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Since 1999, the Legislature has required each state
agency to conduct an analysis of its workforce by
ethnicity and gender. The TCEQ compares its
workforce to the state civilian workforce, using data
provided by the Civil Rights Division of the Texas
Workforce Commission. These data sets provide the
percentage of blacks, Hispanics, and females—by job
category—within the total civilian labor force in Texas.

At the end of fiscal 2006, the TCEQ minority
workforce exceeded the percentages of the available
labor force in top management (officials and adminis-
trators) for females and was close (within 1 percent) to
exceeding the percentages for Hispanics. In the job
category for professionals, the TCEQ workforce
exceeded the percentage of the available Hispanic labor
force, but was below the percentage of the available
female labor force and slightly below the percentage of
the available black labor force.

In the coming years, TCEQ officials anticipate
several challenges as the agency strives to fulfill its
mission and goals. Although staff turnover for fiscal
2006 was less than 11 percent—and turnover remains
below overall statewide averages—upcoming retire-
ments and intensified competition for qualified appli-
cants could present problems for the goal of maintain-
ing a diverse, well-qualified workforce.

Finances
In fiscal 2005, the agency’s operating budget was
$463.9 million. Of that, $392.2 million came from
dedicated fee revenue; $40.3 million from federal
funds; and $26.4 million from general revenue,
including earned federal funds. Other sources provided
the remaining $5 million.

In addition, with House Bill 10, the 79th Legisla-
ture provided the agency with $25 million in emer-
gency supplemental appropriations for the Petroleum
Storage Tank Program.

In fiscal 2006, the operating budget totaled
$510.4 million. Of that, $450.7 million came from
dedicated fee revenue; $45.8 million from federal
funds; and $5.4 million from general revenue, includ-
ing earned federal funds. Other sources provided the
remaining $8.5 million.

The amount of general revenue and earned federal
funds appropriated to the TCEQ for the 2006-2007
biennium was a significant reduction. The agency’s
appropriation of $9.6 million in those two fund
categories was about $40 million less than the amount
approved the previous biennium.

The drop in general revenue was offset by an
increased appropriation for the Water Resource
Management Account. The total appropriation from

Annual Operating Budgets
FY 2005: $463.9 million FY 2006: $510.4 million
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this account was $90.4 million for the 2006-2007
biennium. Funds from the Water Resource Manage-
ment Account support the TCEQ’s water programs
and water-related activity.

The TCEQ collects more than 80 separate fees.
Each of the following fees generated revenue in excess
of $30 million a year:

Texas Emissions Reduction Plan ($176.6 million in
FY 2005, $129.8 million in FY 2006). Assessed on the
sale, registration, and inspection of vehicles. The TERP
“fee” is actually made up of five separate fees and
surcharges that are collected by the Department of
Public Safety (DPS) and the Texas Comptroller. In
fiscal 2005, the TCEQ was appropriated all of its share
of the revenue deposited to the fund, but in fiscal 2006
the agency’s collections were limited by appropriations.

Petroleum product delivery fee ($72.7 million in
FY 2005, $74.1 million in FY 2006). Assessed on bulk
delivery of petroleum products. The fee is collected by
the Comptroller’s office and is deposited to the
Petroleum Storage Tank Remediation Account.

Air emissions fee ($34 million in FY 2005,
$34.6 million in FY 2006). Authorized to recover the
costs of developing and administering the Title V
Operating Permit Program.

Solid waste disposal fee ($37.6 million in FY 2005,
$35.8 million in FY 2006). Assessed on operators of
municipal solid waste facilities for disposing of solid waste.

Motor vehicle safety inspection fee ($35.3 million
in FY 2005, $33.6 million in FY 2006). Assessed per
vehicle on the sale of state safety inspection stickers on
inspection stations, auto dealers, and other service
providers. The fee is collected by the DPS and depos-
ited to the Clean Air Account.

Pass-through funds accounted for 53 percent of the
agency’s operating budget in fiscal 2005, and
56 percent in fiscal 2006. Pass-through funds are used
primarily for grants, contracts, and reimbursements in
the agency’s programs for petroleum storage tanks,
Superfund cleanups, and municipal solid waste. The
water and air programs also pass dollars on to local and
regional units of government, but the amounts are not
as significant.

The remaining operating funds were devoted to
agency operations. Salaries accounted for about
30 percent of the fiscal 2005 operating budget, and
28 percent of the fiscal 2006 budget. The remainder
was consumed by other expenses, such as supplies,
utilities, rent, travel, training, and capital.

