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TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2026-0609-MWD

APPLICATION BY CHESMAR HOMES 
AND GUADALUPE BLANCO RIVER 

AUTHORITY FOR NEW  
PERMIT NO. WQ0016516001

§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 

BEFORE THE TEXAS  

COMMISSION ON 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S RESPONSE TO HEARING REQUESTS 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Executive Director of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (the 

Commission or TCEQ) files this Response to Hearing Requests on the application by 

Chesmar Homes and Guadalupe Blanco Rive Authority. (Applicants) for new Permit No. 

WQ0016516001.  

II. ATTACHMENTS FOR COMMISSION CONSIDERATION 

 Attachment A – Executive Director's GIS Map 

 Attachment B – Applicant’s Adjacent Landowners List and map 

III. DESCRIPTION OF FACILITY 

A. FACILITY 

Chesmar Homes, LLC and Guadalupe Blanco River Authority have applied to the 

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) for new Permit No. 

WQ0016516001 to authorize the disposal of treated domestic wastewater at a daily 

average flow not to exceed 0.15 million gallons per day (MGD) via surface irrigation of 

38.5 acres of public access land in the Interim I phase, a daily average flow not to 

exceed 0.30 MGD via surface irrigation of 76.5 acres of public access land in the 

Interim II phase, and a daily average flow not to exceed 0.46 MGD via surface irrigation 

of 117 acres of public access land in the Final phase. The facility will include two 

storage ponds, one pond with a total surface area of 8.4 acres and total capacity of 
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55.24 acre feet in the Interim I and Interim II phases, and an additional pond for the 

Final phase with a total surface area of four acres and total capacity of 29.46 acre-feet 

for storage of treated effluent prior to irrigation. The proposed wastewater treatment 

facility will serve a development of approximately 1,900 new homes and new schools 

(Elementary, Middle, and High) located west of New Braunfels, Texas. 

The NB West Wastewater Treatment Facility will consist of an membrane 

bioreactor (MBR) plant. Treatment units in the Interim I phase will include headworks 

with screening, an equalization tank, three MBR basins, a sludge holding tank, and a 

chlorine contact chamber. Treatment units in the Interim II phase will include 

headworks with screening, two equalization tanks, six MBR basins, two sludge holding 

tanks, and two chlorine contact chambers. Treatment units in the Final phase will 

include headworks with screening, three equalization tanks, nine MBR basins, three 

sludge holding tanks, and three chlorine contact chambers. The facility has not been 

constructed.  

The draft permit authorizes the disposal of sludge at a TCEQ-authorized land 

application site, co-disposal landfill, wastewater treatment facility, or facility that 

further processes sludge. The wastewater treatment facility and disposal site will be 

located approximately 3.5 miles west of the intersection of Farm-to-Market Road 2722 

and State Highway 46, near the City of New Braunfels, Comal County, Texas 78132. The 

wastewater treatment facility and disposal site are located in the drainage basin of 

Comal River in Segment No. 1811 of the Guadalupe River Basin. No discharge of 

pollutants into water in the state is authorized by this permit. 

B. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

The permit application was received on April 2, 2024, and declared 

administratively complete on May 6, 2024. The Notice of Receipt and Intent to Obtain a 
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Water Quality Permit (NORI) was published on May 29, 2024, in the Herald-Zeitung. The 

Executive Director completed the technical review of the application on August 19, 

2025, and prepared the draft permit, which if approved, would establish the conditions 

under which the proposed facility must operate. A combined Notice of Receipt and 

Intent to Obtain a Water Quality Permit, Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision 

(NAPD), and Notice of Public Meeting was published on August 28, 2025, in the Herald-

Zeitung. A public meeting was held on October 2, 2025, at Oak Run Middle School in 

New Braunfels, Texas.  

The permit application, Executive Director’s preliminary decision, and draft 

permit are available for viewing and copying at the New Braunfels Public Library, 

Circulation Desk, 700 East Common Street, New Braunfels in Comal County, Texas. 

Further information may also be obtained from Mr. Ash Upadhyaya, JA Wastewater, 

LLC, at 903-414-0307.  

This application was filed on or after September 1, 2015; therefore, this 

application is subject to the procedural requirements adopted pursuant to House Bill 

(HB) 801, 76th Legislature (1999), and Senate Bill (SB) 709, 84th Legislature (2015), both 

implemented by the Commission in its rules in 30 TAC Chapter 39, 50, and 55. 

IV. ACCESS TO RULES, LAWS AND RECORDS 

 All administrative rules: Secretary of State Website: www.sos.state.tx.us 
 TCEQ rules: Title 30 of the Texas Administrative Code: 

www.sos.state.tx.us/tac/ (select TAC Viewer on the right, then Title 30 
Environmental Quality) 

 Texas statutes: www.statutes.capitol.texas.gov 
 TCEQ website: www.tceq.texas.gov (for downloadable rules in WordPerfect or 

Adobe PDF formats, select “Rules, Policy, & Legislation,” then “Current TCEQ 
Rules,” then “Download TCEQ Rules”); 

 Federal rules: Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) 
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title40/40tab_02.tpl 

 Federal environmental laws: http://www.epa.gov/lawsregs/ 

http://www.sos.state.tx.us/
http://www.sos.state.tx.us/tac/
http://www.statutes.capitol.texas.gov/
http://www.tceq.texas.gov/
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title40/40tab_02.tpl
http://www.epa.gov/lawsregs/
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 Environmental or citizen complaints may be filed electronically at: 
www.tceq.texas.gov/compliance/complaints (select “use our online form”) or 
by sending an email to the following address: complaint@TCEQ.texas.gov. 

