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TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2006-1830-MSW

BEFORE THE TEXAS /"

APPLICATION BY McCARTY § .

ROAD LANDFILL TX, LP FOR § COMMISSION ON
AMENDMENT TO MSW PERMIT § ENVIRONMENTAL
NO. 261B § QUALITY

THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL’S
RESPONSE TO REQUESTS FOR HEARING
TO THE MEMBERS OF THE TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY:

The Office of Public Interest Counsel (OPIC) of the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (Commission or TCEQ) files this Response to Requests for Heaﬁng in
the above-referenced matter.

I. INTRODUCTION

McCarty Road Landfill TX, LP (McCarty or Applicant) has submitted a permit
application to amend its existing Type I Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Permit No. 261B.
McCarty seei(s a vertical expansion and continued operation of its existing landfill in Harris
County, Texas. The maximum final elevation of final cover material would be 316.0 fect above
mean sea level (MSL).

The solid waste to be disposed will primarily consist of municipal solid waste resulting
from, or incidental to, municipal, community, commercial, institutional, recreational and
industrial activities, including garbage, putrescible wastes, rubbish, ashes, brush, street cleanings,
dead animals, abandoned automobiles, construction-demolition waste and yard waste. Class 1

nonhazardous industrial solid waste defined as such due to asbestos content, Class 2



nonhazardous industrial solid waste, Class 3 nonhazardous industrial solid waste, special waste
(e.g., solidified sludges, dead animals, empty containers, regulated and nonregulated asbestos-
containing materials),: and other waste as approved by the Executive Director (ED)‘,"may als'oibe -
accepted. The landfill will not be authorized to accept waste materials other than those-
mentioned above, nor any waste streams that are expressly prohibited by Title 30 of the Texas
Administrative Code (30 TAC) Chaptar 330

Over the anticipated life of Vthe‘facility, authorized wastes will be accepted at an average
rate of approximately 6,352 tons-per-day, which results in an estimated life of approximately
10.9 years. The site currently receives apprqximaiely 2,190,000 tons—perl_—year' or 2?777,42§ i)ubic
yards (assuming an in-place density of 1,577 lblcy) of solid waste (6,000 tons-per'—:day based ona
typical 365-day operating schedule). Tt is assumed that th¢ incoming waste rate will iiicrcasa at
the same rate as the population of Harris, Montgomery and Liberty counties and surrounding
areas. The maximum annual waste acceptance rate is projected to be 2,577,.625 tons-per-year or
3,268,567 i:ubic yards_ (assuming an in-place dengity of 1,577 lb/cy) of solid waste &,061 tons- |
per-day based on a 365-day operating schedule). Thgse projections are based on current}market‘ o
: conditions and may vary as market conditions change.

The Applicant’s landfill is located within the City of Hous‘ion in Harris County, Texas at
5757A Oates Road, appr»oximatelvy 7 miles northeast of downtown Houston and approximat_el-y
3.5 miles north-northeast of the intersection of Interstate Hi ghway 610 an(i Interstate Highway
10. The total area Within the pennit boimdary under the proposed permit amendment would be
approximately 458.25 acres.

The permit application was received on April 6, 2004 and declared administratively



complete on April 19, 2004. The Notice of Receipt and Intent to Obtain Permit was published
April 29, 2004 in the Houston Chronicle. The TCE‘Q held a public méeting on December 2,
2004 at the Shadydale Elementary School in Houston. The Notice of Application and -
Preliminary Decision was published on January 14, 2005 in the Houston Chronicle. The
‘comment period formally closed onvFebruary 14, 2005. Subsequently, the Applicant submitted a
revision to its Site Operating Plan (SOP) due to revisions to the Municipal Solid Waste Rules
adopted in 2004. In response to comments from United States Representative Green, the ED
extended the comment peridd to accept and consider public comments on the permit amendment
until June 15, 2005.

