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IN THE MATTER OF THE § BEFORE THE TEXAS 2 oZZq
APPLICATION BY BORDER STEEL, § , "i»?- - ;@73}333
INC., FOR PERMIT NOS. 19933 AND § COMMISSION ON ::% . 2Z5
EE0011P § = 2 P
§ ENVIRONMENTAL QUAL%Y W z.

.THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL’S =
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR HEARING

COMES NOW, the Office of Public Interest Counsel (“OPIC”) of the Texas Commission
on Environmental Quality (the “Commission” or “TCEQ”) and files this Response to Hea_ring
Request in the above-referenced matter, and would respectfully recommend denying the hearing

requests.

I. INTRODUCTION

Border Steel, Iné., (“Border Steel” or “Applicant”) applied to TCEQ for renewal of Air
Quality Permit No. 19933 to authorize continued operations of the Vinton Steel Mill Plant in El
Paso County, Texas. The renewal application also seeks incorporation of Air Quality Permit No.
73387, which authorized two grandfathered electric arc furnaces (“EAFs”), and two standard
exemption pefmit—by-rule sources into Permit 19933. While Permit 19933, issued in 1990,

authorized construction of a new EAF to replace the grandfathered EAFs as well as scrap

handling and billet casting, Border Steel continued operations with the grandfathered EAFs and

never constructed the new EAF. Border Steel amended Permit 19933 on October 19, 2006, to

- reflect actual operations and emission sources. Therefore, the draft permit contains a Maximum

Allowable Emission Rates Table (“MAERT”) that combines the previously-authorized emissions
from Permit 19933 (excluding the previously-proposed new EAF), Permit 73387, and the two

p.ermit-by-rule standard exemptions. The draft ‘permit also contains many new Special
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Condltlons added with the agreement of the Appllcant “to sat1sfy citizen concerns and clarrfy
_methodologlee for deterrmnmg permit cornpllanee |
| TCEQ rece1ved Border Steel’s apphca’uon on September 20, 2005, and the Executlve
D}rector ..{f‘ED”) declared the appllcatlon admlmstratlvely complete on October 12, 2005. The
Apphcarlt published a Notice of Rec'eipt of Applicatiorr and Intent to Obtain an Air Permit
Renewal (“NORI”)b on October 28, 2005, in the El ‘Paso‘ Times, ‘ansd on Qctober29, ,2005, in EI
Paso Y Mas. The Applicant published an amended NORl to include notice of tlle consolidation
of Permit 73387 with Permit 19933 and to add air contaminants to the first NORI The first . .
Amended NORI was published on November 30, 2006 in the E/ Paso Times and in El Paso Y
Mas to add lanéuage to the Notice that informed the public that the Applicant is seeking to
| incorporate Permit No. 73387 into Perrrlit No. 19933. The NORI Was republished in E! Paso Y
Mas— on December '7?.2006,' due to illegibility of the November 30, 2006, notice published in the
same paper. TCEQ held apublic meeting-on the application on December 14, 2006, in Vinton,
Texas. The Applicant published 2 Second Amended NORT on J anuvary 11, 2007, in the El Paso |
Times and in El Paso Y Mas dﬁe to TCEQ legal S’raff’ s request to include information in the
Notice on the opportunity to request a contested case hearing. TCEQ received timely hearing
‘requests from thirty-six individuals on Novernber :14,2005; The public comment and hearing
request period ended on January 26, 2007. The ED issued a Response-‘ to Public' Comment on
July2, 2007, | |
~ Based on the information submitted in the request and a review of lhe-infcrmatio"n

 available in the Chief Clerk’s file on this application, OPIC recommends derlylng the hearing

! Permit Renewal and Consolidation Technical Review Analysis for Border Steel Peumf No 19933, Review
Summary Section, third paragraph, signed by Mr. Dois Webb, Permit Reviewer on July 12, 2007, and Stephame L,
Howell, Team Leader/Section Manager/Backup on July 20, 2007.
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requests due to the statutory prohibition against holding a public hearing on a “renewal that
would not result in an increase in allowable emissions and would not result in the emission of an

. . . . 2
air contaminant not previously emitted.”