Fee Revisions
A number of minor changes were made to the TCEQ’s
fees and funding structure as a result of legislation
passed in 2005.

• SB 1354 requires rock quarries that discharge within
a water quality protection area—the John Graves
Scenic Riverway in Palo Pinto County—to obtain a
permit from the TCEQ, and it provides for penalties
for discharges in violation of the permit or statute.

• HB 2376 made several changes to the registration
fees and penalties paid by dry cleaning businesses.

• HB 2510 requires persons who provide maintenance
for aerobic on-site sewage disposal systems to obtain
a license from the TCEQ and pay the license fee.

• HB 2815 created a new watermaster for the Concho
River with the authority to assess fees on water right
holders.
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The Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality receives thousands of complaints each
year from Texans concerned about various

environmental matters.
In these communications, the complainant relates a

situation or event in which a possible environmental,
health, or regulatory viola-
tion has occurred. Typically,
complaints are submitted to
the agency by phone, e-mail,
or letter, and then forwarded
to one of 16 regional offices
for response. The agency
maintains a 24-hour toll-free
hotline (888-777-3186) for
receiving such calls.

Legislation requires the
TCEQ to analyze the
complaints received each

year, including analyses by the following categories.

• Region

• Air, waste, and water

• Priority classification

• Enforcement action

• Commission response

• Trends by complaint type

Appendix A
Assessment of Complaints Received

FY 2005 – FY 2006
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The agency is also required to assess the impact of
changes made in the Commission’s complaint policy.
All of these requirements are contained in Article 1,
Section 1.16 of House Bill 2912, 77th Legislature,
which amended Section 5.1773, Subchapter E,
Chapter 5 of the Texas Water Code. In addition,
Article 1, Section 1.17 of this legislation amended
Section 5.178 of the Texas Water Code to require that
a summary of these analyses be published biennially, as
part of the reports required by Section 5.178 of the
Water Code.

Complaint Data
Collection and Reporting
After an environmental complaint is received by the
Field Operations Division, the data related to the initial
complaint are recorded in the Consolidated Compli-
ance and Enforcement Data System (CCEDS). Re-
gional managers then assign the complaint to an
investigator, who investigates the complaint and enters
all resulting data into CCEDS. Review, approval, and
closure of the investigation is performed by manage-
ment and entered directly into the data system.

All of the data reviewed and summarized for this
report were extracted from CCEDS.

This report reflects activity that occurred in the
agency’s 16 regions during fiscal 2005 (September 1,
2004, to August 31, 2005) and fiscal 2006 (September
1, 2005, to August 31, 2006). The data are presented
in a series of charts (Figures A-2 to A-9).

Complaints by Region
In fiscal 2005, the TCEQ received a total of 7,107
complaints; in fiscal 2006, the total was 6,609.
Figures A-2 and A-3 show the complaints received
annually by each of the TCEQ regions. These include
complaints in all priority classifications, including
complaints that were received but were not eligible for
investigation by this agency.

The data show that the number of complaints
received varies generally according to regional popula-

tion. For example, 75 percent of all complaints
received occurred in the six largest metropolitan areas
(Dallas-Fort Worth, Houston, Waco, Beaumont,
San Antonio, and Austin).

The total number of complaints, 13,716, was
almost 1,000 complaints short of the total from the
previous reporting period—fiscal years 2003 and 2004.
The primary reason for this drop-off was the discon-
tinuation of the city of Houston’s contract with the
TCEQ to conduct routine inspections within the city
limits, effective September 1, 2005.

Beginning in fiscal 2006, the complaints received
and investigated by Houston local officials are not
entered in CCEDS and therefore are no longer
reflected in this report. Complaints originating within
the city limits but received and investigated by the
TCEQ’s Region 12, based in Houston, are entered in
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CCEDS and included in the TCEQ numbers for
complaints received.

The total complaints received in Region 12 during
fiscal 2006 represented about 62 percent of the
annual totals recorded in the FY 2003–2004 report.
For the current reporting period, 942 fewer com-
plaints were entered in CCEDS for Region 12 than in
the previous report. This accounts for most of the
statewide decrease.

Complaints Received
by Environmental Media
(Air, Waste, and Water)
Total complaints received can be analyzed by environ-
mental media (air, waste, and water) on a statewide

basis and by regions. As seen in Figure A-4, the largest
number of complaints received statewide each year
pertained to air quality.