Commission records for the proposed facility are available for viewing and 

copying at TCEQ’s main office in Austin, 12100 Park 35 Circle, Building F, 1st Floor 

(Office of Chief Clerk, for the current application until final action is taken). Some 

documents located at the Office of the Chief Clerk may also be located in the TCEQ 

Commissioners’ Integrated Database at www.tceq.texas.gov/goto/cid. The permit 

application has been available for viewing and copying at the New Braunfels Public 

Library, 700 East Commons Street, New Braunfels, in Comal County, Texas. The final 

permit application, proposed permit, statement of basis/technical summary, and the 

Executive Director’s preliminary decision are available for viewing and copying at the 

same location.  

 Alternative language notice in Spanish is available at:  

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/wastewater/plain-language-summaries-
and-public-notices.  

El aviso de idioma alternativo en español está disponible en: 

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/wastewater/plain-language-summaries-
and-public-notices. 

The Executive Director has determined that the proposed permit, if issued, 

meets all statutory and regulatory requirements and is protective of the environment, 

water quality, animal life, vegetation, and human health. However, if you would like to 

file a complaint about the proposed facility concerning its compliance with the 

provisions of its permit or with TCEQ rules, you may contact the TCEQ Regional Office 

(Region 13) in San Antonio, TX at (254) 490-3096 or the statewide toll-free number at 

1-888-777-3186 to address potential permit violations. In addition, complaints may be 

filed electronically by using the methods described above at the last bullet point under, 

“Access to Rules, Laws, and Records.” If an inspection by the Regional Office finds that 

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/compliance/complaints
mailto:complaint@TCEQ.texas.gov
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/goto/cid
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/wastewater/plain-language-summaries-and-public-notices
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/wastewater/plain-language-summaries-and-public-notices
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/wastewater/plain-language-summaries-and-public-notices
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/wastewater/plain-language-summaries-and-public-notices
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the Applicant is not complying with all the requirements of the permit, or that the 

Facility is out of compliance with TCEQ rules, enforcement actions may arise. 

V. EVALUATION OF HEARING REQUESTS 

House Bill 801 established statutory procedures for public participation in 

certain environmental permitting proceedings, specifically regarding public notice and 

public comment and the Commission’s consideration of hearing requests (Requests). 

The Commission implemented HB 801 by adopting procedural rules in 30 TAC 

chapters 39, 50, and 55. Senate Bill 709 revised the requirements for submitting public 

comment and the commission’s consideration of Requests. This application was 

declared administratively complete on September 14, 2022; therefore, it is subject to 

the procedural requirements adopted pursuant to both HB 801 and SB 709. 

A. LEGAL AUTHORITY TO RESPOND TO HEARING REQUESTS 

“The executive director, the public interest counsel, and applicant may submit 

written responses to [hearing] requests . . . .”1 

1. whether the requestor is an affected person; 

2. whether issues raised in the hearing request are disputed; 

3. whether the dispute involves questions of fact or law; 

4. whether the issues were raised during the public comment period; 

5. whether the hearing request is based on issues raised solely in a public comment 
withdrawn by the commenter by filing a written withdrawal letter with the chief 
clerk prior to the filing of the ED’s Response to Comment; 

6. whether the issues are relevant and material to the decision on the application; and 

7. a maximum expected duration for the contested case hearing.2  

 
1 30 TAC § 55.209(d). 
2 Id. at § 55.209(e). 
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B. HEARING REQUEST REQUIREMENTS 

To consider a Request, the Commission must first conclude that the 

requirements in 30 TAC §§ 55.201 and 55.203 are met as follows. 

A request for a contested case hearing by an affected person must be in writing, 

filed with the chief clerk within the time provided . . ., based only on the requester’s 

timely comments, and not based on an issue that was raised solely in a public 

comment withdrawn by the commenter in writing by filing a withdrawal letter with the 

chief clerk prior to the filing of the ED’s Response to Comment.3  

A hearing request must substantially comply with the following: 

(1) give the name, address, telephone number, and where possible, fax number of the 
person who files the request. If the request is made by a group or association, the 
request must identify one person by name, address, daytime telephone number, 
and where possible, fax number, who is responsible for receiving all official 
communications and documents for the group; 

(2) identify the person’s justiciable interest affected by the application, including a 
brief, but specific, written statement explaining in plain language the requestor’s 
location and distance relative to the facility or activity that is the subject of the 
application and how and why the requestor believes he or she will be adversely 
affected by the facility or activity in a manner not common to members of the 
general public; 

(3) request a contested case hearing; 

(4) for applications filed; 

(B) on or after September 1, 2015, 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. To facilitate the commission's determination of 
the number and scope of issues to be referred to hearing, the requestor should, to 
the extent possible, specify any of the ED’s responses to the requestor's comments 
that the requestor disputes, the factual basis of the dispute, list any disputed 
issues of law; and 

(5) provide any other information specified in the public notice of application.4  

 
3 30 TAC § 55.201(c). 
4 Id. at § 55.201(d). 
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C. REQUIREMENT THAT REQUESTOR BE AN AFFECTED PERSON 

To grant a contested case hearing, the commission must determine, pursuant to 30 

TAC § 55.203, that a requestor is an affected person. 

(a) For any application, an affected person is 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 public does not qualify 
as a personal justiciable interest. 