11. APPLICABLE LAW

The Executive Director declared this application administratively complete on October
12,2005. As the application was declared administratively complete after September 1, 1999, a
person may request a contested case hearing on the application pursuant to the requirements of
Texas Health & Safety Code (“THSC”) section 382.056 and Texas Water Code (“TWC”)
Chapter 5, Subchapter M, Environnicntal Permitting Procedures, section 5.556 added by Acts |
1999, 76" Leg., gh; 1350 (commonly knqwn as “House Bill 801").

Under the applicable statutory and regulatory requirements, a h‘e‘aring request must
substantially coﬁply with the following: give the name, address, daytime télephone number, and,

where possible, fax number of the person who files the request; identify the requestor’s personal

_ justiciable interest affected by the application showing why the requestor is an “affected person”

who may be adversely affected by the proposed facility or activity in a manner not common to .

. members of the general public; request a contested case heaﬁng; 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 information specified in the public notice of the

application. 30 TEXAS ADMIN. CODE (“TAC”) § 55.201(d). Hearing requests must be submitted

to the Chief Clerk’s Office in writing no later than 30 days after the Chief Clerk’s transmittal of

the Executive Director’s'Response to Comments. 30 TAC § 55.201(c).

% Tex. Health and Safety Code § 382.056(g) (2006).
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Under 30 TAC section 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 affected
by the application.” This justiciable interest does not include an interest common to the general
public. /d. Relevant factors that will be considered in determ‘ining whether a person is affeeted
include: | |

¢ whether the interest cla1med is one protected by the law under which the apphcatlon
will be considered; :

'(2) distance restrictions or other limitations 1mposed by law on the affeeted interest;

(3) whether a reasonable relationship ex1sts 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;

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

(6) for governmental entities, their statutory authorlty over or interést in the issues '
relevant to the apphcatlon :

30 TAC § 55 203(0)

The Commlssron shall grant an at'fected person 8 trrnely filed hearmg request if: (1) the :
request is made pur suant to a rrght to hearmg atlthor rized by law and (2) the request raises
dlsbuted 1ssues of fact that were rarsed durmg the comment pe110d and that are relevant and
| material to the Comrhlssron s_decrsloh on_the apphcatron. 3() TAC § S 5.21 l(e). |
Accordmgly, responses to hea1 mg requests rrrust spemﬁcally 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 orlaw;
- (4) whether the issues were raised during the public commentperiod,
(5) whether the hearing request is based on issues raised solely in a public comment
. withdrawn by the commenter int 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) a maximum expected duration for the contested case hearing.

30 TAC § 55.209(c).
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III. DISCUSSION

A. A Right to Hearing Does Not Exist on Border Steel’s Renewal Application because
the Renewal Will Not Result in an Increase in Allowable Emissions or the Emission
of an Air Contaminant Not Previously Emitted.

As an initiai matter, the Commission must determine whether a right to a contested case
hearing exists on this application. No right to a contested case hegfing exists on a renewal
application under Chapter 382 of the Texas Health and Safety Code if the application would not
result in an increase in allowable emissions and would not result in the emission of an ’air
contaminant ﬁot previously emitted.” However, notwithstanding THSC section 382.055(g), the
Commission may hold a hearing on a permit renewal “if 'the'commission determines that the
applibation involves a facility for which the applicant’s compliance history is in the lowest
classification under Section 5.753 and 5.754, Water Code, and rule; adopted and procedures
d‘eveloped under those sections.” TCEQ rules allow the Commission to hold a contested case

hearing in the following circumstance: “if the application involves a facility for which the

applicant’s compliance history contains violations which are unresolved and which constitute a

recurring pattern of egregious conduct which demonstrates a consistent disregard for the

regulatory process, including the failure to make a timely and substantial attempt to correct the
. : 294 .
violations.
Based on the technical review, the Executive Director’s RTC, and the public notice,

OPIC concludes that the renewal will not result in increased allowable emissions or the emission

3 Tex. Health & Safety Code (hereinafter “THSC”) § 382.056(g), (0); 30 TAC §§ 55.201(1)(3)(C); 55.211(d)(2):
3 THSC § 382.056(0).

