Finiahr:id Waur. M113E NoC«tiOa"ft U')wct 21 miles of segme,n Zl 

2002 Finished Water. MTBF. NoConccm Reeds Crock .... ua ofSm,thville to uppc, end()( 26 

"""""' 



1081 W•t~r ~•lity lave■1orz (dau. &um 0JJOl/1996W (J1J28/2001) Paac: 7 

Segment ID: 1434 Water body name: Colorado River above La Grange 

Fn::shwatc< So-cam Colorado River Basin Toca! sac: 74 

Statv1GIU1t 
AMaflONIC Metliod S or Ceattr■ .,....... 

Public W•ttr Supply Co.,.,.,, (con,;nuod) 

2002 Pini!ibod W.au; MT RH NoCooccm Soutbem•Ptcific RR to lleods (..'rock wQll or 26 
Srnithvillie 

2002 Finishcd W Mer: PerchlQnlll: Not A•s«scd ~llmiJcaof~ 22 

2002 l~imshed W111er: Perchlorm.t NotAueucd Rcc:d:J Cn:,ek -,:at o(Smrthv1llc to upper end of 26 
segment 

200! Fi1'ishcd Wattt: Pcrchknte Nol A».«sed $outhem~Pacific RR to Rttii.U Cttdt West of 26 
Smdhville 

2002 Fini&hod Water. Oveni.U NoConecm Lowtr 22 tniles of segment Z2 

20([2 Finished Water. Overa.lJ No("c,occ:m Reeck Crcic:k wtst ofSrnilbviUe to upper eod or 26 -· 2002 fm1.dicx1 Wator. Ovcnlll NoConccm SouU!cm~hctfic RR h'I Rciedil Crtek ""1$1 o f 26 
Sm.ilhviUe 

2002 Surface Water: Chlc:widc NoConccm Lowa' l2 miles of segment 22 55 55 

2002 Surf~ Water. ChlOnde NoConccm Reeds (...~k ""-est(>( Smithville le, upper eod of 26 55 55 
ka,,>enl 

2002 Surface Water. Chloride N4Conicttn Southcm-hcifie RR 10 Reeds Creek -,:st of 26 ss ss 
$rmt wdlc 

2002 Surt'a«: W• ter· Sulfate NoCooccrn Lower 22 miles of aiegrnc,11 22 61 .. 
2Q([Z Surface Water'. Sulfate NoCoocem Recd• Creek WC51 ofSnnthvillc to upper end of 26 61 45 

scgn.cnt 

2002 Surf.ace Water. Sulfate NoCoooem $c,uthem helfic RR M Rfl00$Cttck -~tof 26 61 45 
s.n;o,,.;u. 

2002 Surface W ater. Toe.I Dissolved NotAUcHNI l..owtt 22 milc9 ofstgJDClll 22 3 J(,6 

Sol><b 
2Q([Z Surface Water Tc,iql 0 1-»0lved Not AHesscd Reeds Crcdt west of Sautbvllk to upper end of .,. 3 3"" 

SolM!s 11egmau 



100? Water Quality lavntory (du from OJ/01/1996 &o02/28f2001) 

Segment ID: 1434 Water body name: Colorado River above La Orange 

Frcshwalcr Stream Colorado RiVtt &,in Toodsu,:: 74 Mil<s 

........ 
Public Water Supply CODCffll (continued) 

2002 Surfaet Waler: Tota.I Diuolvt:d NotAueued Sowbcrn-Pacific RR to Rcedi Creek west of 26 3 366 
Solids SmilflviUt 

2002 Surface Water: Ch-trail NoCooccrn Lowcf 22 miles of segment l2 

2002 Surface Watct: OvcnU NoCoooan Reeds Creek wep ofSm1thV1Ue to upper cod of 26 
sc~n• 

2002 Sudilce Water: Ovenll NqConccni $<,uthcmaholic RR lo Reeds Creek well\ l1r 26 
Sm,dmlle 

2002 Ova-1:U Publ111; w.-cr Supply No Concern Lower 22 miles of ~t 22 
Coocems 

2002 <">vtt.11 Publte" W11tc:r Supply NoCoooan RccdlCrock Wffl.ofSmithvdle 10 uppa-end or 26 
c ......... ltJITloerll 

2002 Overall Pubbc W IJer Supply NoC<,ncan $oudicm~Paaflc RR to RCl':di Creek west of 26 
C:oncems Smidwille 

Narrative Crit,rla Coacern 
2002 Overall NamriYe Crileria Concerns N<> ('(ln(fflt Lawa 22 miles of tt:tment 12 

2002 Overall N»nlbw Cri1em1 Concerns NoCoooan Reeds Octlt wtst ofSmilbviOe to upper end or 26 -2002 Own!J Narnttve C.'ntcna Coocema NoC<,ncan $autt111:m .. hcltic RR to Racdt Cred wu1 or 26 -Overall Secoodary Coacern 
2002 NoConccm l .owc:r 22 miles of segment 12 

2002 Con<cm Reeds (..T'CCk WC$l c,t$m1lhv1Ue to upper eod or 26 -· 2002 NoCoooan Southc:m--hcific RR lo Reeds Creek WQ;I o f 26 
SmidtviUe 