(b) Governmental entities, including local governments and public agencies with 
authority under state law over issues raised by the application, may be considered 
affected persons. 

(c) In determining whether a person is an affected person, all factors shall be 
considered, including, but not limited to, the following: 

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

(2) distance restrictions or other limitations imposed by law on the affected 
interest; 

(3) whether a reasonable relationship exists between the interest claimed and the 
activity regulated; 

(4) likely impact of the regulated activity on the health and safety of the person, 
and on the use of property of the person; 

(5) likely impact of the regulated activity on use of the impacted natural resource 
by the person; and 

(6) whether the requester timely submitted comments on the application which 
were not withdrawn; and 

(7) for governmental entities, their statutory authority over or interest in the issues 
relevant to the application.5  

(d) In making this determination, the commission may also consider, to the extent 
consistent with case law: 

(1) 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; 

(2) the analysis and opinions of the ED; and 

(3) any other expert reports, affidavits, opinions, or data submitted by the ED, the 
applicant, or hearing requestor.6  

 
5 30 TAC § 55.203(a)-(c). 
6 Id. at § 55.203(d). 
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D. REFERRAL TO THE STATE OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS  

“When the commission grants a request for a contested case hearing, the 

commission shall issue an order specifying the number and scope of the issues to be 

referred to State Office of Administrative Hearing (SOAH) for a hearing.”7 “The 

commission may not refer an issue to SOAH for a contested case hearing unless the 

commission determines that the issue:  

(1) involves a disputed question of fact or a mixed question of law and fact; 

(2) was raised during the public comment period by an affected person; and  

(3) is relevant and material to the decision on the application.”8 

E. REQUESTS FOR RECONSIDERATION 

According to 30 TAC § 55.201(e), any person may file a RFR of the Executive 

Director’s decision no later than 30 days after the Chief Clerk mails the Executive 

Director’s decision and RTC, if it expressly states that the person is requesting 

reconsideration of the decision, is in writing, and gives reasons why the decision 

should be reconsidered. 

VI. ANALYSIS OF THE HEARING REQUESTS 

The Executive Director’s analyses evaluated whether the Request followed TCEQ 

rules, if the requestor qualified as an affected person, what issues may be referred for 

a possible hearing, and the appropriate length of any hearing. The Executive Director 

reviewed the Requests using the following analysis and respectfully recommends 

granting the Requests of Lee Bailey, Clint and Stacey Bendele, Lynne Brooks, Dale 

Martin, Mary Martin, Dolores Patterson, Richard Scullary, and Linda Scullary.  

 
7 30 TAC § 50.115(b). 
8 Id. at § 55.203(d). 
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A. WHETHER THE REQUEST COMPLIED WITH 30 TAC §§ 55.201(C) AND (D). 

1. Lee Bailey filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite contact 

information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of his 

Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. 

Mr. Bailey’s request complied with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c), and (d) because it 

effectively identified a personal justiciable interest in a written explanation plainly 

describing why Mr. Bailey believes he will be affected by the application differently 

than the public. Mr. Bailey raised concerns about flooding. He states that he shares a 

fence line with the proposed development and the back corner of the fence lines is 

currently down and covered with debris. Mr. Bailey is also concerned that the 

membrane filtration system will not adequately prevent significant odors and pests 

from invading his property. 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Lee Bailey’s Request 

substantially complied with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c) and 55.201(d). 

2. Clint and Stacey Bendele filed timely, written Requests that provided the 

requisite contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the 

basis of their Requests in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was 

filed, and requested a hearing. 

The Bendeles’ Requests comply with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c), and (d) because they 

effectively identified a personal justiciable interest in a written explanation plainly 

describing why they will be affected by the application differently than the public. The 

Bendeles’ Requests state that they own property directly adjacent to the Applicant’s 

property within 0.3 miles from the proposed wastewater treatment facility and less 

than 0.1 miles from the closest land application area. The Bendeles raised issues 
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relevant to a decision on the application, including odors, water quality, floodplains, 

geology, and operator requirements.  

The Executive Director recommends finding that Clint and Stacey Bendeles 

Requests substantially complied with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c) and 55.201(d). 

3. Lynne Brooks filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite contact 

information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of her 

Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. 

Ms. Brooks’ Request complied with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c), and (d) because it 

effectively identified a personal justiciable interest in a written explanation plainly 

describing why Ms. Brooks believes she will be affected by the application differently 

than the public. Ms. Brooks is identified on the Applicant’s adjacent landowners list, 

and she raised issues relating to the accumulation of hydrogen sulfide resulting in 

odors and the threat to human health and safety. 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Lynne Brooks’ Request 

substantially complied with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c) and 55.201(d). 

4. Dale Martin and Mary Martin filed timely, written Requests that provided their 

requisite contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the 

basis of their Requests in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was 

filed, and requested a hearing. 

The Martins’ Requests complied with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c), and (d) because it 

effectively identified their personal justiciable interests in written explanations plainly 

describing why they believe they will be affected by the application differently than the 

public. The Martins state that they live between 75 and 100 feet from the Applicant’s 
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property and they will be affected by the land application of effluent. In addition, the 

Martins raised concerns relating to water quality, the accuracy of geologic assessment 

in the application, the accuracy of information in the application, deed restrictions, the 

identification of water wells in the application, noise and light pollution, traffic 

problems, and property values. 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Dale and Mary Martin’s 

Requests substantially complied with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c) and 55.201(d). 

5. Dolores Patterson filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite 

contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of 

her Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. 

