
Summary of Response to Contested Case Hearing Request 
The Village at Grape Creek – TPDES Permit No. WQ0016363001 

 
Overview of the Project 

The Village at Grape Creek, LLC has applied for a Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(TPDES) permit to operate a wastewater treatment facility in Fredericksburg, TX. The facility will 
process up to 20,000 gallons per day, with treated effluent discharged into the Pedernales River. 
The project will provide 242 tiny home units with recreational amenities while ensuring 
compliance with all applicable environmental laws. 
 

Legal Arguments Supporting Denial of Contested Case Hearing 
1. Regulatory Compliance: 

a. The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) determined that the 
permit application satisfies all requirements under 30 Texas Administrative Code 
(TAC) Chapter 217. 

b. A public meeting and comment period were conducted, and the Executive 
Director’s Decision Letter confirmed the project’s compliance. 

2. Requestors Are Not Affected Persons: 
a. Under 30 TAC § 55.203, requestors must be "affected persons" to receive a 

contested hearing. Here, the requestors failed to demonstrate that they are affected 
persons. 

3. No Disputed Issues of Fact or Law: 
a. The Executive Director's findings of fact and law confirmed that the permit meets 

all water quality standards. 
b. Opponents provided no scientific data to contradict TCEQ’s findings of fact and 

law, making their claims speculative. 
4. Environmental Protections in Place: 

a. The permit includes stringent effluent limitations (e.g., 5 mg/L CBOD5, 2 mg/L 
ammonia-nitrogen, 1 mg/L total phosphorus). 

b. A Tier 1 and Tier 2 antidegradation review confirmed no significant degradation to 
the Pedernales River. 

 
Scientific and Environmental Considerations 

• The wastewater treatment plant will utilize a Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) system, which 
exceeds standard treatment methods by filtering out contaminants at a microscopic level. 

• The facility is designed to produce Type I Reclaimed Water, which can be used for 
irrigation, reducing potable water demand. 

• The effluent limits will protect aquatic life and public water supplies, and odor control 
measures ensure minimal community impact. 

• The project site is outside the 100-year floodplain, mitigating risks of flooding or erosion. 
 

Conclusion 
The permit application fully complies with Texas law and environmental regulations. The 
requestors have not demonstrated standing or raised valid disputed issues of fact or law. Given 
TCEQ’s findings and the project's benefits, the requests for a contested case hearing should be 
denied. 
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FORMAL RESPONSE TO THE REQUEST FOR A CONTESTED CASE HEARING 
RELATED TO DOCKET NO. 2024-1985-MWD AND TPDES PERMIT NO. 

WQ0016363001 

January 30, 2025 

To: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality and Persons on the Attached 
Mailing List 

From: Husch Blackwell LLP 
           Racy Haddad, Partner  

Re: Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“TPDES”) Permit (the “Permit”) 
for The Village at Grape Creek, LLC (“Applicant”) related to Docket No. 2024-1985-
MWD and TPDES Permit No. WQ0016363001. 

 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
On behalf of the Applicant in the above referenced matter, this letter serves as a formal response  
to the requests for contested case hearing by the individuals and organizations listed in Appendix 
1 (the “Requestors”) and will address the following: an overview of the Project with respect to its 
procedural background, the TPDES standard of review, the benefits of the Project, rebuttals to the 
Requestors’ request for contested case hearing on February 27, 2025, collaboration with the Lower 
Colorado River Authority (“LCRA”), and why a contested case hearing should be denied. 
As you are aware, the Applicant previously applied for a TPDES permit for the Applicant’s 
ongoing development of a tiny home village in Fredericksburg, Texas (the “Project”), and 
received conditional approval from the TCEQ to begin construction of the wastewater treatment 
facility, attached herewith as Exhibit “A”. Since that time, the Requestors have submitted requests 
for a contested case hearing regarding the matter. 
 
We respectfully request that the commissioners of the Texas Commission for Environmental 
Quality (“TCEQ”) deny these requests for failure to demonstrate affected person status, and 
failure to present disputed issues of material fact or law. 
 
 

I. Background and Benefits of the project 
 

a. Background 
 
On July 5, 2023, Applicant submitted an application for the Permit, a true and correct copy of 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit “B”. The Permit application requests authorization for the 
discharge of treated domestic wastewater at a daily average flow not to exceed 20,000 gallons per 



 

 

2 

111 Congress Avenue, Suite 1400 
Austin, TX 78701 

 

day and the operation of a wastewater treatment facility at the Project site, as further described in 
Exhibit “C” attached hereto. The Applicant’s Notice of Receipt and Intent to Obtain a Water 
Quality Permit (NORI) was published on September 6, 2023, in the Fredericksburg Standard-
Radio Post and La Prensa Comunidad on September 5, 2023. On March 8, 2024, the Applicant 
received a draft TPDES Permit from TCEQ. Subsequently, the TCEQ formally notified Applicant 
on July 17, 2024, that they determined based on the information submitted by the Applicant, the 
permit application satisfied the requirements set forth in 30 Texas Administrative Code (the 
“TAC”) Chapter 217 and conditionally approved construction of a wastewater treatment facility, 
provided that the Project was built with the application’s specifications and in accordance with the 
relevant TAC code. A true and correct copy of the Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision 
(“NAPD”) is attached hereto as Exhibit “D”. The NAPD was published on May 14, 2024, in the 
Tex Mex News, and Fredericksburg Standards-Radio Post on May 15, 2024.  
 
In response to the TCEQ’s conditional approval of the wastewater treatment facility, a public 
meeting was held on June 13, 2024, the same day that the second public comment period ended. 
On October 9, 2024, the Executive Director of the TCEQ issued a Decision of the Executive 
Director letter (the “Decision Letter”), attached hereto as Exhibit “E”, concluding that the 
Applicant’s “permit application meets the requirements of applicable law” and responding to 
public comments made by those individuals and organizations listed in Appendix 1. An additional 
thirty-day comment period to request a hearing/reconsideration followed between October 9, 2024, 
and November 8, 2024. On January 17, 2025, the TCEQ sent an Agenda Setting Letter notifying 
all relevant parties of the upcoming Agenda Meeting on Thursday, February 27, 2025, in front of 
the commissioners of the TCEQ. 
 
As part of the regulatory compliance, the Project’s Permit is subject to the TPDES, ensuring that 
the Project meets all environmental standards and regulations. To date, Applicant has taken all 
necessary steps towards strategically developing their wastewater treatment facility in accordance 
with the requirements set forth in the TAC. Moreover, Budget Proposal #948, attached hereto as 
Exhibit “F”, includes the design calculations that were submitted to TCEQ as part of the TPDES 
permit application and were also incorporated in the Plans and Specifications submittal to the 
Water Quality group at TCEQ. These design calculations and plans were relied upon to assess the 
conditional approval, and we do not believe any issues of fact or law remain open and undecided 
which would entitle the Requestors to a contested case hearing, as detailed below. 
 