Regional data in Figures A-5 and A-6 show that the
air complaints received in the heavily populated areas of
Houston and Dallas-Fort Worth (Region 4) account
for most of the complaints in this media. Otherwise,
there is a wide variation among regions as to which
media type received more complaints.

As discussed, the discontinuation of Houston’s local
air quality contract caused a significant drop in the
number of complaints recorded for that area. On the
other hand, Region 4 experienced a near two-fold
increase in air complaints, probably because of increased
public attention and media activity regarding air quality
and ozone nonattainment in the Dallas-Fort Worth area.

Figure A-3
Complaints by Region

FY 2006
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Figure A-4
Complaints by Media Type,

Statewide
FY 2005 – FY 2006
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Complaints Received
by Priority Level
Complaints received in regional offices are prioritized
in the following categories, based on their relative threat
to public health, safety, or the environment. Each priority
level has a prescribed response time. The priority levels are:

• Other specified time frame. This classification is for
special projects that occur as on-demand events.
Response time is based on management evaluation of
the project and the overall staff workload.

• Immediate response required. As soon as possible,
but no later than 24 hours from receipt.

• Respond within one calendar day. As soon as
possible, but no later than one calendar day from
receipt.

• Respond within five calendar days. As soon as
possible, but no later than five calendar days from
receipt.

• Respond within 14 calendar days. As soon as
possible, but no later than 14 calendar days from
receipt.
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• Respond within 30 calendar days. As soon as possible,
but no later than 30 calendar days from receipt.

• Respond within 45 calendar days. As soon as possible,
but no later than 45 calendar days from receipt.

• Respond within 60 calendar days. As soon as
possible, but no later than 60 calendar days from
receipt.

• Refer or Do not respond. This classification is for
complaints that, due to jurisdictional issues, are
referred to other entities for investigation, or for
complaints that the TCEQ does not routinely

investigate but needs to track for special projects, as
determined by management.

For this report, the distribution of complaints is
shown by priority classification statewide (Figure A-7).
More than 80 percent of complaints received in the last
two years were classified as requiring investigation in 30
calendar days or less. About 15 percent of complaints
received were classified for referral or no response—
most were referred to another governmental entity for
evaluation. The remaining complaints were prioritized
for investigation in either 45 or 60 days.

Figure A-6
Complaints by Region & Media Type

FY 2006
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Complaints that Trigger
Enforcement Action
All complaints received are investigated according to
priority levels, as described above. Subsequent action
depends on the outcome of the investigation. For
about 80 percent of the complaints received, no specific
enforcement action is necessary. But in some cases, the
agency must take enforcement action in the form of a
Notice of Violation or a Notice of Enforcement.

Issuance of a Notice of Violation (NOV) indicates
that TCEQ rules have been violated, but that the
violation is not considered serious enough to require an
enforcement order and the case is expected to be
resolved quickly within a timeframe specified by the
investigating regional office.

A Notice of Enforcement (NOE) occurs when a
substantial violation of TCEQ rules has been docu-

mented and some formal action is required. Often, an
NOE leads to the assessment of administrative penalties.

In fiscal 2005, the agency issued 1,474 NOVs and
242 NOEs as a result of complaint investigations; in
fiscal 2006, the totals came to 1,255 NOVs and 218
NOEs (Figure A-8).

Although somewhat fewer complaints were received
than in the previous two-year reporting period, the
number of NOVs and NOEs increased slightly. In fiscal
years 2003–2004, a total of 2,495 NOVs were issued as
a result of about 17 percent of the complaints received;
the 399 NOEs represented about 3 percent. For fiscal
years 2005–2006, a total of 2,727 NOVs were issued as
a result of about 20 percent of the complaints received;
the 460 NOEs represented about 3 percent.

Complaints Investigated
by Program Type
Another analysis is by the type of investigation con-
ducted to address each complaint—the program type.
Air complaints in CCEDS are not subdivided by
program type, but waste and water media each have
several subcategories of programs.

Waste program types include petroleum storage
tanks, industrial and hazardous waste, municipal solid
waste, and Stage II vapor recovery.

Water program types include animal feeding
operations, dam safety, Edwards Aquifer, on-site
sewage facilities, public water supply, sludge transport-
ers and land applications, storm water, water rights,
and wastewater.

