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October 8, 2010 


Mr. Les Trobman 
TCEQ General Counsel MC-101 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, TX 78711-3087 
Fax:(512)239-5533 


Re: TCEQ Docket No. 2009-033-AIR, SOAH Docket No. 582-09-2005; Application of 
Las Brisas Energy Center, LLC for State Air Quality Permit Nos. 85013, HAP48, 
PAL41, and PSD-TX-1138 


Dear General Counsel Trobman: 


Las Brisas Energy Center, LLC ("ias Brisas" or "ApplicanC) submitted its 
application in the above-captioned matter over two years ago, on May 19, 2008. The 
application was subject to an extensive review process that culminated in an evidentiary 
hearing almost a year ago, ending on November 12, 2009. From there, the parties extensively 
and repeatedly briefed the legal issues surrounding the factual issues and expert opinions that 
constitute the record evidence in the case. In addition, the Administrative Law Judges 
("y4L7s") provided in depth analysis of the law and issues presented in their Proposal For 
Decision {"PFD"). The application record before the Commission in this matter reflects 
hundreds, if not thousands, of hours of work of the TCEQ staff, the ALJs, the 
Protestants and the Applicant. 


At its June 30, 2010 Agenda the Commission considered the application, issued its 
Interim Order remanding a limited set of issues to SOAH, and ordered that the revised PFD 
and proposed order in this matter be submitted to the Commission no later than four months 
from the date of the Agenda.1 The Commission's directive was derailed when, on September 
1, 2010, Protestant Environmental Defense Fund, Inc. ("iiDF") successfully moved to 
continue the remanded hearing because of the sudden unavailability of one of its two 
testifying witnesses. Over Applicant's objections and based solely on the unavailability of 
this witness, on September 2, 2010, the ALJs issued Order No. 21 rescheduling the hearing to 
October 18-21, 2010 and setting December 10, 2010 as the deadline for the revised PFD. 


Among Applicant's objections to the motion for continuance was Applicant's 
assertion that, based on deposition testimony and a contract between EDF and its 
environmental consultants. Source Environmental Sciences, Inc., EDF had at least one, if 
not two, alternate witnesses that could substitute for the unavailable witness, Dr. 


See Interim Order Concerning The Administrative Law Judges' Proposal For Decision Regarding The 
Application Of Las Brisas Energy Center, LLC For State Air Quality Permit No. 85013, HAP 48, PAL 41, And 
PSD-TX-1138; TCEQ Docket No. 2009-0033-AIR; SOAH Docket No. 582-09-2005, at 2 (July 1, 2010) 
[hereinafter Interim Order], 
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Gasparini. According to Dr. Gasparini's deposition testimony, at least one of these alternate 
witnesses, Robert Osbom, spent about the same amount of time evaluating the Applicant's 
information as Dr. Gasparini.2 Yet, in a telephone conference to consider EDF's motion, 
EDF represented to the ALJs that Dr. Gasparini's attendance was necessary for EDF to 
effectively participate in the remand hearing and that, without Dr. Gasparini, EDF would be 
unable to present a direct case on modeling or to adequately prepare for cross-examination of 
the other parties' modeling experts.3 


Proving Applicant's original point, just yesterday. Applicant received a motion to 
exclude evidence filed by EDF. As part of this motion, EDF provides an affidavit4 that 
demonstrates that EDF has had another viable witness option that it never revealed to 
the ALJs all along. Specifically, in his affidavit Robert Osbom not only claims 
qualifications similar to those of Dr. Gasparini, he also provides sworn testimony claiming 
that he is very familiar with the modeling that has been submitted in this case. In fact, Mr. 
Osbom's affidavit reveals that he was able to review, compare, and provide opinions 
regarding modeling runs submitted by the Applicant and the Executive Director in a matter of 
days, not weeks as EDF had previously indicated.5 It is thus clear that EDF had more than 
one air expert available to it at the time Dr. Gasparini was injured and that the six week delay 
requested by EDF and granted by the ALJs on EDF's representations was unnecessary in 
order to protect EDF's due process rights. In short, EDF "laid behind the log" as to its 
witness options and EDF's October 7, 2010 motion to exclude makes plain that the six week 
extension granted by the ALJs was based on incomplete information. 


In a letter distributed October 6, 2010 the ALJs provided the General Counsel and the 
parties with an anticipated post-hearing briefing schedule that returns a revised PFD on 
December 10, 2010. Further, the ALJs characterized this schedule as "extremely aggressive" 
in light of the number of items the Commission has identified to be addressed on remand and 
because the ALJs anticipate that the issues will be significant and will likely involve a 
substantial amount of briefing after the hearing. As stated above, Applicant respectfully 
disagrees with the ALJs' opinion that post-hearing briefing need be substantial 


The deposition of Dr. Gasparini revealed that, up until that point, he and Mr. Osbom had spent roughly 
equal time reviewing Applicant's modeling. See Deposition Transcript of Dr. Roberto Gasparini at 97:15-97:25 
and 98:1-98:12. (MR. RILEY: "...do you have any idea how much time [Mr. Osbom's] spent on this project to 
date?" DR. GASPARINI: "Comparable to mine, so 120 hours."). 


3 See the transcript of the telephonic conference, attached as Exhibit A. 


4 For ease of reference, Mr. Osbom's affidavit is attached herein as Exhibit B. 


5 See Ex. B. Applicant submitted revised prefiled testimony on October 4, 2010. Mr. Osbom signed the 
affidavit on October 7, 2010. 
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primarily because there has been extensive briefing on the issues before the Commission 
already and the Commission's Interim Order significantly narrowed the issues that 
require resolution prior to issuance of the air permit. Simply put, there is no reason for 
extensive legal writing following this remanded hearing. 


Furthermore, Applicant prefiled its direct case on July 15, 2010 and will call only two 
expert witnesses and one fact witness and, based on required disclosures received by 
Applicant to date, Protestants plan to call, at most, two expert witnesses. Accordingly, 
Applicant does not anticipate lengthy testimony. 


Accordingly, Applicant proposes that, pursuant to 30 TAC §80.133, closing 
arguments should be heard orally on October 22, 2010, the day after the hearing closes.6 If 
closing arguments are presented orally as provided by TCEQ rule, the ALJs will have 32 
calendar days from submittal of closing arguments to issue their PFD on November 23, 
2010.7 Of course, by rule8 the General Counsel can change the prescribed dates for 
exceptions and replies to exceptions and the Applicant suggests November 29, 2010 for 
exceptions and December 1, 2010 for replies to exceptions. The ALJs may elect to respond 
in writing to exceptions and replies to exceptions but may also do so orally at the December 
14, 2010 Agenda meeting.9 


Applicant respectfully requests that the Commission consider issuing an order 
implementing the following schedule in the above-captioned matter. The schedule below 
will allow the matter to be ready for the December 14th TCEQ Agenda meeting: 


See 30 TAC §80.133. ("At the conclusion of the hearing, oral argument may be heard upon request of 
the parties or at the judges' discretion.") 