Because the TCEQ has determined that the application submitted meets the requirements of the 
TAC and for the reasons set forth in Section III herein, deference should be paid to the TCEQ’s 
analysis contained prior to and as set forth in the Decision Letter and the contested case hearing 
requests should be denied.  

 
b. The Project 

 
To service this community, the Applicant is seeking to ensure compliance with Texas law with its 
wastewater treatment facility at the Project. The Project will be located approximately 0.65 miles 
southwest of the intersection of Jenschke Lane and U.S. Highway 290, in Gillespie County, Texas 
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78624, and will consist of 242 tiny home units with recreation and amenities, which can deliver 
significant benefits to the town of Fredericksburg. If the TPDES Permit is issued, the treated 
effluent will be discharged to an unnamed tributary, thence to the Pedernales River in Segment 
No. 1414 of the Colorado River Basin. The unclassified receiving water use is minimal aquatic 
life use for the unnamed tributary. The designated uses for Segment No. 1414 are primary contact 
recreation, public water supply, and high aquatic life use. 
 
The Applicant has designed the TPDES in compliance with applicable law and should not be 
denied its rights under 30 TAC Chapter 217 for permit approval. The Applicant’s wastewater 
treatment facility will be a membrane bioreactor (MBR) system. Treatment units, per approval of 
the Plans and Specifications by the Water Quality Division, will include two fine screens, an 
anoxic basin, an aeration basin, a membranes basin, a screw-type sludge press, and an ultraviolet 
(UV) light disinfection system. The Project has not been constructed.  
 
The effluent limits in the draft permit will maintain and protect the existing instream uses. All 
determinations are preliminary and subject to additional review and revisions.  
 
The draft permit includes the following proposed effluent limitations and monitoring requirements. 
All flows are expressed in million gallons per day (MGD) / gallons per day (gpd). The two-hour 
(2-hr) peak flow is expressed in gallons per minute (gpm). All pH values are expressed in standard 
units (SU). Concentration values are expressed in milligrams per liter (mg/L). Mass-based values 
are expressed as pounds per day (lbs/day). Bacteria values are expressed in colony-forming units 
(CFU) or most probable number (MPN) per 100 milliliters (CFU or MPN/100 mL). Per the 
Statement of Basis/Technical Summary and Executive Director’s Preliminary Decision, included 
in the Draft Permit, TCEQ concluded that based on the model results, effluent limits of 10 mg/L 
carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand (CBOD5), 3 mg/L ammonia-nitrogen (NH3-N), and 5 
mg/L minimum dissolved oxygen (DO) were recommended. The Applicant volunteered to adopt 
more stringent effluent limitations in an effort to further preserve the current stream conditions of 
the discharge route of 5 mg/L CBOD5, 5 mg/L total suspended solids (TSS), and 2 mg/L NH3-N. 
Per TCEQ’s modeling results, the limitations the TCEQ originally set, were concluded to have no 
negative effect or any significant degradation of the receiving waters from the discharge of the 
proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant.  
 
The Applicant’s intent for the project is to permit and construct an MBR WWTP which produces 
Type I Reclaimed water per TCEQ 30 TAC Chapter 210 regulations, to beneficially reuse as much 
of the produced wastewater effluent for on-site irrigation as possible, and to be able to limit the 
amount of potable water needed for irrigation operations. Due to the current state regulations, to 
beneficially reuse the Type I Reclaimed water produced at the MBR WWTP, a TPDES permit is 
required to be issued prior to the issuance of a 210 Reclaimed Water Use Permit. In conjunction 
with the TPDES permit application, the Applicant applied for a Chapter 210 Re-Use of Domestic 
Reclaimed Water Authorization Application on July 9, 2024. The application is currently under 
review at TCEQ, but cannot be approved until the TPDES permit is issued.  
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II. Standard of Review and Rebuttal of Opposition Comments 
 

a. Requestors Do Not Meet the Affected Person Requirement 
 
Requests for a contested hearing may only be filed by the commission, the executive director, the 
Applicant, and affected persons. See 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.201. An affected person is defined 
as "one who has a personal justiciable interest related to a legal right, duty, privilege, power, or 
economic interest affected by the application. An interest common to members of the general 
public does not qualify as a personal justiciable interest." 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.203. In 
determining whether a requestor is an affected person, the Commission is to consider: 
  

o whether the interest claimed is one protected by the law under which the application will 
be considered; 

o distance restrictions or other limitations imposed by law on the affected interest; 
o whether a reasonable relationship exists between the interest claimed and the activity 

regulated; 
o likely impact of the regulated activity on the health and safety of the person, and on the use 

of property of the person; 
o likely impact of the regulated activity on use of the impacted natural resource by the person; 
o for a hearing request on an application filed on or after September 1, 2015, whether the 

requestor timely submitted comments on the application that were not withdrawn; and 
o for governmental entities, their statutory authority over or interest in the issues relevant to 

the application. 
o the merits of the underlying application and supporting documentation in the commission's 

administrative record, including whether the application meets the requirements for permit 
issuance; 

o the analysis and opinions of the executive director; and 
o any other expert reports, affidavits, opinions, or data submitted by the executive director, 

the applicant, or hearing requestor. 
  
The Commission has broad discretion to determine whether a requestor is an affected person. 
"TCEQ's discretion over contested-case hearing requests naturally includes its 'threshold' 
determination of whether the person seeking the hearing is an affected person. And in making that 
particular decision, TCEQ enjoys the discretion to weigh and resolve matters that may go to the 
merits of the underlying application, including the likely impact the regulated activity—here, 
underground disposal of by-product material—will have on the health, safety, and use of property 
by the hearing requestor and on the use of natural resources." Sierra Club v. Texas Comm'n on 
Env't Quality, 455 S.W.3d 214, 223–24 (Tex. App. 2014) 
  
If the Commission finds that a requestor is an affected person and meets the requirements set forth 
in 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.211(c)(2)(A)(ii), the Commission must grant a contested hearing. 
Sec. 55.211(c)(2)(A)(ii) provides as follows: 
  
(c) A request for a contested case hearing shall be granted if the request is: 
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… 
(2) made by an affected person if the request: 

(A) is on an application filed: 
… 

(ii) [Raise] disputed issues of fact or mixed questions of fact or law that: 
(I) were raised during the comment period by the affected person 
whose request is granted; 
(II) were not withdrawn by filing a withdrawal letter with the chief 
clerk prior to the filing of the executive director's response to 
comment; and 
(III) are relevant and material to the commission's decision on the 
application; 

(B) is timely filed with the chief clerk; 
(C) is pursuant to a right to hearing authorized by law; and 
(D) complies with the requirements of §55.201 of this title (relating to Requests for 
Reconsideration or Contested Case Hearing). 