In response to the notices, the TCEQ received requests for a contested case hearing from
the following: Martina Cartwright, representing the Environmental and Justice Law Center, on
behalf of Northeast Environmental Justice Association (NEEJA); Martina Cartwright,
representing the Environmental Law and Justice Center, on behalf of Terry Downing, Nancy
Crnkovic, Wallace R. Romero, Nora Fisher, Katherine & C.G. Barr, Roy & Donna McCandless,
Roy & Adlea Villafeal,'Tonya Senegal, Earsey & Mary Ross, Mary Dorsey, Marilyn & James
Henderson, Adolph Hartman, Alice C. Lux, Lena & Dan Hemandez., Maryland Whittaker;,
Shirley & Steven Ray Perkins, Thelmarie & Walter Tharp, Willie Thomas, Thomas & Effie
Walker, Jerestene Leath, James Mukes Jr., C.L. Broussard, Vernita Johnson, Gloria & Andrew
McCausland, Ollie Roberson, Cassie & James Bowie, James & Mary Gray, Micky & Gene Fish,
Velma & General Washington Jr., Raul Aranda, Thomas E Green, Emest M. Black, Arthur &
Doris Campbell and Gumesindo & Isaura Santos; and Kenneth Ramirez, representing

. Weingarten Realty Investors, WRI/7080 Express Lane, Inc., AN/WRI Partnership, Ltd., An/WRI



Partnership #1, Ltd. and Eagle Ind., L.P. (_colleqﬁvely as Weir;garten) . OPIC rgcommends
granting all of the hearing requests and referring this matter to the State Office of Administratiife
Hearings (SOAH).
II. REQUIREMENTS OF APPLICABLE LAW

. Under the applicable s,tatutpry and regulatow requirements, a person :equesting a h_earing |
must file the request in writing with th? chief clerk no later than 30 days aﬁer th¢ Chiéf Cle;k’s
transmittal of thc Executive Director’s response to comments. 30TAC § 5.201(c). The request
must also substantiaﬂy comply Withtth.e following: give the name, address, daﬁimg t@}ephope A
number, and, where possible, fax number of the person who files the request; iden’pif_y the
requestor’s pgrsonal justiciable interest affected by the appliqatiqn showing why the requestor is
an “affected person” who may be édversely affected‘ by the propoéed faéilit‘y‘or activity in a
manner not common to members of the general public; request a contested case hearing; list all
relevant and material disputed issues of fact that were raised during the comment period that are
the basis of the hearing request; and provide any other informatior;, speciﬁsq in the public no;ice
of application. 30 TAC § 55.201(d),

Under 30 TAC § 55.203(a), an affected person is “one who has a personal justiciable
interest related to a legal right, duty, privilege, power, or ‘economic interest ‘aff_e‘cted by the
application.” This justigiable interest does not _include an interest common to the general public.
30 TAC § 55.203(c) also provides relevant factqrs j:hqu will be considered in determining wh’ether‘
a person is affected. These factors include:

(1)  whether the interest claimed is one protected by the law undel which the

application will be considered;
(2) dlstance restrictions or other 11m1tat10ns imposed by law on the affected interest;



3)
(4)
)
(©)

whether a reasonable relationship exists between the interest claimed and

the activity regulated;

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

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

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

The Commission shall graht an affected person’s timely filed hearing request if: (1) the

request is made pursuant to a right to hearing authorized by law; and (2) the request raises

disputed issues of fact that were raised during the comment period and that are relevant and

material to the commission’s decision on the application. 30 TAC § 55.211(c).

Accordingly, pursuant to 30 TAC § 55.209(¢), responses to hearing requests must

specifically address: |

(1) whether the requestor is an affected person;

(2) which 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 commentator in writing by filing a withdrawal letter with the chief
clerk prior to the filing of the Executive Director’s Response to Comment;

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

(7) amaximum expected duration for the contested case hearing.

II1. DISCUSSION
A. Determination of Affected Person Status

1. The Environmental Justice Center

Martina Cartwright, representing the Environmental Justice Center (Center) submitted

two requests for a contested case hearing. The first is on behalf of NEEJA, an association

comprised of local residents and business interests located nearby the existing site. The