30 TAC § 55.201()(3)(C); see also 30 TAC § 55.211(d)(2).
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of an air contaminant not previously emitted. With regard to the‘ Applicant’s compliance history,
between September 21, 2000, and Septenibér 20,’2005, the site rating and classification was 8.4/3
of “average” and the cbmpany rating. and classif;lcationwas 4.18 or average.”: Asthe
Applicaﬁt’s compliaﬁce hisiory is not cléséiﬁed in thevldwlcasf cléséiﬁ‘oatién (poor) uﬁder the
Commission’s current method of determining compliance history, OPIC c,aﬁnot recommend that
é right to hearing exists based on the Applicant’s compliance history. . i

Therefore, based -on a review of the criteria set forth in THSC section:382,056(g)and (o),
OPIC concludes that there is no right to a hearing on this renewal application. Inthe event'the . . -

Commission disagrees, the OPIC offers the following analysis set forth below.

B. Affected Person Analysis |
.If the Commission decides that a right to héarin‘g exists on this application, each of thé»

Hearing i{equestors have a personal justiciable interest related to a legal right affected by this
application. The Hearing;Requestérs include the following individuals:rGabriel ,Alefnan,
Veréni_ca Anchoride, Jose Cadena, Rita‘ Calderon, Edward M. Garcia, Victoria Garcia, Maria
Hinojos, RaulHinons, Antonia Holguin, Juan Manuel Holguin, Vicentel and Antonia Lemon,
San Juana Luna, Rampna Macias, Miguel Marquez, Connie Mendo’za, Juan Manual Mufios,
Angelica Murillo, Laura Pasillas, Rosalinda and Rogelio Perez, Enrique Portillo, Maria J,
Ramirez, Alejandro Rodriguez, Ruperto and Maria Ruiz, Family Salazar, Paula‘Salazar,
Angelino de los Santos; David Soriano, Salvador Soriano, Abdenago Torres, Carmen Urbina,
Mercedes Varela, Rosa Velasquéz, Francisco Vigil, Augustin Villa, Agustin Villa Jr., and

Emeterio Villareal.‘

> An average classification denotes a rating between 0.10-45. A poor classification denotes a rating of 45 or more.
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The proximity of the Hearing Requestors’ residences to the proposed facility combined
with' their interests regarding health environmental effects and the Applicant’s compliance
history support a finding that they each are “affected persons.”6 The hearing requests state that
the requestors’ each reside between 350 feet to 1/2 mile from the facility. The Requestors state
concerns protected by the law under which the application will be considered, including health
and envirmﬁnental degradation’ and compliance history.® Such interests reasonably relate to the
potential effects of steel mill operations.9 In addition, the close proximity of the Requestors’
residences to the facility also shows a reasonable relationship between the interests stated and the
activity regulated.'’ Therefore, if the Commissién finds a right to hearing exists on this
application, OPIC recommends that the Commission find that each of the Requgstors aré affécted

persons.

C. Issues Analysis
The hearing requests collectively raise the following issues:

(1) Will the facility’s operations adversely affect the hearing requestors” health and the
environment; :

(2) Will the facility’s operations result in water contamination;

(3) Will the facility’s operations cause nuisance conditions, including nuisance odors and
dust;

(4) Will the facility’s operations cause excessive smoke;

(5) Will the facility’s operations cause noise pollution and vibrations;

630 TAC § 55.203(c).
7 THSC § 382.0518(b)(2) (2006).
® THSC § 382.055(d) (2006); 30 TAC § 60.1(a)(1)(A) (2006).

730 TAC § 55.203(c)(3). The Notice of Receipt of Application and Intent to Obtain an Air Permit Renewal for this
application states that the facility will emit organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide,
hydrogen sulfide, and PM'.

1074
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(6) Does the Applicant’s compliance history justify modification or denial of the permit?