This is the same number of days between closing arguments and the proposal for decision as 
contemplated by the ALJs in their schedule. 


8 See 30 TAC §80.257. 


9 Whether the ALJs file a response to exceptions or replies is discretionary. See 30 TAC §80.259. ("The 
judge may file an amended proposal for decision in response to exceptions, replies, or briefs submitted by the 
parties.") (emphasis added). Moreover, 30 TAC §80.261 contemplates that the date of the commission meeting 
be set at the time the judge transmits the PFD. ("The chief clerk, in coordination with the judge, shall schedule 
motions by parties requiring commission action and the presentation of the proposal for decision. The judge, 
when transmitting the proposal for decision, shall notify the executive director and the parties of the date of the 
commission meeting and the deadlines for the filing of exceptions and replies. The general counsel, either by 
agreement of the parties and the judge, or on the general counsel's own motion, may reschedule the presentation 
of the proposal for decision.") 
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Hearing Closes October 21, 2010 


Closing Arguments & 


Replies to Closing Arguments October 22, 2010 (oral) 


ALJs' PFD Issued November 23, 2010 


Exceptions to PFD November 29, 2010 


Replies to Exceptions December 1, 2010 


The Applicant recognizes that it is not invited to address the Commission at the 
Agenda on October 15th but will be present to respond to any questions regarding the matters 
described above or any other issue of concern to the Commission or General Counsel. 


Jjohn A. Riley 
tateBarNo. 16927900 


Christopher C. Thiele 
State Bar No. 24013622 
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Jenifer L. Sutter 
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2801 Via Fortuna, Suite 100 
Austin, Texas 78746 
Telephone: (512) 542-8520 
Facsimile: (512) 236-3329 
COUNSEL FOR LAS BRISAS ENERGY 
CENTER, LLC 
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SOAH DOCKET NO. 582-09-2005 


TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2 009-0033-AIR 


APPLICATION OF LAS BRISAS ) STATE OFFICE OF 
ENERGY CENTER, LLC FOR ) 
STATE AIR QUALITY PERMIT; ) 
NOS. 85013, HAP48, PAL41, ) 
AND PSD-TX-113 8 ) ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 


TELEPHONIC PREHEARING CONFERENCE 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 1, 2 010 


BE IT REMEMBERED THAT on Wednesday, the 


1st day of September 2010, the above-entitled matter was 


conducted telephonically before CRAIG R. BENNETT and 


TOMMY L. BROYLES, Administrative Law Judges; and the 


following proceedings were recorded without the presence 


of a court reporter and transcribed by Aloma J. Kennedy, 


a Certified Shorthand Reporter of: 
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APPEARANCES 
FOR LAS BRISAS ENERGY CENTER, LLC 


Mr. John Riley 
VINSON & ELKINS 
2801 Via Fortuna, Suite 100 
Austin, Texas 78746 
Telephone. 512.542.8520 - Fax: 512.236.3329 


FOR THE SIERRA CLUB: 
Mr. Ilan Levin 
ENVIRONMENTAL INTEGRITY PROJECT 
1303 San Antonio Street, Suite 200 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Telephone: 512.637 9477 - Fax: 512.584.8019 
email: ilevin@environinentalintegrity.org 


FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND 


Mr. Tom Weber 
MCELROY, SULLIVAN & MILLER, LLP 
Post Office Box 12127 
Austin, Texas 78711 
Telephone: 512 327.8111 - Fax: 512.327.6566 
email: tweberistnsmtx.com 


FOR THE MEDICAL GROUPS-
Mr. David Frederick 
LOWERRE, FREDERICK, PERALES, ALLMON & ROCKWELL 
707 Rio Grande, Suite 200 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Telephone: 512.469.6000 - Fax: 512.482.9346 
email: dof@LF-LawFirm com 


FOR TEXAS CLEAN AIR 


Mr. Terrell w Oxford 
SUSMAN GODFREY, LLP 
901 Main Street, Suite 5100 
Dallas, Texas 752 02 
Telephone: 214 754 1902 - Fax: 214.665 
email toxfordQsusmangodfrey com 


P R O C E E D I N G S 


WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 1, 2010 


(Recording began as follows.) 


MR WEBER actual discussion about 


5 the availability of dates In general I would say that 


6 the parties either -- most of the protesting parties 


7 that responded to our email were in favor of the 


8 continuance OPIC did not oppose it The state wasn't 


9 in favor of it, nor did it oppose it but had some 


10 scheduling issues 


11 And then, finally, the applicant was 


12 willing to consider it but had some conditions, as I've 


13 laid out in the motion which was, as I understood it, 


14 they might be able to agree to some sort of continuance 


15 if the parties and the Judges agreed to ensure that the 


16 new PFD, the revised PFD, was before the Commission no 


17 later than the December 14th currently scheduled agenda 


18 conference And I don't mean to put words in 


19 Mr Riley's mouth, but that's how I understood it 


20 And then, of course, this morning -- first 


21 thing this morning, I learned that Dr Gasparini, upon 


22 his return from applicant's deposition of him, had been 


23 m a pretty horrible car accident He went into surgery 


24 this morning at 7 00 It is expected to take five to 


25 six hours We don't know his current status We do 
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APPEARANCES (CONTINUED) 


FOR WILSON WAKEFIELD AND JIM KLEIN: 