Figure A-9 shows the number of complaint
investigations that were conducted in each program
type. In fiscal 2005, there were 3,210 air complaint
investigations; in fiscal 2006, there were 2,564
investigations. In fiscal 2005, air complaint investiga-
tions represented almost 50 percent of the total
complaints investigated, as in previous years. This
percent fell in fiscal 2006 to 41 percent due to the
discontinuation of the Houston air pollution grant
and the loss of that data in CCEDS.

Note: For an explanation of priority levels, see page 50.
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Waste program investigations accounted for
20.3 percent of complaint investigations in fiscal 2005
and 20.5 percent in fiscal 2006. Water investigations
accounted for 30.6 percent in fiscal 2005 and
38.6 percent in fiscal 2006.

Conclusions
The complaint data for fiscal years 2005 and 2006 are
generally typical of complaints received and investigated
in previous years, although fiscal 2006 data show a
drop-off in the number of complaints.

This reflects the discontinuation of Houston’s local
air program contract and the fact that the complaints
received and investigated by the city are no longer
included in the TCEQ data system. Complaints
received by the city of Houston are still being investi-
gated, with enforcement actions initiated by city staff.

Evaluation of statewide complaints received by
media indicate about the same number of water
complaints, compared to the last two-year reporting
period, and somewhat fewer air and waste complaints.
As for percentages of the total, the portion of water and
waste complaints remained about the same, while the
portion of air complaints decreased, primarily due to
the loss of Houston data.

As in the last two-year report, about 80 percent of
the complaints received were classified as requiring
investigation within 30 days of receipt.

Program Type FY 2005 FY 2006

Figure A-9
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Consistent with the TCEQ’s goal to achieve volun-
tary compliance with its rules, almost 80 percent of
complaints were resolved with no Commission action.

As indicated in this analysis, about 20 percent of the
complaint investigations resulted in NOVs, which are
typically resolved through corrective actions by the

facility or the individual being regulated. About
3 percent of the complaints investigated resulted in
more formal enforcement action, including agreed
orders, contested case hearings, and referrals to the
Texas Attorney General for legal action.

Appendix A
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One of the main responsibilities of the TCEQ
is to issue permits and other authorizations
for the control of air pollution, the manage-

ment of hazardous and nonhazardous waste, and the
safe operation of water and wastewater utilities.
More than 8,000 various permit applications are
received each year.

The TCEQ has undertaken a major effort to
improve the efficiency of the permitting process. The
Permit Time-Frame Reduction Project was estab-
lished to reduce the average period of time required
to review and process major environmental permits
that are uncontested.

Implementation of many measures has resulted in a
reduction in the amount of time required to obtain an
environmental permit from the TCEQ—in some
instances by as much as 300 days.

The improvements have also significantly stream-
lined the paperwork requirements for permit applicants.

The Texas Government Code in Section 2005.007
requires a biennial report on the TCEQ’s permit
application system. One of the purposes is to show the
periods adopted for processing each type of permit
issued, and any changes enacted.

The report also includes a statement
of the minimum, maximum, and median
time periods for processing each type of
permit, from the date received to the
final permitting decision. Finally, the
report describes specific actions taken to
simplify and improve the permit applica-
tions, as well as the processing and
paperwork requirements.

Permit Processing
Since the inception of the Permit
Time-Frame Reduction Project in
March 2002, the agency has made
significant progress in improving
efficiencies and reducing the permit-
ting backlog.

By the end of fiscal 2006, the backlog of uncon-
tested permits had been cut from 1,150 permits to 109
(see Figure B-1).

Two categories were created for tracking the permit
“time frames,” the period of time estimated for
completing all the steps in the permitting process. The
categories of permit applications are:

Priority 1. These projects require agency action
before applicants may begin operations. This category
encompasses uncontested authorizations for new
activities, such as new permits and amendments to
existing permits for new operations.

Priority 2. These projects allow the permit appli-
cants to continue operating while the agency pro-
cesses the requests. This category includes uncon-
tested authorizations for renewals of existing permits
and amendments to existing permits that involve
activities already permitted.

The agency also established permit processing time-
frame goals for each type of permit. These goals, or
“target maximums,” vary by program area and media.