  
Subchapter 55 does not specify how the Commission is to act upon requests filed by Requestors 
the Commission determines to be "affected persons" who nevertheless do not meet the 
requirements set forth by § 55.211(c)(2)(A)(ii). Accordingly, it can be inferred that the 
Commission has discretion over whether to deny contested hearings to these affected persons. 
Twenty parties have requested a contested hearing. Below follow Applicant’s responses to requests 
submitted by Aimee Ransleben (“Ms. Ransleben”), an individual, on November 8, 2024; and 
Perales, Allmon & Ice, P.C., counsel for the Pedernales River Association (“PRA”), and the 
Greater Edwards Aquifer Alliance (“GEAA”) on November 8, 2024. See Appendix 2, attached 
herewith, for responses to the remaining contested hearing requests. 
 
The contested hearing request jointly filed by counsel for PRA and GEAA fails to demonstrate 
affected person status. As in Sierra Club v. Texas Comm'n on Env't Quality, PRA and GEAA are 
“not affected persons because the licensed activity will have minimal effect on their health, safety, 
use of property, and use of natural resources.” 455 S.W.3d 214, 225 (Tex. App. 2014). They allege 
that two of their members live adjacent to and 1,500 feet north of the proposed wastewater 
treatment facility, respectively, and that these members worry about odor, contaminated 
stormwater runoff, groundwater quality, and discharge accumulation. While these two members 
would be “affected persons” if they provided credible evidence of these concerns, they have not 
done so.  
 
Concerning their aforementioned concerns, PRA and GEAA present no rebuttals of the science set 
forth in the Application beyond conclusory statements such as “the Application does not 
demonstrate that the proposed permit would ensure compliance with applicable Texas Surface 
Water Quality Standards” and “PRA and GEAA disagree with ED's [degradation] analysis.” Nor 
does PRA and GEAA’s letter mention any members but the two whose concerns are listed above, 
much less where their other members live and how those other members are affected. While PRA 
and GEAA need not demonstrate that they “will prevail in a contested-case hearing” to qualify as 
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“affected persons,” they do need to show that they “will be affected to some degree.” United 
Copper Indus., Inc. v. Grissom, 17 S.W.3d 797, 803 (Tex. App. 2000).  
 
Likewise, Ms. Ransleben has not demonstrated affected person status. She concedes that she lives 
five miles from the Project; asserts an unsubstantiated concern that “[o]pening the door to private 
entities being able to discharge treated effluent will further deteriorate the water quality of this 
river;” and claims that “the methodology [used by TCEQ to assess the permit application] provides 
no consideration of the existing water quality of the river and the impact of the treated effluent on 
various parameters already elevated due to seasonal factors.” None of these concerns constitutes 
empirical evidence that the facility will affect Ms. Ransleben; all are speculative and conclusory.  
In Sierra Club, the court noted that two of Sierra Club’s members “live more than three miles from 
the proposed facility and neither work or spend any substantial time in or around the proposed 
facility” and that the applicant’s “concerns about general contamination . . . are interests common 
to the members of the general public. 455 S.W.3d at 224. The court held that “TCEQ was within 
its discretion to determine that Sierra Club’s members were not affected persons.” Id. Here, Ms. 
Ransleben lives even farther from the Project and has voiced the same kinds of concerns about 
general contamination of the Pedernales River. She has not provided evidence of a personal 
justiciable interest, much less one the general public does not share. 
 
Similarly, an “affected person” must “show that (1) issuance of the permit as proposed would 
cause one or more of its members to suffer an injury, i.e., a concrete and particularized invasion 
of a legally protected interest that is actual or imminent as opposed to conjectural or hypothetical, 
and (2) that the injury would likely be redressed by a favorable decision on the party's complaints 
regarding the proposed permit, i.e., the Commission's refusal to grant the permit or imposition of 
additional conditions.” Bosque River Coal. v. Texas Comm'n on Env't Quality, 347 S.W.3d 366, 
375 (Tex. App. 2011), order vacated (Feb. 1, 2013), rev'd on other grounds, 413 S.W.3d 403 (Tex. 
2013) (emphasis added). Even if PRA, GEAA, and Ms. Ransleben’s conclusory statements were 
taken as evidence, they are not “material” under Sec. 55.201, because these statements contain too 
little information to “have caused the agency to reach a contrary conclusion.” Sierra Club, 455 
S.W.3d at 227. Therefore, these requestors have not substantiated any concrete harm that would 
qualify them “affected persons.” 
 
The individuals named in Appendix 2 likewise fail to qualify as affected persons. First, the 
interests they claim are not protected by the relevant statute governing the application, as they do 
not pertain to rights or property that the law explicitly safeguards. Second, many of these 
individuals are not located near the Project, making them too far removed from the regulated 
activity to be directly impacted by the Project. Additionally, there is no reasonable relationship 
between their claimed interests and the activity being regulated, as many individuals are concerned 
with activities not related to regulations overseen by TCEQ. Furthermore, the likely impact of the 
activity on their health, safety, or property use is minimal or non-existent, as specified in the 
Response to Comments. Finally, many individuals did not list relevant and material disputed issues 
of fact and law. 
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(b) Requestors Have Not Listed Relevant and Material Disputed Issues of Fact and Law 
 
Section 55.201(d)(4)(B) requires that a contested hearing request "list all relevant and material 
disputed issues of fact that were raised by the requestor during the public comment period and that 
are the basis of the hearing request." Therefore, the Commission may deny a contested hearing 
request when requestors do not meet this requirement. The purpose of this provision is to enable 
the public to respond to the Commission’s post-comment period findings of fact and law as set 
forth in the Executive Director’s decision, while also preventing contested hearings about facts 
that are not in dispute. 
  