Mr. Pat Morris 


1002 Cairo Drive 


Corpus Christi, Texas 78412 


Telephone. 361.991.0894 


email patrumo@juno.com 


FOR THE TCEQ EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR-


Ms Erin Selvera 


TCEQ ENVIRONMENTAL LAW DIVISION MC-173 


Post Office Box 13087 


Austin, Texas 78711-3087 


Telephone 523 239 6033 - Fax 512 239.0606 


email eselvera@tceq state tx us 


1 know he's got two broken knees, a broken ankle and a 


2 collapsed lung 


3 Dr Gasparini had done some modeling which 


4 we had produced to the other side and all the parties 


5 We believe that the new modeling first served upon us by 


6 the applicant -- excuse me -- by the Executive Director 


7 on the 25th and the new modeling audit that was 


8 associated with that and what we believe the new 


9 modeling submitted by the applicant after business hours 


10 on Monday of this week did require us to not only 


11 evaluate all that new modeling and understand it but, as 


12 we are, you know, charged to do, pick it apart as best 


13 we can And then our plan, as was our original plan, 


14 based on the fact that we had previously produced 


15 modeling, our plan was to then re-model as appropriate 


16 You know, one thing that came out m the 


17 testimony of Mr Jamieson when he produced his new 


18 modeling and the new modeling run in his deposition last 


19 Wednesday and Friday was that he had spent a substantial 


20 amount of time since the last hearing performing the 


21 modeling And my understanding is that in response to 


22 the modeling presented by the applicant as part of its 


23 prefiled testimony, he had then tried to do some 


24 additional modeling, having found some deficiencies and 


25 discrepancies in the applicant's original modeling, 


KENNEDY REPORTING SERVICE, INC, 
5 1 2 . 4 7 4 . 2 2 3 3 
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1 prefiled modeling, and had only sufficient time to model 


2 one of the two options that was presented as part of the 


3 applicant's prefiled testimony on rehearing 


4 I think when you take all these facts in 


5 consideration, by themselves I think the discovery 


6 issues warrant a continuance, which was going to be the 


7 original basis of our motion Now that we're deprived 


8 of Mr Gasparini -- Dr Gasparini -- some undetermined 


9 amount of time, I just currently don't know his 


10 condition, don't know what the situation will be, I 


11 think a continuance is further warranted 


12 Mr Riley does point out m his 


13 response -- and I'll let him speak for himself, 


14 obviously — that Dr Gasparini worked with another 


15 gentleman in his office, Robert Osborn, whom I've never 


16 met, don't really know his qualifications I believe he 


17 helped prepare some of the modeling input filed, but I 


18 don't know the extent of his experience or ability to 


19 step m Dr Gasparini's shoes That's something we can 


20 investigate But, frankly, I need to hear what Dr 


21 Gasparini's condition is first 


22 With that said, that's essentially where 


23 we are We ask that the Judges consider continuing this 


24 case for some period of time In my motion, I put six 


25 weeks That was based purely on the following response 


8 


1 JUDGE BROYLES All right So let's hear 


2 from all other protestants that are in support of the 


3 motion, and then we'll hear from the applicant and then 


4 from the state 


5 MR FREDERICK Okay Well, this is 


6 Frederick for The Medical Group And we re not going to 


7 participate actively in this next round of hearings, so 


8 I don t want a whole lot of weight associated with what 


9 I have to say 


10 But it does seem to me that we all 


11 recognize, from the Commission's action that, you know, 


12 it put you-all on an incredibly fast timeline, and a 


13 fast timeline ]ust doesn't have any room in it for, you 


14 know, a series of unusual events So it seems to me 


15 that the request for a continuance by the parties that 


16 are most actively involved m participation in the 


17 hearing, you know, would probably be justified in the 


18 absolute but especially justified, given the sort of 


19 rocket timeline that we were on 


20 And that's really all I have 


21 MR OXFORD This is Terry Oxford And we 


22 do support that motion And I'm thinking that you 


23 Judges probably remember this, but just to make it 


24 express, Mr Weber and the Environmental Defense Fund 


25 took the lead at the last hearing and really had sole 


1 on my part, which are Dr Gasparini, prior to his 


2 accident, had signed an affidavit saying that he thought 


3 three weeks was an adequate amount of time to 


4 re-evaluate the work being done and the modeling that 


5 had been performed And again, he had only had a very 


6 cursory review of that modeling at the time he signed 


7 the affidavit, that he thought three weeks would be 


8 adequate and not just to review the applicant's and 


9 ED's new modeling but also to prepare a response 


10 modeling 


11 Hearing that, I then added an additional 


12 three weeks, not knowing whether I would have to get a 


13 new expert up to speed or hire a new expert or wait to 


14 get to a point where Dr Gasparini might be lucid enough 


15 and comfortable enough to put some serious time m on 


16 preparing for direct 


17 Since I filed my motion this afternoon, 


18 there's been some additional conversations among some of 


19 the protesting parties, counsel for the protesting 


20 parties And, you know, there were some dates thrown 


21 around But, you know at this point I guess I would 


22 like to hear from the parties, the other parties I m 


23 sure Mr Riley has a lot to say 


24 And that's all I've got to say at this 


25 point 


1 responsibility for the air modeling, which is a crucial 


2 part of this remand And so what he's pitching, he's 


3 the one that's responsible for that There's none of 


4 the others of us that had done anything on it 


5 Thank you 


6 JUDGE BROYLES Any others' 


7 MR LEVIN Ilan Levin for the Sierra 


8 Club I don't need to reiterate what the other 


9 protestants just said, but we support the motion, 


10 obviously And our concern -- it seems like this in any 


11 other ordinary circumstance would warrant a continuance 


12 of some kind, we believe But the four months' time 


13 deadline that the Commission put SOAH under is -- you 


14 know, without moving that, it's just going to -- a 


15 continuance will just pinch us at the end, briefing and 


16 writing the PFD 


17 And so I think that -- I would urge the 


18 Judges to ask the Commission to move that, what we think 


19 of as an arbitrary deadline for the PFD 


20 JUDGE BROYLES Other protesting parties 


21 want to comment'3 


22 MR MORRIS Yes This is Pat Morns with 


23 Wilson Wakefield and Jim Klein Jim is the CEC 


24 representative here and Wilson Wakefield is an 


25 individual protestant I'll let him speak for himself 


KENNEDY REPORTING SERVICE, INC, 
5 1 2 . 4 7 4 . 2 2 3 3 
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1 But we do not object to any continuance 


2 In fact, we think it is certainly warranted under the 


3 circumstances The problem is, we do not want to deny 


4 ourselves an opportunity to be heard by the Judges 


5 There has been some suggestion about shortening the time 


6 of the trial, and that is the thing we're most seriously 


7 objecting to But other than that, we understand the 


8 need for a continuance and certainly are sympathetic to 


9 the problems that have arisen 


10 And, Wilson, do you want to speak' 


11 MR WAKEFIELD I'll go along with what 


12 Mr Morris said I think, you know, if we could have 


13 this other guy that's next to monitor it, it would sure 


14 be a help Thank you 


15 JUDGE BROYLES Any other protestants' 


16 Did the Public Interest Counsel join us' 


17 All right Any other protesting parties 


18 want to add' 