Figures B-2 to B-5 show the status of Priority 1
and Priority 2 projects—at the end of the fiscal 2006—

Appendix B
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Figure B-2
Air Permits

Permit Time-Frame Reductions
(as of September 1, 2006; based on rolling 12-month averages)

Priority 1

Application Type
Average

Processing Time
(days)

Total under
Review

Target
Maximum

Number under
Review

Exceeding Target

Site operating permit (SOP), new 1,168 35 330 8

SOP, renewal 351 56 330 5

SOP, revision 170 115 330 1

NSR permit, alteration and other changes 67 132 120 37

NSR permit, renewal 433 331 270 161

General operating permit (GOP), new 63 76 120 70

GOP, renewal 771 55 210 32

GOP, revision 90 91 330 70

Voluntary emission reduction permit 1,578 2 330 2
and SB 7 permit

New source review (NSR) permit, new 190 121 240 14

NSR permit, amendment 186 286 270 30

NSR permit, existing facility 758 2 365 2

NSR permit, new - federal timeline 269 0 330 0

NSR permit, amendment - federal timeline 441 3 330 2

NSR permit, multiple plants 0 0 330 0

Federal NSR (prevention of significant 337 32 330 4
deterioration, nonattainment), new and
major modification

Permit by rule 22 151 45 0

Standard permit (without notice) 29 41 45 2
and relocation

Concrete batch plant standard permit 68 42 150 0
(with notice)

Priority 2
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Figure B-3
Waste Permits

Permit Time-Frame Reductions
(as of September 1, 2006; based on rolling 12-month averages)

Priority 1

Application Type
Average

Processing Time
(days)

Total under
Review

Target
Maximum

Number under
Review

Exceeding Target

Priority 2

Industrial and hazardous waste (IHW), 571 11 450 5
new permit

IHW Class 3 permit, modification 435 10 450 0

IHW permit, major amendment 603 4 450 1

IHW combustion permit, new 3,290 1 540 0

IHW combustion Class 3 permit, modification 0 0 540 0

IHW combustion permit, major amendment 3,094 3 540 3

Underground injection control (UIC) 340 10 390 4
permit, new

UIC permit, major amendment 257 12 390 0

Municipal solid waste (MSW) permit, new 374 18 360 3

Registered transfer stations 309 1 230 0

Registered gas recovery 0 0 230 0

MSW permit, major amendment 485 14 360 2

Radioactive material license (RML), new 0 1 480 0

RML permit, major amendment 0 0 480 0

RML permit, renewal 0 0 480 0

IHW permit, renewal 569 12 450 2

IHW permit, combustion renewal 3,193 2 540 1

UIC permit, renewal 366 8 390 1

Registered liquid waste processors 382 1 230 0

Definitions (for Figures B-2 through B-5)
Average Processing Time: the average length of time it took to process the specified application type during the 12 months
preceding the reported month.
Total under Review: the total number of applications received but not yet completed (issued, denied, returned, withdrawn, etc.).
Target Maximum: the time-frame goal set by the agency for completing applications in each project type.
Number under Review Exceeding Target: the number of uncompleted applications that have a processing time in excess of
the target maximum.

57



B i e n n i a l  R e p o r t  •  F i s c a l  Y e a r s  2 0 0 5 — 2 0 0 6

T E X A S  C O M M I S S I O N  O N  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  Q U A L I T Y

Appendix B

Figure B-4
Water Quality Permits

Permit Time-Frame Reductions
(as of September 1, 2006; based on rolling 12-month averages)

Priority 1

Application Type
Average

Processing Time
(days)

Total under
Review

Target
Maximum

Number under
Review

Exceeding Target

Priority 2
Wastewater permit, renewal (major facility) 482 72 330 18

Wastewater permit, CAFOs/sludge, 249 309 300 27
renewal (minor facility)

Wastewater permit, new (major facility) 0 0 330 0

Wastewater permit, major amendment 476 47 330 7
(major facility)

Wastewater permit, concentrated animal 276 86 330 10
feeding operations (CAFOs)/sludge,
new (minor facility)

Wastewater permit, CAFOs/sludge, 289 64 300 9
major amendment (minor facility)

Sludge, registration and permit 194 6 270 1

in the categories of air permits, waste permits, and
water quality permits. (Water supply permits do not
have Priority 2.)

Excluded from the data are projects that were
contested or involved significant review or approval
outside of the TCEQ, such as at another agency.

Processing
Performance Measures
In addition to permit processing time-frame goals, the
TCEQ also maintains established performance mea-
sures for each permitting program.

The performance measures for fiscal 2006 were to
review 90 percent of the permit applications in each of
the program areas within the established time frames.

For fiscal 2006, about 93 percent of all uncontested
Priority 1 permits were issued within the agency’s

performance goals, as were 64 percent of all uncon-
tested Priority 2 permits. Examples of performance
measure results from each environmental media are
listed in Figure B-6.