association’s focus is to-advance community environmental justice concerns to ensure the health
~and safety of the predominately minority and low-income residents of Northeast Houston.
NEEJA identifies members Joseph and Guadalupe Pinzon as well as Lawrence and Bernice
Cranford, all of whom live within one mile or less of the existiilg site. The second request is on
behalf of several individuals, each of whom reside or own propefty within two miles of the
exisﬁng site. |
Thekreque‘st oﬁ béhalf bf fhe individ‘u“éﬂs encom}'iasées all of the concerns included in
NEEJ A;s hearihg requést mld‘éontka'ins additional concerns not addressed by the association.
OPIC will addréss the"t'wo‘ heaﬁhg requests' ‘s;éparétely. -
a NEEJA |
NEEJA raises the following concerns regarding the vertical expansion: Signiﬁcant
" increase of storm water run-off from the site; potential v:ec':ktorv infesfaﬁbn (e. g, roaeﬁts,
mosquitoeé) from a substantial increase (an éstimate& 400,0‘(')‘0' tpy) in waste expected to bé
received by the faéility over thé néX't decade; exacerbation of existing gifqupdwajcer contamination
caused by the facﬂity; increa;e in odors from the facility; continued and ,incréasqd ‘r‘:nrigration of
landfill gasses from the.footpri_ht of the landfill; incréase in truck traffic to the sité; and potential -
for slope failure. Based on these concerns, NEEJA contends that the Applicant wiil not-be able
to meet the statutory and regulatory requirements set out in 30 TAC Chapter 330.
A gréup or association may request a cqntested case hearing only if it meets all of the
requirements set out in 30 TAC § 55.205: (1) one or more of the members wguld othérwise have
standing to réquest a hearing in their own right; (2) the interests the association seeks to protect

are germane to the organization’s purpose; and (3) neither the claim asserted nor the relief



requested requires the participation of the individual members in the case.

NEEJA has idéntiﬁed the Pinzons and Cranfords as members who, by virtue of their
proximity to the site, would be personally affected by the proposed vertical expansion. The
association’s concerns include environmeﬁtal issues and health issues related to environmental
matters. In order for NEEJA to address these matters, it would not be necessary for either the
Pinzons or the Cranfords to participate in the hearing. |

NEEJA raises several issues including storm Watér run-off, vector infestation,
groundwater contamination and potential increases in odors and air erﬁissions. The interests
claimed are protected by the law under which the application will be considered. A reasonable -
relationship exists between the interests claimed and the activity regulated. There is a likely
‘impact of the regulated activity on the health, safety and use of the members’ property as well as
on the use of ifnpacted natural resources by the members. Therefore, OPIC recommends finding
that NEEJA is an affected person entitled to a contested case hearing.

b. Individuals

The Center’s hearing request (;n behalf of the several individuals includes all of the issues
raised by NEEJA plus the following: increased potential for windblown debris from traffic to the -
site; incr_eésed potential for windblown debris from landfill, including windblown debris from the
slppe of the landfill during stormy weather; adverse health impacts on the. local community (e.g.,
increase in cancer, respiratory illness, allergies); loss of natural trees and impairment of the
growth and development of animals due to increased groundwater contamination and storm ‘
water run-off; impairment of the health, growth and development of native and domestic animals

due to the attraction and infestation of avian, mammalian and reptilian animal vectors; increased



- risk of flooding as a result of diminishing trees and yegetation growth and development; anq
increased contamination of nearby standing watérs contaminated by past leaching of chemical
residue.

The individuals listed in this hearing request haye personai justiciable interests that are |
not common tq the general public. Their concerns regarding the risks to their health and safety,
as well as the risks to their property, are reasonably related to the proposed activity. The Centerfg
representation of the close proximity of their homes to the facility also inQreases the likely impact
that the proposed facility may have on their health and the use and enjoyment of their land. This “
proposed permit amendment and other TCEQ rules specifically address the interests that these o
individuals are trying to protect. Therefbre, OPIC recommends that the commission find that the
indiﬁiduals listed in this hearing request are affected persons entitled to a contested case hearing.