Ms. Patterson’s Request complied with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c), and (d) because it 

effectively identified a personal justiciable interest in a written explanation plainly 

describing why Ms. Patterson believes she will be affected by the application 

differently than the public. Ms. Patterson stated that her property backs up to the 

proposed WWTP and explains that due to the wind rose, odors will directly affect her 

family. In addition, Ms. Patterson raised concerns relevant to a decision on the 

application, such as relating to the availability of the application, water well 

contamination, the floodplain, odors, and the accuracy of the application.  

The Executive Director recommends finding that Dolores Patterson’s Request 

substantially complied with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c) and 55.201(d). 

6. Richard and Linda Scullary filed a timely, written Requests that provided their 

requisite contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the 

basis of their Requests in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was 

filed, and requested a hearing. 
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The Scullarys’ Requests complied with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c), and (d) because 

they effectively identified a personal justiciable interest in written explanations plainly 

describing why they believe they will be affected by the application differently than the 

public. Mr. and Mrs. Scullary state that they live within ¼ mile from the proposed 

WWTP. They are identified on the Applicant’s adjacent landowner list and map. In 

addition, they raised issues relevant to a decision on the application, such the 

availability of the application, odors, flooding, deed restrictions, noise pollution, and 

water well contamination. 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Richard and Linda Scullary’s 

Requests substantially comply with 30 TAC §§ 55.201(c) and 55.201(d). 

7. Leslie Campbell filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite 

contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of 

her Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In her request Ms. Campbell raised concerns regarding 

environmentally sensitive tributaries during rainfall events, operational failures, 

overflow scenarios and runoff conditions. In addition, Ms. Campbell raised 

issues related to the accuracy of the application, deed restrictions, access roads, 

and floodplains. The request complied with the requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. 

Code § 55.201(c). 

However, Ms. Campbell’s Request lacked a statement of how and why she 

believes she will be adversely affected by the proposed facility in a manner not 

common to members of the public, as required by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Leslie Campbell’s Request 

failed to substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 
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8. Steve Doss filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite contact 

information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of his 

Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In his request Mr. Doss raised concerns relating to the 

availability and completeness of the application, the lack of communication 

from TCEQ and GBRA and additional concerns about the Edwards Aquifer. His 

request complied with the requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.201(c). 

Mr. Doss’ Request lacked a statement of how and why he believes he will be 

adversely affected by the proposed facility in a manner not common to members of 

the public, as required by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Steve Doss’ Request failed to 

substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

9. Eva Hutchins filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite contact 

information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of her 

Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In her Request Ms. Hutchins raised general concerns 

relating to water quality and the safety of drinking water. Her request complied 

with the requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.201(c). 

Ms. Hutchin’s Request lacked a statement of how and why she believes she will 

be adversely affected by the proposed facility in a manner not common to members of 

the public, as required by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Eva Hutchins’ Request failed to 

substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 
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10. April Irving filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite contact 

information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of her 

Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In her Request Ms. Irving raised concerns relating to the 

accuracy of the application. Her request complied with the requirements of 30 

Tex. Admin. Code § 55.201(c). 

Ms. Irving states that she is an affected person because she lives in close 

proximity to the proposed WWTP and she may be adversely affected; however, she 

does not identify a personal justiciable interest that is not common to members of the 

general public.  

The Executive Director recommends finding April Irving’s Request failed to 

substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

11.  Jeff and Kari Johle filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite 

contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of 

their Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In their Request the Johles raised concerns relating to 

human health, specifically PFAS exposure and the impacts of airborne 

microorganisms to people who live close to wastewater treatment plants. In 

addition, they raise concerns relating to noise pollution and property values. 

Their request complied with the requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. Code 

§ 55.201(c). 

Although Jeff and Kari Johle are identified on the Applicant’s adjacent 

landowners list and map, they do not articulate a personal justiciable interest that is 

not common to members of the general public. Additionally, the issues identified by 
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the Johle’s are outside the Commission’s jurisdiction to consider for a land application 

permit. 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Jeff and Kari Johle’s Request 

failed to substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

12.  Cindy Joyce filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite contact 

information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of her 

Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In her Request Ms. Joyce raised general concerns relating to 

water quality. Her request complied with the requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. 

Code § 55.201(c). 

Although Ms. Joyce is identified on the Applicant’s adjacent landowners list and 

map, she does not provide a statement of how and why she believes she will be 

adversely affected by the proposed facility in a manner not common to members of 

the public, as required by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Cindy Joyce’s Request failed to 

substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

13.  Jennifer Kimmet and Dave McCabe filed a timely, written Request that 

provided the requisite contact information, raised relevant and material issues 

that form the basis of their Request in timely comments not withdrawn before 

the RTC was filed, and requested a hearing. In their Request, Ms. Kimmet and 

Mr. McCabe raised general concerns relating to the accuracy of the information 

in the application regarding the location of water wells, groundwater 

contamination, odors, and floodplain issues. This request complied with the 

requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.201(c). 
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Jennifer Kimmet and Dave McCabe provide an address that is within one mile of 

the Applicant’s property line, but they largely enumerate potential concerns without 

explaining how those concerns relate to the proposed permit or how they would result 

in a particularized impact to the requesters. Thus, they do not explain a personal 

justiciable interest that is not common to members of the general public, as required 

by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Jennifer Kimmet and Dave 

McCabe’s Request failed to substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

14. D. Lance filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite contact 

information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of her 

Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In her Request Ms. Lance concerns relating to water quality 

and traffic. Her request complied with the requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. Code 

§ 55.201(c). 