19 Okay Let's hear from the Executive 


20 Director, then 


21 MS SELVERA Good afternoon, Judges 


22 This is Erin Selvera I guess as an initial response, I 


23 just want to clarify some of the points that were made 


24 m EDF's motion 


25 I think there has been some kind of 
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1 decipher So that's my only other comment 


2 JUDGE BROYLES Okay Mr Riley 


3 MR RILEY Yes, sir, Judge I guess the 


4 first question I have, if you don't mind answering, 


5 Judge, is have you received our written response' 


6 JUDGE BROYLES Yes 


7 MR RILEY Okay And I'll go briefly 


8 through our response I would echo to some degree, and 


9 maybe even reinforce the Executive Director's statement 


10 that EDF's motion, as pertains to information recently 


11 supplied either by the agency or by the applicant that 


12 pertains to modeling is, one, always voluminous and, 


13 two, is not m any way new in the context of it was just 


14 revealed in the last several days 


15 And let me back up just a bit Following 


16 the June 30th agenda -- and shortly after that, of 


17 course. Your Honors issued an order and we proceeded in 


18 compiling and putting together our direct case, which 


19 included some additional air dispersion modeling 


20 Candidly, we don't think that the issues 


21 that are before Your Honors, as remanded by the 


22 Commission, necessarily require air dispersion modeling 


23 And you know that we have an opinion on that, based on a 


24 motion for summary disposition that we filed sometime 


25 ago, at least as pertains to PM-10 modeling that was 
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1 overstating, their exaggeration of the amount of 


2 information that was contained within the documents and 


3 file sent to EDS It's not really to the magnitude of 


4 how it is described in the motion And so to that 


5 extent, you know, we would make that point 


6 As far as the motion at SOAH for the 


7 request for a continuance, you know, we're not going to 


8 take a position either way You know, we understand 


9 that we are bound at this point by an efficient interim 


10 order, and we'll abide by that unless it is amended 


11 I did indicate yesterday to Mr Weber that 


12 we would be amenable to some adjustment of the schedule 


13 as long as it was appropriately adjusted and allowed for 


14 the --it didn't create additional conflicts with 


15 previously scheduled events or actions that I already 


16 had on my calendar that I don't have -- I have no 


17 control over moving 


18 I think that s all we have at this time 


19 JUDGE BROYLES All right Any other 


20 party want to respond, prior to the applicant's 


21 response' 


22 MR MORRIS Just this I want to join in 


23 with the Environmental Defense Fund The material that 


24 we ve been furnished day-by-day is voluminous It s 


25 just absolutely mind-boggling and almost impossible to 
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1 originally submitted with the application by the 


2 applicant, as well as additional modeling that was done 


3 on rebuttal and the questions asked by the Commission 


4 So we're not convinced that modeling is a 


5 necessary part of the rehearing Nonetheless, we put it 


6 into our prefiled testimony as an alternative 


7 consideration, because it is suggested in the 


8 Commission's order that is a possible alternative for 


9 their review 


10 So to that point, again, our prefiled case 


11 was submitted -- well, it seems like it was sometime 


12 ago -- middle of July or thereabouts I don't have the 


13 precise date m front of me But we've had our modeling 


14 information out there that long And the more recent 


15 disclosures as it pertains to modeling that we intend to 


16 offer into evidence is minimal The few changes that 


17 were made more recently by Mr Ellis were in response --


18 for lack of a better term -- to some of the observations 


19 made by Mr Jamieson in his model 


20 So it may seem like a lot of information, 


21 but the issues are not different that were raised by 


22 Dr Gasparini or explained in his deposition just 


23 yesterday, and the point being that there is not a lot 


24 of new information to review It's something that 


25 really didn't take very long for Mr Ellis to re-run and 
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1 is something that, in my experience, could be looked at 