Here, whether the facility creates an additional environmental burden for the Pedernales River and 
Greater Edwards Aquifer is relevant and material to whether the facility complies with applicable 
law and should be approved. The findings of fact set forth in the Executive Director’s decision of 
October 9, 2024, concluded the facility will meet the most stringent effluent requirements set forth 
by TCEQ, will effectively reduce organics — including nitrogen and phosphorus — to limits well 
below required standards, will not be reliant on chemicals within the process which may be harmful 
to the environment, and will meet all noise and odor abatements as required. Crucially, one of the 
Executive Director's findings of fact was that the “permit application meets the requirements of 
applicable law.” Moreover, “[a] Tier 1 antidegradation review has preliminarily determined that 
existing water quality uses will not be impaired by this permit action. . . . [and a] Tier 2 review has 
preliminarily determined that no significant degradation of water quality is expected in Pedernales 
River, which has been identified as having high aquatic life use.” The Requestors have attempted 
to create a disputed issue of fact regarding whether the facility creates an additional environmental 
burden by opining that the facility will raise phosphorous levels to an intolerable degree, cause 
odors, affect groundwater, and cause other undesirable effects on the Pedernales River. But the 
Requestors cite no facts or data to support their concerns as the Executive Director did in the 
Decision Letter. For example, PRA and GEAA write, "PRA and GEAA disagree that [the 
Commission's 1 mg/L phosphorous limit]—or any other limitations in the Draft Permit—will 
preclude excessive accumulation of algae or eutrophic conditions in the receiving waters." Yet 
they cite no source for this assertion. Similarly, PRA and GEAA write, "The Application does not 
demonstrate that the proposed discharge will maintain the existing uses for the Pedernales River 
as public water supply or 'maintain present uses and not impair potential uses of groundwater or 
pose a public health hazard' under Texas Water Code § 26.401(c)(2)." PRA, GEAA and Ms. 
Ransleben do not cite a single fact or provision of the Application to support this claim, much less 
to substantiate their claim that the facility's discharge will affect groundwater quality.  
  
All of the Requestors’ arguments share this defect. In order for a "disputed issue of fact" to exist, 
two or more contrary facts must conflict. For example, suppose the weather forecast predicts sun 
tomorrow with 90% certainty, and a viewer worries it will rain without having any reason to doubt 
the forecast. There would be no disputed issue of fact, because the empirically-based weather 
forecast has been countered by an unfounded, unempirical worry. Fact has not been met with fact. 
Likewise, the Commission has advanced its own findings of fact, while the Requestors advanced 
only speculative concerns devoid of facts, data, or citations. The Texas Rules of Evidence are 
instructive: "Evidence is relevant if: (a) it has any tendency to make a fact more or less probable 
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than it would be without the evidence; and (b) the fact is of consequence in determining the action." 
Tex. R. Evid. 401. The requestor's unsubstantiated worries do not change the probability of any 
fact at issue, much less a fact of consequence in determining whether to grant the permit. 
Therefore, there is no "disputed issue of fact" pursuant to § 55.201(d)(4)(B). Since the Requestors 
have not met the requirements for a contested hearing request, the Commission has discretion to 
deny their request. 
 
Although Hill County Underground Water Conservation District (“HCUWCD”) is an affected 
person pursuant to § 55.203(b), its contested hearing request does not raise any relevant and 
material disputed issues of law and fact. HCUWCD asks that the Permit include: (1) effluent 
limitations on nitrate and total nitrogen; (2) effluent limitations on bacteria; and (3) prohibitions 
of pharmaceuticals, microplastics, and certain other compounds. Regardless of the merit of these 
proposals, they are not relevant and material disputed issues of law and fact because they do not 
contradict the findings of fact set forth in the Executive Director’s decision or raised during the 
public comment period. Indeed, HCUWCD does not cite the Executive Director’s findings of fact 
and law at all. HCUWCD’s proposals are suited for the public comment period, and not as the 
basis of a contested hearing request. Finally, the Permit already contains effluent limitations, and 
HCUWCD has failed to cite any statute or regulation permitting TCEQ to regular pharmaceutical 
and microplastic discharge from a treated wastewater discharge facility.1 
 
III. Rebuttals to Remaining Public Comments  
 
The public comments fail to qualify the Requestors as affected persons and do not rise to a dispute 
of law or fact. Below follows the Executive Director’s response to each of the comments to which 
PRA and GEAA responded in their contested hearing request, supplemented by responses from 
Applicant’s engineers. 
 
Comment 1: 
Concerns were raised about the draft permit's potential impacts on Breckmann Branch and the 
Pedernales River, including recreational and fishing uses, as well as impacts on wildlife, 
livestock, and agriculture. 
Response 1: 
The TCEQ ensures water quality protection under applicable laws and standards. Effluent limits 
in the draft permit are designed to maintain instream uses and prevent aquatic toxicity, violations 
of water quality standards, or harm to public water supplies. The draft permit also addresses 
disinfection requirements to protect human health. 
Engineer Response: 
The expected effluent characteristics shown in the provided Budget Proposal #948 design 
calculations, show that expected effluent values for the proposed MBR WWTP. The expected 
effluent values are lower than what has been proposed in the draft TPDES permit, and are in line 
with Table F.7. Performance Standards for Conventional Pollutants and Nutrients for Membrane 
Bioreactors, in TCEQ’s 30 TAC 217.157(c)(1). The MBR treatment process produces much 

 
1 TCEQ’s sewering ban for hazardous waste pharmaceuticals, 30 TAC 335.761, applies to healthcare facilities, not 
treated wastewater discharge facilities. 
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lower typical effluent characteristics than that of Conventional Activated Sludge WWTPs, due to 
the ultrafiltration of the membranes that will be used in the treatment process. The proposed 
MBR membranes have a pore size of 0.038 micrometers, the small pore size is able to filter out 
typical wastewater effluent characteristics to a nominal value, further protecting the Breckmann 
Branch and Pedernales River water quality, recreational and aquatic uses. The Applicant also 
requested more stringent effluent limitations, consisting of a 5 mg/L CBOD5, 5 mg/L TSS, 2 
mg/L NH3-N, and 1 mg/L TP to further ensure the water quality of the receiving streams would 
not be adversely affected.  
 
The City of Fredericksburg (COF) WWTP also discharges into Barons Creek and thence to the 
Pedernales River, approximately 8.5 miles upstream of the proposed MBR WWTP. The City of 
Fredericksburg current TPDES effluent limitations include a 10 mg/L CBOD5, 15 mg/L TSS, 
and 2 mg/L NH3-N, with a total average daily flow of 2.5 MGD. The effluent limitations 
proposed in the MBR WWTP are much more stringent and also include a limit on total 
phosphorus which the COF does not currently have an effluent limitation on. The proposed flow 
of 20,000 gpd for the MBR WWTP is 0.8% of the average daily flow of the COF WWTP. Based 
on the minimal volume of flow capacity, as well as more stringent permit limits than the COF, 
and also the ability of the MBR WWTP to treat to Type I reclaimed water standards, the 
proposed wastewater effluent discharge will not adversely affect the receiving waters of the 
Breckmann Branch and the Pedernales River’s water quality, or affect the current recreational 
uses of the receiving waters.   