Ms. Lance’s Request lacked a statement of how and why she believes she will be 

adversely affected by the proposed facility in a manner not common to members of 

the public, as required by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that D. Lance’s Request failed to 

substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

15. Glynda Marcus filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite 

contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of 

her Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In her Request Ms. Marcus raised concerns relating to water 

supply, water quality, odors, and property values. This request complied with 

the requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.201(c). 
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Ms. Marcus lists general and conclusory assertions regarding potential impacts 

from the facility, and she does not explain how she has a personal justiciable interest 

that is not common to the general public as required by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Glynda Marcus’ Request failed 

to substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

16. Eric Moede filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite contact 

information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of his 

Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In his Request Mr. Moede raised concerns relating to the 

completeness of the application. His request complied with the requirements of 

30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.201(c). 

Mr. Moede expresses generalized concerns about the adequacy of the permitting 

process rather than articulating a personal justiciable interest that is not common to 

members of the general public. 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Mr. Moede’s Request failed to 

substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

17. Michael Roberts filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite 

contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of 

his Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In his Request Mr. Roberts raised concerns relating to 

faulting at the proposed site, aquifer contamination, the accuracy of the 

geologic assessment, water supply issues, airborne pollution, light pollution, 

traffic congestion, stormwater runoff, wildlife habitat loss, and property values. 

This request complied with the requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. Code 

§ 55.201(c). 
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Mr. Roberts comments are speculative, generalized, and are not tied to a 

particular impact to him or his property. Thus, he does not articulate how he has a 

personal justiciable interest that is not common to members of the general public. 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Mr. Robert’s Request failed to 

substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

18. Merrellyn McMillen filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite 

contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of 

her Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. Ms. McMillen states that she is concerned because there is 

not a sufficient water supply and expresses water quality concerns along with 

concerns about odor and property values. Her request complied with the 

requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.201(c). 

Ms. McMillen’s Request is generalized and not tied to a particular impact to her 

or her property. Thus, she does not articulate how she will be adversely affected by the 

proposed facility in a manner not common to members of the public, as required by 30 

TAC § 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Merrellyn McMillen’s Request 

failed to substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

19. Grace Murphy filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite 

contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of 

her Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In her Request Ms. Murphy raises concerns related to 

GBRA’s compliance history, the accuracy of the application, increased traffic 

and water quality. Her request complied with the requirements of 30 Tex. 

Admin. Code § 55.201(c). 
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Ms. Murphy’s Request lacked a statement of how and why she believes she will 

be adversely affected by the proposed facility in a manner not common to members of 

the public, as required by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Grace Murphy’s Request failed 

to substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

20. Jack Olivier filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite contact 

information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of her 

Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. In his Request Mr. Olivier raised concerns relating to 

impacts to the Edwars Aquifer recharge zone, floodplain issues, and effluent 

limits. His request complies with the requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. Code 

§ 55.201(c). 

Mr. Olivier does not explain how close he lives to the proposed facility or the 

land application fields; his listed address is over four miles from the Applicant’s 

property. In addition, he does not provide a statement of how and why he believes he 

will be adversely affected by the proposed facility in a manner not common to 

members of the public, as required by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Jack Olivier’s Request failed to 

substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

21. Rebecca Michelle Perry filed a timely, written Request that provided the 

requisite contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the 

basis of her Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was 

filed, and requested a hearing. Ms. Perry raised general concerns relating to odor 

and increased traffic through her neighborhood. Her request complied with the 

requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.201(c). 
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Ms. Perry’s Request lacked a statement of how and why she believes she will be 

adversely affected by the proposed facility in a manner not common to members of 

the public, as required by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Rebecca Michelle Perry’s 

Request failed to substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

22.  Kay Schwartz filed a timely, written Request that provided the requisite 

contact information, raised relevant and material issues that form the basis of 

her Request in timely comments not withdrawn before the RTC was filed, and 

requested a hearing. Ms. Schwartz raised general concerns relating to the 

availability of the application, flooding, and floodplains. Her request complied 

with the requirements of 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.201(c). 

Ms. Schwartz did not explain why she will be adversely affected by the proposed 

facility in a manner not common to members of the public, as required by 30 TAC 

§ 55.201(d)(2). 

The Executive Director recommends finding that Kay Schwartz’s Request failed 

to substantially comply with 30 TAC § 55.201(d). 

23. The Greater Edwards Aquifer Authority (GEAA) submitted a hearing request 

containing timely comments and a request for a contested case hearing. The 

GEAA raised issues relating to effluent limitations in the draft permit, 

discrepancies in the soil analysis in the application, and the availability of the 

application online.  

30 Tex. Admin. Code § 55.205 (a) (1) states that a group or association may 

request a contested case hearing if one or more members of the group or association 

would otherwise have standing to request a hearing in their own right. The hearing 
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request submitted by GEAA claims that it has multiple members who would be 

adversely affected by the proposed application, but GEAA does not identify any of the 

members.  

The Executive Director recommends that the Commission find that GEAA is not 

an affected person under TCEQ rules and deny the hearing request.  

B. WHETHER REQUESTOR IS AN AFFECTED PERSON UNDER 30 TAC § 55.203. 

1. Lee Bailey filed a Request that effectively identified a personal, justiciable 

interest affected by the application. 