2. Weingarten

Weingarten states it owns property immediately adjacent (directly west and south) of
McCarty. The property is currently being used as a thriving business park coﬁtaining
approximately 2.5 million square feet of space where people conduct daily business operations.
The affected area includes over 128,000 square feet of consumer fqbd storage-and distribution o
and another approximate 1,000,000 square feet of finished consumer goods and distributioq. ‘

The viability of these business interests is tied directly to the condition of th¢ land and the
water resources locatf:d around‘the property. Thereisa diyect hnk between Weinéarten’_s
property holdings and potential impacts of the e.)ipansi,011 sought in this permit amendment
application. Weingarten raises the following issues: (1) whether McCarty 11}aintains sufficient

training, documentation and notification procedures to be certain prohibited wastes are excluded;



(2) whether McCarty maintains sufficient gas monitoring and remediation plans to protect
Weingarten from explosive or other gasses; (3) whether leachate or gas condensate will bé
correctly managed in a way that protects Weingarten; (4) Whether the landfill expansion will
worsen existing groundwater contamination problems and negatively impact Weingarten’s
property, business and health/safety issues; (5) whether the closure and post-closure care plans
will adequately protect Weingarten after the landfill has closed; (6) whether the cost estimates
and financial assurance are sufficient to proteét Weingarten durihg closure and post-closure; (7)
whether Weingarten maintains sufficient training, documentation and notification procedures to
protect Weingarten regarding any special waste McCarty might accept; (8) whether the functions
and minimum qualifications for each category of key personnel to be employed at McCarty will
be sufficient to protect Weingarten Realty; (9) whether the procedures for the protection and
prevention of the disposal of prohibited wastes, including regulated hazardous wastes, PCBs and
others will be sufficient to protect Weingarten Realty; (10) whether McCarty will maintain
protections against fire in the expanded or existing area sufficient to protect Weingarten Realty;
(11) Whether the working face of the expanded or existing area will be maintained and operated
to control windblown solid waste in a manner sﬁfﬁcient‘ to protect Weingarten; (12) whether the - -
hauling of waste through the neighboring streets and the unloading of waste once received at
McCarty will be sufficient to protect Weingarten; (13) whether McCarty’s operations might
violate any applicable requirement of the Federal Clean Air Act or Texas Clean Air Act; (14)
whether operation of McCarty will result in destruction or adverse médiﬁcation of the critical
habitat of endangered or threatened species or cause or contribute to the taking of any endangered

or threatened species; (15) whether McCarty will maintain its landfill cover in a manner that



sufficiently protects Weingarten Realty; (16) whether McQarty’s operations will cause, 'sutffel:, :
allow or permit the collection, stofage, transportation, proeessing or disposal of municipal selid N
nvaste in such a manner as to cause a discharge or imminent‘ tMeet or diseharge of mnnicipal 'selid
waste into or adjacent to the waters in the state without obtaining epeeiﬂc authemization for such
discharge from the commission, the creation of a maintenance or nuisance or the endengerment’ .
of human health and welfame or the environment; and (17) thethelj McCartyfs compljance h‘is‘fcoiry_
warrants issuance of the amendment.
~ Given Weingarten’s close proximity to »the fdcility, itis an affected person Wi,t,h interegsts
not common to the members of the general pubhc Weingarten has ralsed several issues
(mcludmg potent1a1 groundwater contamination, posmble nulsance condltlons and endangerment '
of human health ‘an‘d the envirenment‘and eempliance history among others) that are pmtected by
the law under which fhe application will be considered. A reasonable relationship exists between
the interests elaimed and the acti\vityfregu_la‘ged. -There is a likely impact of the regnla‘ged aetiyity_ -
on the use of Weingarten’s property. Theref01ie, OPIC recommends finding tnat Weingarten is

an affected person entitled to a contested edse hearing.

B. Issues Raised in the‘Hearing Requests :
The Pm'otestants raised the following'disputed issues in their hearing request:
1. Whether there are risks o‘f contemination of groundwater (all);
| 2. whether‘the monito'ring end control of harmful gasses is adeqnate (all);

3. whether there is a risk of vectors infestation due to an 1nerease in expected waste
' (residents and NEEJA);

4. whether the slope stability analysis was adequate (residents and NEEJA); ‘

10



5. whether there will be a significant increase in storm water run-off from the site (all);
6. whether there will be a nuisance odor condition (all);

7. whether there will be an increase in air emissions (all),

8. whether there will be potential for windblown debris (residents);

9. whether there will be adverse health impacts (residents);

10. whether closure and post-closure care plans are adequately protective (Weingarten);

11. whether training, documentation and notification procedures are adequate
(Weingarten);

12. whether the facility will maintain adequate protection against fire (Weingarten) ;
13. whether there are adequately protective measures regarding hauling (Weingarten);

14. whether the landfill cover will be maintained in an adequately protective manner
(Weingarten); and

15. whether the Applicant’s compliance history is adequate (Weingarten).