2 really in a matter of minutes, if not a few hours, by a 


3 competent modeler 


4 The ED's modeling -- similarly, the ED's 


5 modeling is not new at all It's an extension and some 


6 refinement of a modeling analysis that Mr Jamieson 


7 conducted m preparation for the June 30th agenda date 


8 and pertained primarily, as I understand it, to the 


9 rebuttal modeling and potential questions the Commission 


10 might have about the ED's review of that rebuttal model 


11 And Mr Jamieson did spend a considerable 


12 amount of time -- he testified to that in his 


13 deposition -- in preparing for the June 30th agenda He 


14 spent additional time since the June 30th agenda and has 


15 now produced and written and signed a modeling report 


16 referred to as an audit, which reflects his analysis 


17 But the more recent modeling report, the 


18 underlying basis for that is the modeling he did in 


19 preparation for the June 30th agenda and modeling 


20 information that the parties have had available to them 


21 and the ED has had in its hands since -- I don't know --


22 I believe it was -- seems like it was July 12th -- July 


23 12th 


24 And it is also true that when EDF raises 


25 the issue of how long it takes to review modeling 


16 


1 there was a disclosure made which contained some 


2 modeling information 


3 And then just last Friday night at 5 40 or 


4 so, the additional modeling information, the voluminous 


5 modeling information, was submitted to us as a 


6 disclosure And using Mr Weber's system accounting, we 


7 should be able to count that as actually having been 


8 received on Monday morning So we had less than a day 


9 to review that information before we were scheduled to 


10 take the deposition of Dr Gasparini, the point being 


11 that -- the reality is, it doesn't take very long to 


12 review the files 


13 The area that's been studied, this area 


14 has been studied for quite a few months, as you know, 


15 and there have been numerous looks in terms of modeling 


16 runs, looks at various aspects of the circumstances 


17 there, that makes none of what is being proposed or 


18 being reviewed or being produced new to anybody who has 


19 any awareness of air dispersion modeling and doesn't 


2 0 take very long 


21 At least my experience is, we get answers 


22 m hours when we submit information that we've just 


23 received to our expert It certainly doesn't take days 


24 and most certainly doesn't take weeks for our experts to 


25 look through that information and give us an assessment, 


15 


1 information, particularly new modeling information, I 


2 think it's important to keep m mind the EDF view must 


3 be that it takes us a lot shorter period of time to 


4 review modeling, because the Source Environmental Group, 


5 of which Dr Gasparini is a member, entered into a 


6 contract for services with Mr Weber's firm on July 19, 


7 2010 It appears that it was written to the firm July 


8 15th However, his proposal is dated July 15th 


9 The proposal was signed by -- it looks 


10 like Clark Jobe -- on July 19th Source Environmental 


11 Sciences, Inc , has been retained by EDF since -- I call 


12 it mid-July, maybe it was the later part -- and 


13 apparently has been engaged in reviewing modeling 


14 information, particularly of the type we've just been 


15 talking about, our modeling and the ED's modeling 


16 information And it wasn't until August 19th, I 


17 believe, that Dr Gasparini was identified to us as a 


18 potential witness 


19 And I know Mr Weber will verify that we 


20 had several exchanges in terms of a formal request for 


21 disclosure and then some email follow-up asking whether 


22 there had been anyone identified as a potential witness 


23 And ultimately -- I think it was on August 19th --


24 Dr Gasparini was identified And with the 


25 identification of Dr Gasparini as a potential witness, 


17 


1 a useful assessment of what's m there 


2 The other thing -- and I would like to 


3 point this out It always seems troubling to me that --


4 we as the applicant, of course, have our options in the 


5 discovery process to depose witnesses m a schedule that 


6 we think is most appropriate for our needs Well, we 


7 don't have any different rights from the other parties 


8 Each of the parties have the right to depose Dan 


9 Jamieson, Randy Hamilton, any of the other parties or 


10 witness -- potential witnesses in the case 


11 And so when we talk about -- when EDF 


12 talks about, "We just found out from Dan Jamieson's 


13 deposition what was going on," well, the only reason 


14 there was a deposition of Dan Jamieson is, the applicant 


15 elected to depose Mr Jamieson And EDF really simply 


16 shouldn't be allowed to rely on or offer up that it just 


17 found out something when it has not actively engaged in 


18 the discovery process and taken the deposition of these 


19 witnesses That could have been done much earlier, and 


20 EDF would not have the same argument that it has about 


21 finding out information late or closer to the hearing 


22 And that happens repeatedly 


23 Environmental Defense has elected in the past to wait 


24 months before filing discovery requests has waited 


25 weeks in this instance to file discovery requests and 
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1 then when there are only a few days left, complains that 


2 they just got a bunch of information and, boy, they're 


3 going to need some more time 


4 The issue of production of the CDs or the 


5 information on CD was a courtesy I've done a number of 


6 courtesies in this case, and to date I think I've 


7 regretted each one But the answer to the discovery 


8 request, the formal answer, the one that was served 


9 timely on EDF, stated that the production was here at 


10 our offices and available for review at a mutually 


11 convenient time 


12 It was simply a matter of courtesy, as I 


13 said, that we attempted to provide them with CDs that we 


14 generate for our own purposes And, unfortunately, a 


15 third-party vendor delivered one of two CDs If one 


16 looked at those CDs, they would immediately realize that 


17 the numbering went from 4,700 or thereabouts to six 


18 thousand something or thereabouts and that there was 


19 something missing We didn't receive any requests for 


20 additional information or requests to come see the 


21 production for themselves 


22 And I know (ring from cell phone) trying 


23 to shift the burden Our offer was to provide them 


24 copies There wasn't any request, there was no demand, 


25 and it was at our own expense and, as I've said, it was 


20 


1 really are 


2 And responding briefly to Mr Morris --


3 and I understand when one receives a CD that is a 


4 disclosure of information, it's not immediately obvious 


5 what it is, and there are lots of different files that, 


6 candidly, I can't open up on my computer either They 


7 really are only available and only useful to an air 


8 modeler or someone who has the air modeling software, 


9 and that's why a lot of the -- it seems like a lot of 


10 information, but it's a lot of data, not necessarily any 


11 information that is useful unless you're an air modeler 


12 or hire an air modeler 


13 I think it was Mr Oxford who said that 


14 EDF has taken a lead on air modeling And I know of no 


15 restriction on anybody to take the lead or requirement 


16 for any particular individual to take the lead As we 


17 understand it now, EDF is the only -- there are only two 


18 parties that even filed discovery, in following the 


19 Commission agenda That was CEC and Environmental 


20 Defense, and we've talked about Environmental Defense 


21 The only witnesses we know that are even 


22 potentially going to be called were -- we understand the 


23 circumstances of Dr Gasparini -- but Dr Gasparini and 


24 Dr Sahu are the only two witnesses that we have been 


25 told are intended to be called by the protestants or by 
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1 done as a courtesy And, by the way, Mr Weber's 


2 offices -- really, it's less than three minutes away 


3 from the Vinson & Elkins offices, by car 


4 The pages -- and, actually, what we're 


5 talking about is pages Mr Weber, I'm sure, didn't 


6 mean to misrepresent this to you He mentioned that 


7 there were 4,700 documents That's not correct There 


8 are 4,700 pages, and they contain, at least m our 


9 estimate -- there's very little information that bears 


10 directly on or even indirectly on the issues that are 


11 before you 


12 But, regardless, that information could be 


13 gone through in a matter of days I happen to know, 


14 because I ve interacted with each of the attorneys at 


15 Mr Weber s office They're very competent can 


16 certainly look through that information and find 


17 whatever helpful information might be revealed in those 


18 pages But also there are at least three lawyers that 


19 have been working on this file or working on this case 


20 at Mr Weber's firm, and they don't seem to be 


21 shorthanded m that regard 


22 But there's not really an issue as 


23 pertains to late discovery As I've described, there's 


24 not really an issue or it's been an exaggerated issue as 


25 to what new modeling runs might reveal or what they 


21 


1 any protesting party -- I'm sorry -- expert witnesses 


2 There is a fact witness Is that correct' 


3 There is a fact witness that was 


4 semi-disposed We're not certain if that person intends 


5 to testify or not At this stage, all we know about is 


6 the witnesses for the protesting parties are -- there 


7 are two 


8 As pertains to Dr Gasparini -- I don't 


9 mean to say this gratuitously I just met the man 


10 yesterday -- I found him to be an earnest individual, 


11 and we had an uncharacteristic pleasant deposition and 


12 spent a good amount of time together So I'm very sad 


13 that he's had a tragic event, and I really sincerely 


14 hope he recovers quickly and fully 


15 And from our perspective, really the 


16 question should be, is there -- not so much is 


17 Dr Gasparini available but is there another witness 


18 that EDF could call or substitute for Dr Gasparini' 


19 Mr Weber and I talked a little bit about 


20 other options, and I don't know if we've reached an 


21 agreement, but we talked a little bit about perhaps 


22 Dr Gasparini's testimony could be filed -- not so much 


23 as prefiled, but filed and we could -- at least from our 


24 perspective, we would offer the deposition taken of 


25 Dr Gasparini as cross-examination That's a little 
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1 risky from an applicant's perspective, but we are 