 
Comment 2: 
Concerns about additional nutrient loads causing harmful algal blooms and the adequacy of the 
proposed total phosphorus (TP) limits in nutrient-sensitive streams. 
Response 2: 
A total phosphorus limit of 1 mg/L was included in the draft permit to prevent excessive algal 
growth. The limit aligns with standards for discharges in sensitive zones, ensuring protection 
against eutrophic conditions. 
Engineer Response: 
The expected effluent characteristics shown in the provided Budget Proposal #948 design 
calculations, show that expected values for Total Phosphorus limits are below 1 mg/L. The 
proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant includes a Membrane Bioreactor (“MBR”) treatment 
system. Per TCEQ’s 30 TAC 217.157(c)(1), Table F.7. Performance Standards for Conventional 
Pollutants and Nutrients for Membrane Bioreactors, also show that Total Phosphorus (with bio-P 
removal) to be approximately 0.5 mg/L. While the draft permit for phosphorus is set at 1 mg/L, 
effluent values produced at the MBR WWTP are expected to be lower, therefore the potential for 
algal blooms in the Beckmann Branch and Pedernales River are reduced even further.  

 
Comment 3: 
Concerns were raised about antidegradation reviews and cumulative impacts of wastewater 
treatment facilities on surface water quality. 
Response 3: 
A Tier 1 and Tier 2 antidegradation review determined no impairment or significant degradation 
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of water quality. Modeling analysis accounted for worst-case conditions and cumulative impacts, 
confirming compliance with water quality standards. 
Engineer Response: 
TCEQ performed a Tier 1 and 2 antidegradation review and determined the existing water 
quality uses will not be impacted by the proposed TPDES permit. TCEQ also performed a 
modeling analysis review of the proposed wastewater effluent discharge to evaluate potential 
impacts on major oxygen-demanding constituents within the effluent on dissolved oxygen levels 
of receiving waters. Based on the modeling analysis performed by TCEQ, the draft permit 
reflects conservative Dissolved Oxygen requirements to prevent degradation to the receiving 
waters. Per TCEQ’s Statement of Basis/Technical Summary included in the Draft permit, the 
TCEQ’s modeling showed that even with less stringent limitations of 10 mg/L CBOD5, 3 mg/L 
NH3-N, and 5 mg/L DO, the receiving waters would not be adversely affected. The Applicant 
requested to adopt more stringent effluent limitations, as reflected in the Draft permit, to further 
ensure the protection of the receiving waters quality.  

 
Comment 4: 
Concerns about the draft permit's potential impacts on groundwater quality and supply. 
Response 4: 
The draft permit adheres to non-degradation goals for groundwater quality. However, 
groundwater monitoring wells are not required, and groundwater availability is not within 
TCEQ's jurisdiction. 
Engineer Response: 
Per the Executive Director’s Letter dated October 8, 2024, the draft TPDES permit meets the 
Texas Surface Water Quality Standards, and are protective of the surface water quality, human 
health, and environment, and can therefore ensure the protection of the groundwater quality. An 
overview of the Ellenburger Aquifer is as shown below, and included in this report as Exhibit 
“G” showing the surrounding water supply wells and their respective water quality information. 
 
Review of the Texas Water Development Board’s (TWDB’s) groundwater data viewer indicates 
the Hensel Sand Formation of the Trinity Group is located at land surface at the site and 
surrounding area.  The Hensel Sand consists of sand, silt, and clay and is approximately 140 feet 
thick beneath the site.  The Hensel Sand unconformably overlies the Ellenburger Group. 
 
The Ellenburger Group consists of alternating limestone and dolomite units and is part of the 
Ellenburger-San Saba Aquifer, which is designated as a minor aquifer by the Texas Water 
Development Board (TWDB).  The Ellenburger Group is approximately 1,000 feet thick beneath 
the site.   
 
The TWDB has received well completion reports for approximately 35 wells that have been 
drilled/completed within a 1-mile radius of the site.  These reports indicate the wells were 
completed to depths varying from approximately 140 feet below ground surface (bgs) to 520 feet 
bgs.  The depth to groundwater in these wells has been reported from approximately 40 to 100 
feet bgs.  
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Groundwater quality data, via the TWDB website, is available for only two of the approximately 
35 wells referenced previously.  These wells were completed more than a ½ mile from the site, to 
depths of 180 and 202 feet bgs; and withdraw water from the Ellenburger-San Saba aquifer.  The 
locations of these wells are shown on the attached Exhibit.  The attached Exhibit also includes 
groundwater quality data for several inorganic constituents of concerns with their respective 
primary maximum contaminant levels (MCLs).  As shown in this exhibit, nitrate is the only 
constituent of concern that has exceeded its MCL.  TWDB well reports and groundwater quality 
data for these two wells is also attached. 
 
Two public supply wells were drilled and completed on the site in mid-2024 and their locations 
are also noted on the attached exhibit.  The wells were completed to depths of 360 and 400 feet 
bgs and withdrawal water from the Ellenburger-San Saba aquifer.  Laboratory analysis of 
groundwater samples collected from the wells indicates that none of the primary constituents of 
concern exceed their respective MCLs.  The laboratory report of analysis for the groundwater 
samples collected from these wells are also attached. 
The proposed MBR WWTP will discharge Type 1 reclaimed water to an intermittent tributary of 
the Pedernales River, when the Type I reclaimed water cannot be used for irrigation purposes.  
Per TCEQ, Type 1 reclaimed water can be used for irrigation of public parks, school yards, 
residential lawns, and athletic fields and can be used for fire protection, food-crop irrigation and 
application to pastures grazed by milking animals.  Additionally, the proposed effluent standards 
of the WWTP are: 
 Biochemical Oxygen Demand (5-day): 5.0 milligram per Liter (mg/L); 
 Total Suspended Solids: 5.0 mg/L; 
 Ammonia Nitrogen: 2.0 mg/L; 
 Total Phosphorus: 1.0 mg/L; and 
 Dissolved Oxygen: 5.0 mg/L 
 
Given that: 

• the depth to groundwater beneath the site is approximately 40 feet or greater,  
• Type 1 reclaimed water can be used for the noted purposes; and 
• the proposed effluent standard for nitrate is less than or equal to existing groundwater 

concentrations; 
The proposed discharge of Type 1 reclaimed water to the intermittent tributary does not pose a 
risk to groundwater quality. 
 