Mr. Bailey’s Request stated that the proposed facility is in close proximity to his 

home.  According to the GIS map prepared by the Executive Director’s staff Mr. Bailey’s 

residence is within a half mile of the proposed facility, which increases the likelihood 

that Mr. Bailey will be affected in a way not common to the public. 

Mr. Bailey’s proximity, which was explained briefly and specifically, in plain 

language in his Request, and the relevant issue of potential odor from the proposed 

facility demonstrates a reasonable relationship exists between the interests claimed 

and the activity regulated, which also increases the likelihood that Mr. Bailey may be 

affected in a way not common to the public. 

The Executive Director recommends that the Commission find that Lee Bailey is 

an Affected Person under 30 TAC § 55.203. 

2. Clint and Stacey Bendele filed Requests that effectively identified a personal, 

justiciable interest affected by the application. 

The Bendeles stated that they own property within 0.3 miles from the proposed 

wastewater treatment facility and less than 0.1 miles from the closest land application 

area. The GIS map prepared by the Executive Director’s staff confirms that the 
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Bendeles property is very close to the proposed facility. This increases the likelihood 

that the Bendeles will be affected in a way not common to the general public. 

The Bendeles proximity, which was explained briefly and specifically, in plain 

language in their Request, and the relevant issues to a decision on the application that 

they raised, demonstrates a reasonable relationship exists between the interests 

claimed and the activity regulated, which also increases the likelihood that the 

Bendeles may be affected in a manner not common to the public. 

The Executive Director recommends that the Commission find that Clint and 

Stacey Bendele are Affected Persons under 30 TAC § 55.203. 

3. Dale Martin and Mary Martin filed Requests that effectively identify personal, 

justiciable interests affected by the application. 

The Martins’ Request stated that they live between 75 and 100 feet from the 

Applicant’s property. The GIS map prepared by the Executive Director’s staff confirms 

that their property is within ¼ of a mile from the proposed facility. This increases the 

likelihood that the Martin’s will be affected in a way not common to the general public.  

The Martins’ proximity was explained briefly and specifically, in plain language 

in their Requests. In addition, they raised relevant issues to a decision on the 

application including concerns with odors, water quality, and the accuracy of the 

geologic assessment in the application. These are issues related to the interests of the 

requester, demonstrating a reasonable relationship exists between the interests 

claimed and the activity regulated, which also increases the likelihood that the Martins 

may be affected in a way not common to the public. 

The Executive Director recommends that the Commission find that Dale Martin 

and Mary Martin are Affected Persons under 30 TAC § 55.203. 
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4. Dolores Patterson filed a Request that effectively identified a personal, 

justiciable interest affected by the application. 

Ms. Patterson’s Request stated that she lives on property which backs up to the 

proposed wastewater treatment facility. The GIS map prepared by the Executive 

Director’s staff shows that she lives approximately ¼ from the proposed facility. Ms. 

Patterson’s proximity increases the likelihood that she will be affected in a way not 

common to the public. 

Ms. Patterson’s proximity was explained briefly and specifically, in plain 

language in her Request. In addition, she raised the issue of potential odors from the 

proposed facility and stated that due to wind rose, she may be affected. Ms. Patterson 

also raised concerns with water well contamination, floodplains, and the accuracy of 

the application. These are issues related to the interests of the requester, 

demonstrating a reasonable relationship exists between the interests claimed and the 

activity regulated, which also increases the likelihood that Ms. Patterson may be 

affected in a way not common to the public. 

The Executive Director recommends that the Commission find that Dolores 

Patterson is an Affected Person under 30 TAC § 55.203. 

5. Richard and Linda Scullary filed Requests that effectively identified personal, 

justiciable interests affected by the application. 

The Scullarys’ Requests stated that they live within a ¼ of the proposed facility, 

which is confirmed by the GIS map prepared by the Executive Director’s staff and the 

Applicant’s adjacent landowners map. The proximity of the Scullarys’ residence 

increases the likelihood that they will be affected in a way not common to the public. 
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The Scullarys’ proximity was explained briefly and specifically, in plain language 

in their Requests. In addition, they raised relevant issues to a decision on the 

application such as odor and water well contamination which are issues related to the 

interests of the requester, demonstrating a reasonable relationship exists between the 

interests claimed and the activity regulated.  

The Executive Director recommends that the Commission find Richard and 

Linda Scullary are Affected Persons under 30 TAC § 55.203. 

6. Lynne Brooks filed a Request that effectively identified a personal, justiciable 

interest affected by the application. 

Ms. Brooks is identified on the Applicant’s adjacent landowners list and map 

and the GIS map prepared by the Executive Director’s staff shows her address to be 

within ¼ mile from the proposed facility. Ms. Brooks’ proximity to the proposed 

facility increases the likelihood that she will be affected in a way not common to the 

public. 

Ms. Brooks’ proximity was explained briefly and specifically, in plain language in 

her Request. In addition, she raised the relevant issues of potential odor and the threat 

to human health and safety which are issues related to the interests of the requester, 

demonstrating a reasonable relationship exists between the interests claimed and the 

activity regulated. 

The Executive Director recommends that the Commission find that Lynne 

Brooks is an Affected Person under 30 TAC § 55.203. 
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VII. ISSUES RAISED IN THE HEARING REQUESTS: 

The Requests of Lee Bailey, Clint Bendele, Stacey Bendele, Dale Martin, Mary 

Martin, Dolores Patterson, Richard Scullary, Linda Scullary, and Lynne Brooks raised 

the following relevant and material issues: 

1. Whether the draft permit contains adequate protections for human health and 

the environment consistent with the TCEQ’s rules.  