2 concerned with time, we are concerned with staying on 


3 the timeline ordered by the Commission and not deviating 


4 from their direction to return a PFD on October 30th 


5 Folks have complained throughout this call 


6 about the short timeline that we're on I don't know 


7 how many hearings I've done now in front of SOAH, how 


8 many reheanngs have been necessary in those cases But 


9 from my perspective at least, there's nothing short 


10 about a four-month timeline when the issues have been 


11 narrowed to the few that remain 


12 The complaint about the timeline and not 


13 having engaged in any discovery or be prejudiced in any 


14 way it seems by the timeline, it seems not disingenuous 


15 so much as not being completely forthright with Your 


16 Honors about the intentions of the parties for the 


17 hearing, which we believe still should convene next 


18 week 


19 On that issue, with all parties ready and 


20 all that's happened so far, it seems as though we could 


21 go forward next week and, candidly, see what is 


22 necessary for EDF purposes, to address the injury of 


23 Dr Gasparini, whether there is a need to meet some 


24 other time before the record is closed, evidentiary 


25 record closes, and to stay on schedule with the 
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1 Normally I might take offense at some of 


2 the suggestions made by counsel about representations I 


3 made in the motion or m the attached sworn affidavits 


4 But under the conditions, and I think given my prior 


5 appearances before Your Honors and in other dealings 


6 with both Mr Riley and other counsel on the phone, I 


7 hope my reputation speaks for itself 


8 Mr Riley spends a lot of time telling us 


9 what's in these 570 files and 360 megabytes of 


10 information that was presented to us, and these 4,500 


11 pages of new documents, which apparently only take 


12 minutes to review I would suggest that it would be 


13 impossible to even open all these files in minutes, let 


14 alone verify what Mr Riley is saying is true, and then 


15 evaluate and analyze them and prepare a response to 


16 them, which in our case the response is going to be 


17 preparing models to address what we think are 


18 substantial deficiencies in the applicant's prefiled 


19 model 


20 Now, with regards to the point he made 


21 about not availing myself of deposing Mr Jamieson, the 


22 TCEQ, the Executive Director, served new disclosures on 


23 August 25th, last week, during Mr Jamieson's 


24 deposition They are required to make Rule 94 


25 disclosures, they did so As part of those new 
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1 Commission's order 


2 That it seems like really the pathway that 


3 should be discussed most actively, is not so much, 


4 "Let's call it all off," but "Let's finish what we can 


5 next week, have that in the bag " so to speak, and look 


6 at the situation when we know more about Dr Gasparini's 


7 testimony and whether there is an alternative either in 


8 terms of Mr Osborn, who has assisted Dr Gasparini in 


9 his work, him being a potential substitute for 


10 Dr Gasparini, or whether Dr Gasparini -- and I hope 


11 this is absolutely what happens -- Dr Gasparini returns 


12 much earlier than we're speculating, based on what 


13 little information we have about his condition 


14 That seems from our perspective to be a 


15 very coherent way to go forward With only one witness 


16 that may not be able to participate next week -- and I 


17 think that's probably likely -- why don't we get taken 


18 care of what we can get taken care of next week and then 


19 look at the situation then and see what is necessary to 


20 adjust the schedule any further 


21 And with that that is our argument at 


22 this stage 


23 JUDGE BROYLES All right Thank you 


24 Mr Weber do you want to have a response? 


25 MR WEBER Yes Thank you Your Honor 


25 


1 disclosures, there was a new modeling (inaudible) which 


2 was supported by new modeling and which found 


3 significant or it found deficiencies m the applicant's 


4 prefiled modeling The state then -- the Executive 


5 Director then proceeds to tell them about dozens of 


6 changes that they make to Mr Ellis' prefiled testimony 


7 modeling -- dozens of changes -- and then they produce a 


8 disk with 59 modeling runs 


9 Now, Mr Riley suggests that his new 


10 modeling work and the 570 files and the 59 new modeling 


11 runs we got from the Executive Director are somehow not 


12 new That may or may not be the case But I think it's 


13 strange that they are only now producing them if they 


14 were not new 


15 With regards to whether we should go 


16 forward next week, clearly my client would be extremely 


17 prejudiced by going forward next week for all the 


18 reasons I've stated Not only do I need a modeler to 


19 effectively cross-examine the other sides' witnesses 


2 0 but, as you know -- I think that these -- I think that a 


21 lot of the new modeling performed by Mr Ellis that was 


22 only produced on Monday evening I expect to see that in 


23 rebuttal 


24 I think this whole thing is about 


25 Mr Jamieson coming in correcting the applicant s 


KENNEDY REPORTING SERVICE, INC 
512 . 4 7 4 . 2 2 3 3 







SOAH: 5 8 2 - 0 9 - 2 0 0 5 PHC 9 / 1 / 2 0 1 0 


26 


1 modeling, the parties either relying -- the applicant 


2 either relying on Mr Jamieson's new modeling -- to help 


3 them meet their burden of proof or trying to then rebut 


4 whatever modeling the state might offer into the record 


5 I have to assume that may be a strategy of the 


6 applicant's 


7 MR RILEY You clearly don't have to 


8 assume that, Tom 


9 MR WEBER Well, you've done it a lot 


10 MS SELVERA Mr Weber' 


11 MR WEBER Yes' 


12 MS SELVERA I would like to just make 


13 sure that it's very clear for the record that -- and you 


14 may not have been present at the deposition yesterday --


15 but the ED s strategy and the purpose behind our initial 


16 modeling was disclosed to your witness and to your other 


17 co-counsel And that information is very clear that it 


18 is in no way an attempt to bolster the applicant's case 


19 and that it is simply an obligation that we are required 


20 to do in accordance with guidance and that it was a 


21 necessary part of our process 


22 And so I don't want the Judges to have any 


23 indication whatsoever that we are attempting to assist 


24 the applicant in this matter And to that extent, I 


25 want it to be clear for the record as well that on 
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1 Honor Are you talking about the week of October 18 and 


2 the week of October 25th' 


3 JUDGE BROYLES Yes, sir 


4 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER Thank you 


5 MS SELVERA The only day that the ED 


6 staff or ED's counsel would not be available during 


7 those two weeks is the day of the 27th, which is a 


8 scheduled agenda upon which both Mr Rhem and I are 


9 obligated to appear 


10 MR RILEY Just so you know, we will be 


11 making a motion for this matter to be remanded to the 


12 Commissioners on a certified question as to what he s 


13 ruling is appropriate And we will be seeking a 


14 schedule that brings us to hearing on the original 


15 timeline 


16 JUDGE BROYLES All right So any other 


17 party that is not available for hearing on October 18, 


18 2010, and then we would schedule it to last through 


19 October 21st 


20 MR RILEY Judge are we going to be able 


21 to make the October 30th PFD on that schedule' 