 
Comment 5: 
Concerns about potential impacts on drinking water quality and whether treated wastewater 
would meet drinking water standards. 
Response 5: 
Wastewater treatment plants are not required to meet drinking water standards. The draft permit 
includes effluent limits protective of designated uses, including public water supply. 
Engineer Response: 
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The proposed WWTP is not required to meet state drinking water standards, as the proposed 
WWTP is not producing potable water for human consumption. The proposed WWTP location 
will also meet all requirements pertaining to Domestic Wastewater Effluent Limitation and Plant 
Siting, 30 TAC Chapter 309, Subchapter B. The proposed WWTP will comply with all minimum 
horizontal distance requirements to ensure the protection of surrounding drinking water supply 
wells. 

 
Comment 13: 
Concerns were raised about nuisance odors from the facility and impacts on air quality. 
Response 13: 
TCEQ requires buffer zones or odor control measures for wastewater treatment plants. The 
Applicant will comply by locating treatment units at least 150 feet from property lines. The 
proposed Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) system is designed to minimize odors, and the facility is 
exempt from air quality permits due to low pollutant contributions. Complaints can be reported 
to TCEQ’s Environmental Complaint Line. 
Engineer Response: 
The proposed WWTP will meet all requirements pertaining to Domestic Wastewater Effluent 
Limitation and Plant Siting, 30 TAC Chapter 309, Subchapter B, pertaining to Nuisance Odor 
prevention. The Applicant will meet the Buffer Zone requirements, set for the aforementioned 
Chapter 309, to ensure that the wastewater treatment plant units are located a minimum 150 feet 
from any property line and residential building. Per Attachment F, Buffer Zone Map, included in 
the TPDES application, and attached as Exhibit “H” herein, the entire 150-foot buffer zone area 
is contained within the Applicant’s property boundaries, the proposed WWTP is located 
approximately 228 feet away from the nearest property boundary, located to the west of the 
Applicant’s site. 

 
Comment 14: 
Concerns about public involvement, awareness of the permitting process, and construction prior 
to permit approval. 
Response 14: 
The application and related documents were made publicly available at a local library and 
TCEQ’s office. Public notice requirements were followed, but errors in the landowner mailing 
list excluded some individuals. Construction is not permitted until the discharge permit is issued, 
per TWC 26.027(c). 
Engineer Response: 
The Applicant has submitted all required documentation in accordance with TCEQ. Construction 
of the proposed WWTP shall not  commence until all necessary permits have been issued.  

 
Comment 15: 
Concerns were raised about the facility’s location in a floodplain and potential erosion or 
flooding caused by discharge. 
Response 15: 
The facility is above the 100-year floodplain and must be protected against such floods per 
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permit requirements. TCEQ regulates water quality but not flooding or erosion; for these 
concerns, local floodplain administrators should be contacted. 
Engineer Response: 
The facility is not located within the 100-year floodplain. Per Exhibit A, FEMA Floodways Map, 
included in the TPDES application, as attached as Exhibit “I”, herein and attached to this 
document, the proposed WWTP is shown to lie outside of Zone A (100-year Floodplain). FEMA 
Firm Map No. 48171C0500 C and 48171C0477 C, were used to delineate the Floodplain at the 
project site.  

 
 
 
IV. LCRA Support and Community Outreach 

 
During the public comment period, LCRA expressed its openness to work with the Applicant’s 
permit application by serving as an intermediary between the Applicant and the TCEQ to ensure 
the Applicant adherence to the more stringent proposals submitted to TCEQ. A copy of LCRA’s 
letter is attached hereto as Exhibit “J.” 

Additional efforts have been made to secure LCRA’s support for the Applicant’s TPDES Permit. 
Discussions between LCRA and the Applicant, along with its agents, regarding a potential 
monitoring agreement are ongoing. Such an agreement would enable LCRA to act as a neutral 
third party to ensure compliance with all specifications, plans, and Texas Administrative Code 
requirements applicable to the Applicant’s wastewater treatment facility. 

LCRA’s support highlights the project’s alignment with TCEQ’s wastewater management and 
compliance goals. 

 
V. Conclusion 

 
The Project application was timely filed, an analysis was done and was shown to have met the 
TAC, a conditional approval of construction for the wastewater treatment facility and a draft 
TPDES Permit were granted by TCEQ, and the Executive Director’s response letter concluded 
that the “permit application meets the requirements of applicable law”. The Requestors failed to 
demonstrate that they are affected persons and disputed issues of fact have not been presented by 
the Requestors. The Project will deliver substantial benefits to the Fredericksburg community, 
including expanded housing options and recreational amenities, while ensuring environmental 
compliance through advanced wastewater treatment systems.  
 
The requests for a contested case hearing should be denied as the Requestors lack standing, fail to 
meet procedural requirements, and do not present material issues of fact or law. Furthermore, the 
Applicant has demonstrated a commitment to compliance to the law as it has met the requirements 
of the TAC and is engaged in ongoing discussions with the LCRA to ensure neutral oversight and 
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adherence to all applicable standards. For these reasons, the TCEQ should defer to Executive 
Director’s Response to Public Comment and deny the contested case hearing requests. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Racy Haddad 

EXHIBIT INDEX 
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Exhibit “A”: Conditional Approval 
Exhibit “B”: Permit Application 
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Exhibit “G”: Overview of the Ellenburger Aquifer 
Exhibit “H”: Buffer Zone Map 
Exhibit “I”: FEMA Floodways Map 
Exhibit “J”: LCRA Public Comment Letter 
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MAILING LIST / LISTA DE CORREO 
for / para 

The Village at Grape Creek, LLC 
TPDES Permit No. WQ0016363001 / TPDES Permiso No. WQ0016363001

FOR THE APPLICANT /  
PARA EL SOLICITANTE: 

Ronnie C. Manning, Vice President 
The Village at Grape Creek, LLC 
15119 Memorial Drive, Suite 113 
Houston, Texas 77079 

Kendall Longbotham, P.E. 
Water Resomces Engineer 
reUse Engineering, Inc. 
4411 South Interstate 35, Suite 100, 
Georgetown, Texas 78626 

INTERESTED PERSONS /  
PERSONAS INTERESADAS: 

see attached list/ ver lista adjunta 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR / PARA 
EL DIRECTOR EJECUTIVO 
via electronic mail /  
por correo electrónico: 

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

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

Evangeline Kaviani, Technical Staff 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Wastewater Permitting Section MC-148 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

FOR PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL /  
PARA ABOGADOS DE INTERÉS PÚBLICO 
via electronic mail /  
por correo electrónico: 

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

FOR THE CHIEF CLERK /  
PARA EL SECRETARIO OFICIAL 
via electronic mail  
por correo electrónico: 

Laurie Gharis, Chief Clerk 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Office of Chief Clerk MC-105 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 