(RTC Response Nos. 1, 4) This is an issue of fact. If it can be shown that the draft 

permit does not have adequate protections for human health and the 

environment consistent with the TCEQ’s rules, that information would be relevant 

and material to a decision on the application. The Executive Director recommends 

the Commission refer this issue. 

2. Whether the draft permit has adequate provisions to control odors from the 

proposed facility in accordance with applicable TCEQ rules. 

(RTC Response No. 23) This is an issue of fact. If it can be shown that the draft 

permit does not have adequate provisions to control odors, that information 

would be relevant and material to a decision on the application. The Executive 

Director recommends referring this issue to SOAH.  

3. Whether the draft permit is adequately protective of surface water and 

groundwater, including drinking water wells.  

(RTC Response Nos. 4,5, 6, 10) The issue involves a disputed question of mixed 

fact and law. If it can be shown the draft permit does not provide sufficient 

controls to protect surface water and groundwater, that information would be 
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relevant and material to a decision on the application. The Executive Director 

recommends referring this issue to SOAH. 

4. Whether a Class A Operator is required.  

(RTC Response No. 21) This is an issue of fact. If it can be shown that a Class A 

Operator is required, that information would be relevant and material to a 

decision on the application. The Executive Director recommends referring this 

issue to SOAH.  

5. Whether the Draft Permit requires the Permittee to provide protection for the 

facility from a 100-year flood.  

(RTC Response No. 3) This is an issue of fact. If it can be shown that the Draft 

Permit does not require the Applicant to comply with 30 TAC § 217.35, relating to 

“One Hundred-Year Flood Plain Requirements” that information would be relevant 

and material to a decision on the application. The Executive Director recommends 

referring this issue to SOAH. 

6. Whether the information in the Application is accurate and complete.  

(RTC Response Nos. 9) The issue involves a disputed question of mixed fact and 

law. If it can be shown that the information in the application is not accurate and 

correct, that information would be relevant and material to a decision on the 

application. The Executive Director recommends referring this issue to SOAH. 

7. Whether the Application was properly noticed.  

(RTC Response No. 33) The issue involves a disputed question of mixed fact and 

law. If it can be shown the application was not properly noticed, that information 
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would be relevant and material to a decision on the application. The Executive 

Director recommends referring this issue to SOAH. 

VIII. CONTESTED CASE HEARING DURATION 

If the Commission grants a hearing on this application, the Executive Director 

recommends that the duration of the hearing be 180 days from the preliminary 

hearing to the presentation of a proposal for decision to the Commission. 

IX. REQUESTS FOR RECONSIDERATION 

Wayne Brown, Leslie Campbell, Amy Irving, Elizabeth Hawkins, Dale Martin, Mary 

Martin, Eric Moede, Dolores Patterson, and Linda Scullary all filed timely Requests 

for Reconsideration (RFR); however, all the RFRs failed to raise any new information 

for the Executive Director to analyze. Therefore, the Executive Director 

recommends denying all RFRs. 

X. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S RECOMMENDATION 

The Executive Director recommends the following actions by the Commission: 

1. Find that Lee Bailey, Clint Bendele, Stacey Bendele, Dale Martin, Mary Martin, 
Dolores Patterson, Richard Scullary, Linda Scullary, and Lynne Brooks are 
affected persons under 30 TAC §§ 55.203.  

2. Grant the Requests of Lee Bailey, Clint Bendele, Stacey Bendele, Dale Martin, 
Mary Martin, Dolores Patterson, Richard Scullary, Linda Scullary, and Lynne 
Brooks and deny all others. 

3. Deny all the RFRs filed on the application.  

4. Should the Commission decide to refer this case to SOAH: 

a. refer the case to Alternative Dispute Resolution for a reasonable time. 

b. refer the identified issues in section VII. 1.-7. to SOAH for a Hearing. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 

Kelly Keel, 
Executive Director 

Phillip Ledbetter, Director 
Office of Legal Services 

Amy L Browning, Deputy Director 
Environmental Law Division 

 

Anthony Tatu, Staff Attorney 
Environmental Law Division 
State Bar No. 00792869 
P.O. Box 13087, MC 173 
Austin, Texas 78711 3087 
Telephone No. 512-239-5778 
Facsimile No. 512-239-0626 

REPRESENTING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
OF THE TEXAS COMMISSION ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that on June 18, 2026, the Executive Director’s Response to Hearing 

Requests for Permit No. WQ0016516001 was filed with the Texas Commission on 

Environmental Quality’s Office of the Chief Clerk, and a copy was served to all persons 

listed on the attached mailing list via hand delivery, electronic delivery, inter-agency 

mail, or by deposit in the U.S. Mail. 