22 JUDGE BROYLES We will extend the date 


23 for the PFD and for returning it to the Commission 


24 MR RILEY What was your extension, then' 


25 I can't consider this until I understand your intention 
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1 August 27th, your expert provided additional modeling 


2 information to us and our expert has already reviewed 


3 it We're talking about five days We've already 


4 looked at it, we've already determined, you know, what 


5 exactly is in it And it was 463 megabytes versus the 


6 just under 100 megabytes that was provided to you 


7 JUDGE BROYLES All right Let me 


8 interject right here and stop the discussion, because 


9 the discussions regarding the modeling are really 


10 irrelevant The ALJs are in agreement We're going to 


11 grant a continuance based upon Dr Gasparini's injury 


12 And so what we need to turn to now is 


13 dates that the parties will be available for the 


14 evidentiary hearing We are looking at the last two 


15 weeks m October 


16 The Executive Director, do you have a 


17 conflict with -- what days are you available those two 


18 weeks? 


19 MS SELVERA Let me consult my schedule 


20 One moment 


21 JUDGE BROYLES And we understand that we 


22 don't need two weeks for the hearing That's just when 


23 we have an opening and we are looking for an agreement 


24 between the parties during those two weeks 


25 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER Excuse me Your 
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1 as it pertains to the post-evidentiary portion of the 


2 case 


3 JUDGE BROYLES All right That will 


4 conclude this telephone conference We will set the 


5 hearing to begin, then on October 18th through the 


6 21st 2010 And we will be issuing an order tomorrow 


7 MR RILEY Check my availability at 


8 least Could I have a moment more' 


9 JUDGE BROYLES Yes If you would like to 


10 provide me with availability as I asked that would be 


11 appropriate at this point 


12 And just so we're clear, so the parties 


13 understand we will be sending a letter to the General 


14 Counsel advising what has happened and what we are 


15 intending to do And if the Commission takes issue with 


16 that we will certainly indicate in a letter to the 


17 General Counsel that the Commission can notify us if 


18 they have a problem with the way we intend to handle it 


19 MR RILEY Can we do it certified 


20 question, then' Same process Given the circumstances 


21 which we find ourselves in -- I mean if you've ruled 


22 that motion for summary disposition is not appropriate 


23 for some reason -- and frankly I don't fully 


24 understand your reasoning there -- you ruled that a 


25 witness -- m spite of the Executive Director s position 
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1 and the applicant's position and clear statements now 


2 that the modeling that -- (inaudible) is not a function 


3 but it's just Dr Gasparini's injury that is the basis 


4 for your extension of time, that we should put that 


5 before the Commission and feel that that's a 


6 reasonable -- it's reasonable in light of their order 


7 JUDGE BROYLES All right Let me ask the 


8 applicant one more time Do you have a conflict with 


9 October the 18th through the 21st for the hearing on the 


10 merits with this case' 


11 MR RILEY Aside from my personal 


12 schedule, I have three witnesses that I have to confer 


13 with, just as any other party might, in order to answer 


14 your question, except we can't answer it m a moment's 


15 time I could be available I will make myself 


16 available It is not a matter of my personal 


17 availability or any of the lawyers that are on this 


18 call But I do need to know that my witnesses are 


19 available m order to proceed on October 18th, like a 


20 reasonable position to offer you So perhaps we could 


21 reconvene tomorrow and answer the question 


22 JUDGE BROYLES That makes sense Why 


23 don't you file something with us tomorrow advising of 


24 amy -- let me ask this Does any other party have a 


25 conflict during the weeks of 18th through the 22nd and 
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file something by noon tomorrow, we can issue this order 


tomorrow afternoon 


In the order, we will advise the 


Commission of our intention And, Mr Riley, if you 


would like to file whatever in response to that order, I 


mean, we have no problems You do whatever you feel 


like you need to do 


MR RILEY We will be filing several 


motions, Judges Thank you 


JUDGE BROYLES Okay 


MR RILEY According to the rules that 


are available to me, both m SOAH rules and TCEQ rules 


JUDGE BROYLES That would be appropriate 


And is there anything else we need to 


discuss at this point' 


All right That concludes this hearing 


Thank you very much 


FROM THE PHONE LINES Thank you 


{Telephonic prehearing conference 


concluded) 
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1 then -- let's see The ED is out the 27th Are there 


2 any other dates that will not work' 


3 MR MORRIS For the CEC -- and, Judge, 


4 Mr Wakefield, those dates are all acceptable 


5 MR FREDERICK Judge, this is Frederick 


6 MR RILEY We -- I'm sorry I apologize 


7 JUDGE BROYLES Go ahead, Mr Frederick 


8 MR FREDERICK The 18th through 21st is 


9 good for me The following week is something that could 


10 be made to work, but that would require some shuffling 


11 of other commitments So I prefer the 18th through 21st 


12 if that can be worked out for everybody else As I say, 


13 we'll be minor participants m this 


14 JUDGE BROYLES Okay Anyone else have a 


15 conflict, other than the applicant, who is going to 


16 consult with his witnesses' 


17 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER No, sir 


18 JUDGE BROYLES Okay So, Mr Riley, 


19 we'll leave it up to you, then We have the week of 


20 October 18th and the 25th, but the ED has a conflict on 


21 the 27th Mr Frederick would prefer the week of 


22 October the 18th If you can file something by -- I 


23 want to get out this order so that parties who just get 


24 the mail will know that the hearing next week is 


25 continued So if you can check with your witnesses and 


33 
C E R T I F I C A T E 


STATE OF TEXAS ) 


COUNTY OF TRAVIS ) 


I, Aloma J Kennedy, a Certified Shorthand 


Reporter in and for the State of Texas, do hereby 


certify that the above-mentioned matter was transcribed 


from a CD recording 


I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT the proceedings of 


such were transcribed by me and that the foregoing pages 


are a full, true and correct transcription of the tape 


recording, as understood by me 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 


hand and seal this the 14th day of September 2010 


Aloma J Kennedy 


Certified Shorthand Reporter 


CSR No 494 - Expires 12/31/10 


Firm Certification No 276 


Kennedy Reporting Service, Inc 


Cambridge Tower 


1801 Lavaca Street, Suite 115 


Austin Texas 78701 


512 474 2233 


KENNEDY REPORTING SERVICE, INC. 
5 1 2 . 4 7 4 . 2 2 3 3 







EXHIBIT B 







STATE OF TEXAS § 
§ 


COUNTY OF HARRIS § 


AFFIDAVIT OF ROBERT OSBORN 


Before me, the undersigned notary, on this day personaiiy appeared Robert Osborn, a person 
whose identity is known to me. After I administered an oath to him upon his oath, he said: 


1. "My name is Robert Osbom. I am over 18 years of age, of sound mind, and capable of 


making this affidavit. The facts stated in this affidavit are within my personal knowledge and are 


true and correct. 