1. Issues Disputed

There is no agreement of the parties on these issues. With respect to groundwater
contamination, the ED states the Applicant has initiated corrective measures to address the
presence of contaminated groundwater in order to comply with 30 TAC §§ 330.235-238.
Concerning harmful gasses, the ED replies that the current permit requires the landfill to
implement gas monitoring and remediation procedures for the exceedence of the regulatory 1imit_
for detected' landﬁll gas concentrations. Regarding vector infestations, the ED responds that
under § 330.151, the site operator must take the appropriate steps to prevent and control onsite
populations of disease vectors using proper compaction and daily cover procedures, as well as

the uses of other approved methods when needed. With respect to slope stability, the ED states

11



there are no specific rules or guidance as to hgw to perform this analysis; howevgr, the ED has
concluded that the proposed interim and final cover slopes are stable with a safety factor of 1.63
under the conditions analyzed. Concerning storm water run-off and flooding, the ED replies that
eight ,detention ponds will control surface discharge, and the contaminated water geq?rated onsite
will be collected and transported offsite for treatment at properly authorizedv ,tr‘eatmerwlltvfacilities.
Regarding nuisance odors, the ED responds that the Munipipal Sqlid Waste Rulcs_ require ‘;he
Applicant to operate the landfill in such a way that it doesnpt create 2 nuisance and speciﬁcally
to minimize odors, vectors, windblown litter and Was'te through use of proper daily cover and
compqctibh fﬁrbéedurqs.‘ With reSpeéftb air eﬁqiés'ioﬁs, the ED states that while this is not an air
quality permit, which is outside the scbpé of this_ re\‘/iew,. the Applicant is réquired under the SOP
to maintain landﬁll haul roads and access roads ina ‘reasonably duét—ﬂée condition by periodic
spraying from a wéter truck. Conceming windblown debris, thQ ED replies that t}ie SOP requires
the daily cleanup of spilled solid waste materials along all access roads withjn a distance pf two
miles in either direction from both site entrances. Regarding adverse health impacts, the ED
responds that if the,,proposéd lal)dﬁll is constmcted'a_nd opefated as shown in the application and
as required by the regulations, human health and the environment should be protec‘»te)d.u With
respect to closure and post-closure care plﬁn, the ED states that'gﬂer t’echnical review of the
application, the Applicant was found to have satisfactorily addressed‘30 TAC §§ 330.25 0:25 6
(relatéd to Final Closure Plan and Post-Closure Care Plan). Concerning training, docﬁméntation
| and notification procedures, the ED replies that Section 6 of Pgr’t IV of the SOP addresses this
issue and meets the requirements of 30 TAC § 330.117(c). Regarding fire protection, th_¢ ED

responds that the amendment application has a section that contains requirements for facility fire
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protection training and fire protection standards, and that portion of the appliqation is adequate to
address the requirements of 30 TAC § 330.114(6). With respect to hauling, the ED states that the
TCEQ does not have jurisdiction regarding issues of traffic but that tﬁe Texas Department of
Transportation was consulted and concluded that the highways in the area are adequately
designed to accommodate the additional traffic. Concerning the landfill cover, the ED replies
that the terms and conditions of this permit, specifically as they relate to the liners oﬁ place at this
facility, are adequately protective of human héalth and the environment. Finally, regarding
compliance history, the ED reviewed the Applicant’s compliance history in .accordance with the
standards set out in 30 TAC Chapter 60 and found that the site has a rating of .51 and a
classification of average.

2. Issues of Fact

All of the above-referenced disputes are issues of fact. Because these are issues of fact,
rather than issues of law or policy, these issues are appropriate for referral to hearing. See 30
TAC § 55.211(b)(3)(A)(B).

3. Issues Raised During the Comment Period

The Protestants’ requests for hearing is based on issues that were raised in comments
received during the comment period. These comments have not been withdrawn. At this time,
there is no agreement between the parties regarding the Protestants’ issues.