AHRENDT , PAULA S  

222 ECKHARDT LN 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5012 

ALEXANDER , LAUREN  

PERALES ALLMON & ICE PC 

1206 SAN ANTONIO ST 

AUSTIN TX 78701-1834 

ANTUS , KATHY P  

2200 JENSCHKE LN 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7866 

ASHBY , BILL  

PO BOX 1922 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-1909 

ATCKISON , LISA  

979 CATTLE CREEK RD 

JOHNSON CITY TX 78636-2211 

BABB , RICHARD PAUL  
HILL COUNTRY UNDERGROUND WATER 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
508 S WASHINGTON ST 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-4557 

BARRETT JR , MR EDWARD J  

267 RANCH ROAD 1 

STONEWALL TX 78671-3714 

BASS , REED  

206 SUNDAY CIR 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-9550 

BEHRENDS , CAREY  

393 RANCH ROAD 1376 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7447 

BEHRENDS , RYAN  

PO BOX 408 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0408 

BEHRENDS , CAREY  

3393 RANCH ROAD 1376 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-4969 

BENDELE , NICHOLE  

BECKER VINEYARDS 

PO BOX 393 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0393 

BOOTH WRIGHT, SHELLY  & WRIGHT,JAMES  

3365 OLD SAN ANTONIO RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-6126 

BRUNO , MARISA  

HILL COUNTRY ALLIANCE 

1916 E 10TH ST 

AUSTIN TX 78702-3408 

BRUNO , MARISA  

HILL COUNTRY ALLIANCE 

PO BOX 151675 

AUSTIN TX 78715-1675 

CARTER , KIM  

PO BOX 922 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-0922 

CENTENO , DAWNA  

APT 1610 

4001 N NEW BRAUNFELS AVE 

SAN ANTONIO TX 78209-6354 

CHILDS , LONNIE  

327 S STAG TRL 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5799 

CHOQUETTE , MR JAY  

1650 HERMIT HILL RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-3374 

CLARK , CATHERINE  

120 G C SCHAEFFER LN 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5879 

CLARK , MR DONNY P  

120 G C SCHAEFFER LN 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5879 

COLLINS , KATIE  

1804 PFEIFFER RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5764 

COLLINS , TAYLOR  

1804 PFEIFFER RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5764 

CONNELLY , PATRICK R  

BECKER VINEYARDS 

464 BECKER FARMS RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-2378 

CRUNK , MR KELLY  

TIERRA LINDA RANCH 

326 LOST VALLEY RD 

KERRVILLE TX 78028-1753 

DARBY, KEITH  & WOLF,BARBARA GAIL  

PO BOX 1351 

JOHNSON CITY TX 78636-1351 

DEIKE , LEVI  

PO BOX 241 

HYE TX 78635-0241 

DUECKER , EMILY  

PO BOX 360 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0360 

ECKERT , MRS RHONDA  

151 CREEK SIDE RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-8344 

EDGERTON , BEN  

210 QUAIL RUN DR 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5814 



 
ESCOBAR FARRIS, MARGARET TERRI  & 
FARRIS,MARK  
1715 DARTMOUTH AVE 

AUSTIN TX 78757-1313 

EVARD , KAREN  

1982 AXIS CIR 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-2977 

FLORES , THE HONORABLE PETER P STATE 
SENATOR 
THE SENATE OF TEXAS DISTRICT 24 

PO BOX 12068 

AUSTIN TX 78711-2068 

FOLSE , LITSA   & PAUL GABRIEL  

STYLE 208 LLC 

502 JENSCHKE LN 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7413 

FOLSE , LITSA  

502 JENSCHKE LN 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7413 

FOLSE , PAUL GABRIEL  

502 JENSCHKE LN 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7413 

FRANTZEN , LESTER  

904 W TRAVIS ST 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-2527 

FRANTZEN , ROXANNE  

904 W TRAVIS ST 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-2527 

FRITZ , JAMES   & LAURA  

175 VINTNERS WAY 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-2974 

GARCIA , PAUL  

1187 MIDDLE CREEK RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-2463 

GARZA , TROY  

801 BELL ST 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-4705 

GLAVY , MR NATHAN M  

GREATER EDWARDS AQUIFER ALLIANCE 

1809 BLANCO RD 

SAN ANTONIO TX 78212-2616 

GLAVY , MR NATHAN M  

GREATER EDWARDS AQUIFER ALLIANCE 

PO BOX 15618 

SAN ANTONIO TX 78212-8818 

GLAVY, NATHAN M  & PEACE,ANNALISA  

GREATER EDWARDS AQUIFER ALLIANCE 

1809 BLANCO RD 

SAN ANTONIO TX 78212-2616 

GLAVY, NATHAN M  & PEACE,ANNALISA  

GREATER EDWARDS AQUIFER ALLIANCE 

PO BOX 15618 

SAN ANTONIO TX 78212-8818 

GROBE , SAM  

1589 E MAIN ST 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5404 

GROUNDS , MARK  

2310 S COUNTY ROAD 1121 

MIDLAND TX 79706-4885 

GUTHRIE , CRAWFORD   & PHYLLIS  

675 OXEN TRL 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7737 

HAAG , BOB  

361 VINTNERS WAY 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7400 

HAHN , DAVID  

2054 RANCH ROAD 1320 

JOHNSON CITY TX 78636-4786 

HAMPTON , DEANN  

PO BOX 255 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0255 

HODGES RANSLEBEN , AIMEE  

685 HODGES RANCH RD 

STONEWALL TX 78671-4223 

HUTCHINS , LANE  

8351 FM 2093 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7101 

ICE , LAUREN CLAIRE  

PERALES ALLMON & ICE PC 

1206 SAN ANTONIO ST 

AUSTIN TX 78701-1834 

JENSCHKE , DANIEL  

903 DURST MAURER RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5805 

JENSCHKE , JOAN JACOBY  

315 W AUSTIN ST 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-3858 

JENSCHKE , LAURIE  

903 DURST MAURER RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5805 

JOHNSON , IRMGARD  

PO BOX 296 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0296 

JORDAN , DIRK  

1533 SCHUMANN RD 

ALBERT TX 78671-4140 

KING , TRACY  

PO BOX 254 

HYE TX 78635-0254 



 
KNUTSON , SHERRY  

FAT ASS WINERY AND BREWERY 

PO BOX 2776 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-1926 

KRAMER , JESSICA  

JOSH KRAMER 

211 SHORTY CRENWELGE RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5954 

LACKEY , MRS KRISTINA  

502 W CREEK ST 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-3116 

LEWIS , MS KATHLEEN C  

13437 FM 2093 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7111 

LOCHTE , DR. KAREN  

603 E CREEK ST 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-4650 

MANDELIK , LILLI  

1620 MIDDLE CREEK RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-2242 

MASTERS , MONICA P  

LOWER COLORADO RIVER AUTHORITY 

PO BOX 220 

AUSTIN TX 78767-0220 

MCANALLY , RANDYE  

8318 RANCH ROAD 1376 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7496 

MECKEL , SUSAN  

LOWER COLORADO RIVER AUTHORITY 

MS R220 

PO BOX 220 

AUSTIN TX 78767-0220 

MEYER , REVEREND RYAN  

TRINITY LUTHERAN 

4270 RANCH ROAD 1 

STONEWALL TX 78671-4212 

NEBGEN STAATS , BARBARA  

574 REVERSE R DR 

HARPER TX 78631-5181 

NEBGEN , MARK  

635 RANCH ROAD 1 

STONEWALL TX 78671-3706 

NEBGEN , MARK  
STONEWALL WATER CONTROL AND IMPROVEMENT 
DISTRICT 
PO BOX 419 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0419 