Greater Efficiencies
In recent years, the agency has identified a number of
streamlining measures to improve the efficiencies of
permit processing and to reduce paperwork require-
ments. Some of those measures were:

Expand the options for more standardized permit-

ting through the use of general permits, standard

permits, and permits by rule. General permits are
available for qualified water and wastewater discharges.
Since March 2002, the TCEQ has tripled the number
of general permits, for a total of nine. The agency also
authorized about 31,260 active facilities, with most
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Figure B-5
Water Supply Permits

Permit Time-Frame Reductions
(as of September 1, 2006; based on rolling 12-month averages)

Priority 1

Application Type
Average

Processing Time
(days)

Total under
Review

Target
Maximum

Number under
Review

Exceeding Target

Water rights permit, new 159 27 300 2

Water rights permit, amendment with notice 225 24 300 1

Water rights permit, amendment 137 14 180 0
without notice

Water district application, expedited 62 28 60 1

Water district application, major 126 42 180 0

Water district application, minor 62 62 120 0

Water district application, creation 170 32 180 0
and conversion

Certificate of convenience and necessity 210 77 180 5
(CCN), new and amendment

CCN, transfer 363 80 365 3

permit coverage provided within 48 hours of receipt of
the Notice of Intent. In addition, the agency increased
the use of standard permits in the air program. In
March 2002, TCEQ had three standard permits, with
an average processing time of 56 days per application.
In fiscal 2006, there were eight standard permits, with
an average processing time of 27 days (these permits do
not require public notice). In March 2002, 15 permit-
by-rule authorizations required registration, with an
average processing time of 67 days. Through changes
in rule and operating procedures, the agency eliminated
the registration process for five of these permits,
shortening the processing time to 27 days.

Issue permits with conditional approval and require

the submission of certain information within a speci-

fied time frame after permit issuance.

Expand online permitting options for applicants.

The agency is in the first phase of developing an online
permitting system for high-volume permits and
authorizations, including storm water general permits
and certain air permit-by-rule authorizations. The first
phase will take effect by the end of December 2006.
The second phase, which is scheduled for 2007, will
focus on more complex authorizations, including
petroleum storage tank registrations and dry cleaner
registrations.

Develop an electronic payment system, in coordina-

tion with Texas Online, so that TCEQ customers can pay

any invoiced fee and most permit application fees

online. The agency’s e-pay system processed more than
15,600 transactions during the 2005 and 2006 fiscal
years, for a total of $3.4 million.
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Figure B-6
Performance Measure Results

FY 2006
Air Permit Time-Frames

New source review permits:

• New permit processing goal is 240 days; TCEQ averaged 190 days.

• Major amendment processing goal is 270 days; TCEQ averaged 186 days.

• Permit-by-rule processing goal is 45 days; TCEQ averaged 22 days.

Waste Permit Management Time-Frames

Underground injection control permits:
• New permit processing goal is 390 days; TCEQ averaged 340 days.

• Major amendment processing goal is 390 days; TCEQ averaged 257 days.

Municipal solid waste permits:
• New permit processing goal is 360; TCEQ averaged 374 days.

• Major amendment processing goal is 360 days; TCEQ averaged 485 days.

Industrial hazardous waste permits:

• New permit processing goal is 450 days; TCEQ averaged 571 days.

• Amendment processing goal is 450 days; TCEQ averaged 603 days.

Note: The average time frame for these industrial hazardous waste and municipal solid waste permits is inflated due to the fact that only a minimal number were issued during
the 12-month averaging period. These applications typically generate a significant amount of public interest, which sometimes significantly delays issuance of the permit.

Water Quality Permit Time-Frames

Industrial and municipal wastewater permits:

• New permit processing goal is 330 days; TCEQ averaged 276 days.

• Major amendment processing goal is 300 days; TCEQ averaged 289 days.

General permits:
• Authorization processing goal is within 48 hours of receiving the Notice of Intent (examples of general

permits issued are concentrated animal feeding operations, concrete batch plants, and storm water construc-
tion); the TCEQ achieved this goal.

Water Supply Permit Time-Frames

Water rights permits:
• New permit processing goal is 300 days; TCEQ averaged 159 days.

• Amendments with notice processing goal is 300 days; TCEQ averaged 225 days.

• Amendments without notice processing goal is 180 days; TCEQ averaged 137 days.

Water districts:
• Creation/conversion processing goal is 180 days; TCEQ averaged 170 days.
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