4. Relevant and Material Issues

Except for the issue regarding hauling and transportation, Protestants’ requests raise
issues which are relevant and material to the commission’s decision under the requirements of 30

TAC §§ 55.201(d)(4) & 55.211(c)(2)(A). Protestants’ requests are based on concerns including,
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but not limited to, the following; storm water run-off and groundwater contamination; eXpOSUre
to windblown Waste, foul odors, and disease vectors; and adequacy of record _keeping and the
SOP. These concerns are relevant and material to the eorrnnission’s decision on the applicatio:n |
because they are addressed by the substantive law governing this application within the _}
jurisdiction of the TCEQ and may be addressed in a hearing on the penvding&application. The
‘facjt’ua'l issues raised by Protestants relate directly to whether the applicant will met the
requirements of applicable substantive law.. . -

‘ 5, Issues Recommended for Referral to Hearing

[

Based on the discussion above and the Commission requirements of 30 TAC §§50.115(b),
55.211(b)(3)(A)(i), the OPIC recommends that the Commission refer the following disputed .

issues to the State Office of Administrative Hearings for a contested case hearing:

1, whether there are risks of contamination of ground\ilziter; |

2. whether the monitoring and control of harmful gasses is adequate;

3. whether there is a risk of vectors infestation due to an increase 1n ei{peeteii waste;

4. whether the slope stability analysis was adequate;’

5. whether there will be a signiﬁcant increase in storm Watef'run—off from the site;
‘ 6. whether there will be a nuisance odor condition

7. whether there will .be‘an inerease in air ernissions; :

8. whether there will be potential for windblown debris;
9. whether there will be adi/erse health impacts;

10. whether closure and post-closure care plans are adequately protective;

14



11. whether training, documentation and notification procedures are adequate;

12. whether the facility will maintain adequate protection against fire;

13. whether the landfill cover will Be maintained in an adequately protective manner; and

14. whether the Applicant’s compliance history is adequate.
C. Recommended Expected Duration of Hearing

Section 55.115(d) of ’the TCEQ’s rules requires the Commission to specify the maximum
expected duration of the hearing in its order when referring a matter to the State Office of
Administrative Hearings. The rules specify that the Commission must state the dﬁration of the
hearingﬂ from the preliminary hearing to the Administrative Law Judge’s issuance of the Proposal
for Decision (“PFD”). To assist the Commission, the PIC estimates that the maximum expected
dufatién ofa hearing on this matter would be nine months from tile date of the preliminary
hearing until the PFD is issued.

IV. CONCLUSION
" For these reasons, the OPIC recommends that the Commission grant the all three requests

for a contested case hearing and refer the above-reference issues tb SOAH with a maximum

expected duration for hearing of nine months.
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_ Respectfully submitted,

Blas J. Coy, Jr.
Public Interest Counsel

Scott A. Humphrey
"~ SBN: #10273100
Assistant Public Interest Counsel
(512)239-6363 Phone
(512)239-6377 Fax

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE .

I hereby certify that on February 26, 2007 the original and eleven copies of the Office of the
Public Interest Counsel’s Response to Requests for Hearing were filed with the Chief Clerk and a

copy was served by facsimile, interoffice mail or U.S. Mail to the persons on the attached malhng
list.
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MAILING LIST
MCCARTY ROAD LANDFILL, Texas, LP
TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2006-1830-MSW

FOR THE APPLICANT:

Jim Stipe, General Manager
‘McCarty Road Landfill, Texas, LP
5757A Oates Road

Houston, Texas 77078-4811

Tel: (713) 671-1559

Fax: (713) 671-1555

Jeffrey P. Young, P.E.

Weaver Boos Consultants, LLC-Southwest
6420 Southwest Boulevard, Ste. 206
Benbrook, Texas 76109-6905

Tel: (817) 735-9770

Fax: (817) 735-9775

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:

Les Trobman, Staff Attorney

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Environmental Law Division, MC-173

P.O. Box 13087 :

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Tel: (512) 239-0600

Fax: (512) 239-0606

Johnny Williamson, Technical Staff

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
‘Waste Permits Division, MC-124

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Tel: (512) 239-6631

Fax: (512) 239-2007

FOR OFFICE OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE:
Jody Henneke, Director

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Office of Public Assistance, MC-108