2. I have a B.S. in Meteorology and an M.S. in Atmospheric Sciences, both from Texas 


A&M University. I have been employed by Source Environmental Sciences, Inc. in Houston, 


Texas for the last three and one half years, during which time I have had extensive experience in 


performing and analyzing air dispersion modeling utilizing the EPA's AERMOD program. A 


copy of my resume is attached. 


3. I have reviewed the air dispersion modeling submitted by Applicant Las Brisas Energy 


Center, LLC with its pre-filed testimony as amended on October 5, 2010 (the "Pre-Filed 


Testimony Modeling"). I have additionally reviewed the air dispersion modeling files and 


associated audit memo produced by the Executive Director of the TCEQ on or about August 25, 


2010 (the "ED's August 25th Modeling") and compared that modeling to the Pre-Filed 


Testimony Modeling. 


4. The input data utilized in the ED's August 25* Modeling contains dozens of differences 


when compared to the Applicant's Pre-Filed Testimony Modeling. These differences include, 


but are not limited to: 


a. The ED's August 25* Modeling locates approximately thirteen (13) emissions points for 


sources in the vicinity of the Port of Corpus Christi at different locations than the 


depicted locations for those sources in the Pre-Filed Testimony Modeling. 
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b. The ED's August 25,h Modeling changes the type of source (e.g., from point source to 


area source) of 3 emissions points for sources in the vicinity of the Port of Corpus Christi 


when compared to the Pre-Filed Testimony Modeling. 


c. The ED's August 25,h Modeling adds wind speed scalars to six (6) emissions sources. 


d. The ED's August 25lh Modeling changes emissions rates for at least three (3) sources. 


e. For four out of five years the ED's August 25th Modeling for the "DAYS" receptor grid 


utilizes different source operation scenarios for Port of Corpus Christi Bulk Dock 2 


sources than the scenarios utilized in the Pre-Filed Testimony Modeling. In other words, 


the ED's August 25,h Modeling utilizes a different combination of Port of Corpus Christi 


Bulk Dock 2 sources than does the Pre-Filed Testimony Modeling. 


f. The ED's August 25,h Modeling was additionally conducted using AERMOD's "Urban" 


option, a feature not used by the Applicant in its Pre-Filed Testimony Modeling. 


5. Based upon my experience as an air dispersion modeler, it would not be possible for the 


ED to determine the effect of the changes in emissions input data described above on emissions 


impacts except by actually running air dispersion models, as was in fact done by the ED in the 


ED's August 25,h Modeling. 


6. I have additionally reviewed several new air dispersion modeling runs produced by the 


Applicant with documents produced on October 1, 2010. One of these new modeling runs 


essentially replicates the ED's August 25lh Modeling (the "Applicant's October 1st Modeling") 


and appears to utilize the same modeling input files as the ED's August 25'h Modeling with a few 


minor changes. I have compared the Applicant's October 1st Modeling to the ED's August 25* 


Modeling and have identified,the following minor additions and/or changes: 


a. The Applicant utilizes AERMOD version 09292 as opposed to version 07026 used by the 


ED's modeler Daniel Jamieson; 


b. For the "ALL" and "VALERO" receptor grids, rather than modeling Bulk Dock 1, Bulk 


Dock 3 and EPN 940 sources separately and then adding them to the initial modeling as 


did the ED, the Applicant incorporates those sources into a single modeling run for each 


receptor grid; 
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c. The Applicant performs "post processing," i.e., eliminates certain impacts from 


consideration on the basis that the proposed source is not significant at the same time and 


location. 


7. Although the applicants October 5, 2010 amendment to its Pre-Filed Testimony 


Modeling moves several emissions points associated with Port of Corpus Christi Bulk Dock 1, it 


does not address all of the "deficiencies" referenced in the two bullet points on page 2 of Daniel 


Jamieson's August 25,2010 modeling audit memo. 


FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETHNOT. 


OY 01 
Robert Osbom 


Sworn to and subscribed before me by Robert Osbom on October 7,2010 


JERMAiNE JOINER 
Notary Public 


STATE OF TEXAS 
My Comm. Exp. Jan. 10,2011 i^i»npnjm 9 > u w* "u-w w • '* o m 


My coifimission expires 
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SOURCE 4100 WESTHEIMER, SUITE 106 
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77027-4427 


source@50urce-environmental.com 


ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES, INC. "JE ?§ m-wi 
AIR ^ WATER ^ WASTE CONSULTANTS 


ROBERT J. OSBORN Environmental Consultant/Meteorologist 


EDUCATION 


M.S. Atmospheric Sciences, Texas A&M University 


Thesis: Isolation of ambient aerosols of known critical supersaturation: the differential 
critical supersaturation separator (DSCS) 


B.S. Meteorology, Texas A&M University 


PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 


Member, Air & Waste Management Association - Gulf Coast Chapter 


Past Member, American Association for Aerosol Research (AAAR), 2005-2006 


Past Member, Texas A&M Student Chapter of the American Meteorological Society, 2001-2006. 


PRESENT ASSIGNMENT 


• Conduct atmospheric dispersion modeling studies in support of air quality permit 
applications and litigation support services. Refined air dispersion modeling experience 
using EPA's AERMAP, AERMET, AERMOD, and Building Profile Input Program for 
PRIME (BPIPPRIME). 


• Prepare air quality permit applications, renewals, amendments, permit by rule registrations, 
exemption letters and reports for environmental compliance. Permitting applications 
performed for numerous types of facilities including chemical plants, marine terminals, 
coating and material handling facilities, feedmill facilities, mining facilities, and a multitude 
of manufacturing plants of all types. Permit applications completed through facility 
documentation, air emissions calculations, control technology analysis, and client 
coordination. 


• Assist in other aspects of the firm's business (site assessments, environmental audits, etc.). 


PREVIOUS ASSIGNMENTS 


• Graduate Assistant, Teaching and Research, Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas. 


• Authored an article published in a peer-reviewed scientific journals. 


• Participated in MIRAGE field research campaign during which my responsibilities included 
deploying and maintaining various instrumentation to ensure proper data collection and 
researching the properties of cloud condensation nuclei in an effort to better understand their 
activation efficiency in given conditions, 
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