PEAKE , DAVID  

PO BOX 55 

DRIPPING SPRINGS TX 78620-0055 

PEAKE , HENRY  

PO BOX 55 

DRIPPING SPRINGS TX 78620-0055 

PEAKE , KATHERINE  

PO BOX 55 

DRIPPING SPRINGS TX 78620-0055 

PEAKE , KATHERINE F  

309 LUCKENBACH RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7457 

PERRENOUD , CHRIS  

AIRIS ELE VINEYARDS 

11290 E US HIGHWAY 290 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5760 

PERRYMAN , LAURA  

5996 RR 1376 

FREDERICKSBRG TX 78624-7552 

PERSON , PAUL  

127 SUNSHINE LN 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-0216 

PETSCH , WAYNE  

1024 PETSCH RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-8070 

PETSCH , JUDITH  

1024 PETSCH RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-8070 

PIERCE , B G  

940 SCHUMANN RD 

STONEWALL TX 78671-4305 

PIPKIN , MR MATTHEW  

2576 OLD MASON RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-2283 

PITTS LICHTENHAN , MARTHA  

PO BOX 39 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0039 

PITTS , HAYES  

PO BOX 206 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0206 

PITTS , KAY  

PO BOX 206 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0206 

PRICE , MR DAVID A  

TEXAS RIVERS PROTECTION ASSOCIATION 

444 PECAN PARK DR 

SAN MARCOS TX 78666-8544 

PRUNEDA , MARIA  

SENATOR PETE FLORES 

STE 164 

819 WATER ST 

KERRVILLE TX 78028-5333 

PUGH , META  

1833 OTTMERS RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5889 



 
RANSLEBEN , LYNN ROY  

685 HODGES RANCH RD 

STONEWALL TX 78671-4223 

RESTANI , KRISTEN  

PO BOX 266 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0266 

RIFFE , MYRTLE  

2106 PFEIFFER RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5881 

RODRIGUEZ , MRS SUSAN R  

238 RILEY LN 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-3562 

ROSE , VICTORIA ANN  

SAVE OUR SPRINGS ALLIANCE 

STE D401 

4701 W GATE BLVD 

AUSTIN TX 78745-1479 

SCHAFER , DAVID D  

PO BOX 316 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0316 

SCHNEIDER , TRACI  

668 POVERTY HILL RANCH RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-6472 

SEGNER , LEANN  

110 GLENMOOR DR 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-3451 

SHAW , GREG T  

610 VINTNERS WAY 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-3592 

SIMPSON , PAULA   & STEVE  

409 RIVER VIEW DR 

JOHNSON CITY TX 78636-4351 

SISAK , WILLIAM JOSEPH  

254 ISLAND RD 

JOHNSON CITY TX 78636-4657 

SMITH , ED  

402 W CREEK ST 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-3114 

SREENAN , KATHY   & PAT  

551 UPRIVER RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7118 

STENSBY , TRAVIS  

2240 JENSCHKE LN 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-7866 

STEWART , TABITHA J T  

109 ANCIENT COAST RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-6139 

STOLPE , NANCY  

114 ZUFRIEDEN BERG WAY 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5370 

STONE , PAULA  

151 DANOS DR 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-3080 

SUTHERLAND , BILL  

247 OXEN TRL 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-6615 

TOMENY , JAMES  

1804 PFEIFFER RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5764 

TROXCLAIR , THE HONORABLE ELLEN STATE 
REPRESENTATIVE 
TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES DISTRICT 19 

PO BOX 2910 

AUSTIN TX 78768-2910 

TURPIN , DAVID  

444 METZGER RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-6797 

TYNAN , LEO C  

9554 RANCH ROAD 965 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-6578 

VIRDELL , TAYLOR CHAIRMAN 
HILL COUNTRY UNDERGROUND WATER 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
508 S WASHINGTON ST 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-4557 

VIRDELL , TAYLOR  

402 SCHMIDTZINSKY RD 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5413 

WARFIELD , CALLAN  

727 MADILYNN CT 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5489 

WARFIELD , MATTHEW  

727 MADILYNN CT 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5489 

WEIDENFELLER , KRIS  

89 S RANCH ROAD 1623 

STONEWALL TX 78671-4214 

WEINHEIMER , BRUCE ALVIN  

6207 OLIVER LOVING TRL 

AUSTIN TX 78749-1832 

WEINHEIMER , DAVID G  

7290 E US HIGHWAY 290 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-6073 

WEINHEIMER , KAREN  

7290 E US HIGHWAY 290 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-6073 



 
WICKES , PHILIP  

PO BOX 55 

DRIPPING SPRINGS TX 78620-0055 

WILCOX , ALAN G  

PO BOX 341 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0341 

WILCOX , ALAN   & RHONDA  

PO BOX 341 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0341 

WISCHKAEMPER , KAY  

215 RUSTY SPUR DR 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-0210 

WOLF , BARBARA  

PO BOX 1351 

JOHNSON CITY TX 78636-1351 

WRIGHT , ANGIE  

AIRIS ELE VINEYARDS 

11290 E US HIGHWAY 290 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5760 

YOUNGBLOOD , DEBORAH E  

PEDERNALES RIVER ALLIANCE 

249 WILDERNESS DR 

FREDERICKSBURG TX 78624-5711 

ZUBERBUELER , KIM  

PO BOX 435 

STONEWALL TX 78671-0435 

ZUZANEK , MARK  

718 RIVER RANCH CIR 

MARTINDALE TX 78655-3986 



EXHIBITS 
 

All exhibits made part of this memorandum can be accessed at: 
 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1tWDPmN6I2at_pJWVu5-r5xxmfIsBaYsA 
 
 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1tWDPmN6I2at_pJWVu5-r5xxmfIsBaYsA