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Tel: (512) 239-4000

Fax: (512) 239-4007

FOR ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE
RESOLUTION:

Kyle Lucas

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Alternative Dispute Resolution, MC-222

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Tel: (512) 239-4010

Fax: (512) 239-4015

FOR THE CHIEF CLERK:

LaDonna Castafiuela

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Office of Chief Clerk, MC-105

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Tel: (512) 239-3300

Fax: (512) 239-3311

REQUESTERS:
Raul Aranda

9243 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4021

C G Barr
9219 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4021

Katherine Barr
9219 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4021

Ernest M Black
9246 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4022

James & Cassie Bowie
9323 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4023

C L Broussard
9715 Lakewood
Houston, Texas 77078



Arthur & Doris Campbell
8525 Furray Rd.
Houston, Texas 77028-3507

Martina E Cartwright
Environmental Justice Clinic

12012 Wickchester Ln. Ste 400 -

Houston, Texas 77079-1229

Mattina Cartwright
" 3100 Cleburne St. - :
Houston, Texas 77004-4501 v

Nancy Crnkovic
9251 Linda Vista Rd.

Houston, Texas 77078-4021

Mary Dorsey x
9122 Laura Koppe Rd. -
~ Houston, Texas 77078-3910

Terry Downing
9251 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4021 -

Gene & Micky Fish
4335 Linda Vista
Houston, Texas 77078

Nora Fisher
~ 9315 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4023

James & Mary Gray
9319 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4023

Thomas E Green
9527 Balsam Ln.
Houston, Texas 77078-3101 .

Adolph Hartman
9106 Homewood Ln.
Houston, Texas 77078-3824

James & Marilyn Henderson
9105 Homewood Ln.
Houston, Texas 77078-3823

Dan Hernandez
9309 Talton St.
Houston, Texas 77078-3424

Lena Hernandez
9309 Talton St.
Houston, Texas 77078-3424

Monica M Jacobs .

Brown Mccarroll LLP

111 Congress Ave Ste 1400
Austin, Texas 78701-4093

Vernita Johnson
8002 Richland Dr., s
Houston, Texas 77028-1940.

Jerestene Leath
9006 Sultan Dr.
Houston, Texas 77078-3836

Alice CLux:
8718 Banting St. :
Houston, Texas:77078-4108

Roy & Donna Mccandless
9338 Richland Dr.
Houston, Texas 77078-4120 :

Andrew & Gl:oria Mccausland
8526 Furray Rd. R
Houston; Texas 77028-3508

James Mukes
8109 Swonden St.
Houston, Texas 77028-1425

Dr Herminia Palacio
Hephes Executive Director
2223 West Loop S
Houston, Texas 77027-3588

Steven Ray & Shirley Perkins
9246 Richland Dr. ‘
Houston, Texas 77078-4218

Kenneth Ramirez

Brown Mccarroll Llp

111 Congress Ave Ste 2300
Austin, Texas 78701-4061



Ollie Roberson
9327 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4023

Wallace R Romero
9302 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4024

Earsey & Mary Ross
9218 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4022

Gumesindo Santos
9505 Crestview Dr.
Houston, Texas 77078-3813

Isaura Santos
9505 Crestview Dr.
Houston, Texas 77078-3813

Tonya Senegal
8532 Green River Dr.
Houston, Texas 77028-2835

Walter & Thelmarie Tharp
9215 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4021

Willie Thomas
9619 Balsam Ln.
Houston, Texas 77078-3103

Adlea Villareal
8502 Banting St.
Houston, Texas 77078-4104

Roy Villareal
8502 Banting St.
Houston, Texas 77078-4104

Thomas & Effie Walker
9623 Balsam Ln.
Houston, Texas 77078-3103

Velma & General Washington Jr
9322 Linda Vista Rd.
Houston, Texas 77078-4024

Maryland Whittaker
9014 Livings St.
Houston, Texas 77028-1624

Withdrawal of Hearing Request:
G. Iona Givens

City of Houston

Senior Asst City Atty

P.O.Box 1562

Houston, Texas 77251-1562

Public Official Comment:

The Honorable Mario Gallegos Jr
Texas Senate .

P.O. Box 12068

Austin, Texas 78711-2068