 

Anthony Tatu, Staff Attorney 
State Bar No. 00792869 
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SOLICITANTE 

Bart Swider 
Chesmar Homes LLC 
211 N Loop 1604 E 
San Antonio, TX 78232 

Jaime Miller 
Ja Wastewater LLC 
5765 Fig Way 
Arvada, CO 80002 

Ashraya Upadhyaya 
Ja Wastewater LLC 
5765 Fig Way 
Arvada, CO 80002 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR/PARA LA 
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via electronic mail/vía correo electrónico: 

Anthony Tatu, Staff Attorney 
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Environmental Law Division, MC-173 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711 

Jose Alfonso Martinez, Technical Staff 
Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality 
Water Quality Division MC-148 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711 

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

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

David Timberger, Attorney 
Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality 
Public Interest Counsel, MC-103 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711 

FOR ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION/PARA LA RESOLUCIÓN 
ALTERNATIVA DE DISPUTAS 
via electronic mail/vía correo electrónico: 

Kyle Lucas 
Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality 
Alternative Dispute Resolution, MC-222 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711 

FOR THE CHIEF CLERK/PARA EL 
SECRETARIO OFICIAL 
via eFilings: 

Docket Clerk 
Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality 
Office of Chief Clerk, MC-105 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711 
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/goto/efilings 

REQUESTERS/SOLICITANTES  
See attached list / Ver lista adjunta. 
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REQUESTERS/SOLICITANTES  

Bailey, Lee 
28560 Ohlrich Ranch Rd 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3666 

Bendele, Clint 
28544 Oak Creek Dr 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3625 

Bendele, Stacey Elaine 
28544 Oak Creek Dr 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3625 

Campbell, Leslie 
28080 Countryside Dr 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3675 

Doss, Steve R 
5680 Copper Crk 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3921 

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 

Hutchins, Eva 
11704 High Chaparral 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3607 

Ice, Lauren Claire 
Perales Allmon & Ice Pc 
1206 San Antonio St 
Austin Tx 78701-1834 

Irving, April 
28524 Oak Creek Dr 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3625 

Johle, Jeff Unicorns 
599 Solms Frst 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3424 

Johle, Kari 
599 Solms Frst 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3424 

Joyce, Cindy 
559 Solms Frst 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3424 

Lance, Donnise 
28231 Countryside Dr 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3612 

Marcus, Glynda 
28340 Oak Creek Dr 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3625 

Martin, Dale & Mary 
28525 Oak Creek Dr 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3626 

McCabe, Dave And Kimmet, Jennifer 
5725 Comal Vis 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-4460 

McMillen, Merrellyn 
5673 Comal Vis 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-4460 

Moede, Eric Arne 
5871 Colin Rdg 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3965 

Murphy, Grace 
311 Lookout Rdg 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3894 

Olivier, Jack 
1509 Cabernet 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-2768 

Patterson, Dolores 
11911 Shadow Ln 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3628 

Perry, Rebecca Michelle 
28330 Oak Creek Dr 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3625 

Roberts, Michael J 
527 Copper Crst 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3949 

Schwartz, Kay A 
305 Copper Trce 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3914 

Scullary, Linda 
28535 Oak Creek Dr 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3626 

Scullary, Richard 
28535 Oak Creek Dr 
New Braunfels Tx 78132-3626 
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Appendix A for Chesmar Homes and 
GBRA Permit No. WQ0016516001 

 

ID Name Address City State ZIP Lat Long Distance 
to 

Facility 
Boundary 

(Miles) 

1 BAILEY, LEE 28560 
OHLRICH 

RANCH RD 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.721692 -98.269685 0.52 

2 BENDELE, CLINT 
AND STACEY 

28544 OAK 
CREEK DR 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.723961 -98.252103 0.05 

3 BROOKS, LYNNE 28749 
COUNTRYSIDE 

DR 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.724199 -98.246621 0.15 

4 CAMPBELL, 
LESLIE 

28080 
COUNTRYSIDE 

DR 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.713563 -98.248933 0.79 

5 DOSS, STEVE R 5680 COPPER 
CRK 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.739833 -98.250602 0.45 

6 HUTCHINS, EVA 11704 HIGH 
CHAPARRAL 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.719237 -98.255813 0.28 

7 IRVING, APRIL 28524 OAK 
CREEK DR 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.721343 -98.253191 0.20 

8 JOHLE, JEFF 
UNICORNS and 

KARI 

599 SOLMS 
FRST 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.733295 -98.25359 0.03 

9 JOYCE, CINDY 559 SOLMS 
FRST 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.733943 -98.249489 0.04 

10 LANCE, D 28231 
COUNTRYSIDE 

DR 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.716719 -98.249184 0.58 



 

 

11 MARCUS,GLYNDA 28340 OAK 
CREEK DR 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.716626 -98.254021 0.49 

12 MARTIN, DALE 
and MARTIN, 

MARY 

28525 OAK 
CREEK DR 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.721027 -98.255655 0.17 

13 MCCABE, DAVE 
AND JENNIFER, 

KIMMET 

5725 COMAL 
VIS 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.73786 -98.260264 0.40 

14 MCMILLEN, 
MERRELLYN 

5673 COMAL 
VIS 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.734971 -98.257945 0.18 

15 MOEDE, ERIC 
ARNE 

5871 COLIN 
RDG 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.737623 -98.266663 0.49 

16 MURPHY, GRACE 311 LOOKOUT 
RDG 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.747458 -98.257138 1.03 

17 OLIVIER, JACK 1509 
CABERNET 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.790954 -98.265692 4.07 

18 PATTERSON, 
DOLORES 

11911 
SHADOW LN 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.722133 -98.247405 0.26 

19 PERRY, REBECCA 
MICHELLE 

28330 OAK 
CREEK DR 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.715308 -98.254396 0.57 

20 ROBERTS, 
MICHAEL J 

527 COPPER 
CRST 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.74144 -98.263011 0.67 

21 SCHWARTZ, KAY 
A 

305 COPPER 
TRCE 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.744245 -98.245235 0.71 

22 SCULLARY, 
LINDA and 
RICHARD 

28535 OAK 
CREEK DR 

NEW 
BRAUNFELS 

TX 78132 29.720276 -98.25718 0.19 
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