1. The Hearlng Requestors raise issues dlsputed by the partles

No agreement exists between the parties on the issues discussed above In the ED s

Response to Comments, dated J uly 2, 2007 the ED stated that the health effects Study done by
his staf “1s not a requrrement for renewal of the permrt and is not Wlthrn the purv1ew of an air

nll

quality renewal apphcatlon and “adverse effeots to the envrronment are not expected 12 In

addltlon the ED stated that “[e]mrssrons from the facﬂlty are no expeoted to produce nulsance

odors »3 T he ED has 1ncluded opaelty 11m1ts in the draft permtt whrch he beheves will address

any concerns regardmg smoke 14 The ED also states that noise and Vlbratlons are not w1th1n
TCEQ’ s Jurrsdlctlon to consrder,‘ and vt'.ater contamlnatlon cannot be addressed in an air perrnit.
Eurthermore, the Executive Director’s responses indicate that he has reviewed the Applicant’s |
compliance history to determine that additional restrictions or requirements are not justified,'®
As evidenced from the hearingvr‘eque‘sts, the requestors dispute the position of the ED on these

issues. Therefore, the issues-set forth above are disputed.-”v o

" Executive Director’s RTC, Response ‘1 ; dated Jnly 2, 2607.
12 Bxecutive Ditector’s RTC, Response 2.

13 Etcecutive Director’s RTC, Response 7.

1 Bxecutive Director’s RTC, Response 3.

1% Bxecutive Director’s RTC, Responses 4, 6.

16 Bxecutive Director’s RTC, Response 17.

730 TAC §§ 50.115(c)(1); 55.201(d)(4); 55.209(c)(2); 55.211(c)(2j(A).
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2. The Hearing Requestors raise issues of fact.

The requestofs raise specific factual issues in their hearing requests about the Applicant’s
compliance history, odors, and health and eﬂvironmental concerns. As these are issueé of fact,
rather than issues of law or policy, these issues are appropriate for referral to hearing.'®

3. The Hearing Requestors raise issues similarly raised in comments on the
application.

The hearing requestors filed their requests for hearing during the public comment period.
The Executive Director appears to have based his Response to Comments on the issues ratsed in
the hearing requests. The issues that were raised during the comment.pevriod have not been
withdrawn. Therefore, the issues raised in the hearing request were aiso raised during thé public
comment period. 1?

4. The issues raised regarding nuisance odors, the‘Applicant’s compliance
history, opacity, and the effect of emissions on the hearing requestors’ health,
welfare, and environment are relevant and material to the Commission’s
decision on this application.

The hearing request raises issues which are relevant and material to the Commission’s
decision on this application under the requirements of 30 TAC sections 55.201(d)(4) and
55.211(c)(2)(A). Aside from the issues raised regardirig noise, vibrations, and water

contamination, the factual issues raised by the hearing requestors relate directly to whether the

applicant will meet the requirements of applicable substantive law.*

B30TACS 55.211(0)(3)(A), (B).
1930 TAC §§ 55.201(c), (d)(4); 55.211(c)(2)(A).

20 See Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 248-251 (1986) (in discussing the standards applicable to

reviewing motions for summary judgment the Court stated the following: “[a]s to materiality, the substantive law

will identify which facts are material...it is the substantive law’s identification of which facts are critical and which
- facts are irrelevant that governs.”)
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In regard to water contamination by atmospherip deposition, OPIC interprets the law to
allow the Commission to consider the Applicant’s stack as a nonpoint fsourcie21 subject to the
TCEQ Nonpoint Source: Management Program’s Best Managément_Practices (BMPs).** While
Border Steel’s emissions may indeed cause water quality standards exoeedances and may cause
degradatlon of water quahty, the Commission must cons1der air deposition impact on water

| quahty through the State s water quahty sfandards 1nclud1ng antldegx adatlon and section 319
responsibilities.”” TCEQ’s nonpoint source pollution management program, rather than the air
permit renewal currently before the Commission, provides the appropriate framework in which. -
to aséessand control an individual source’s contriButions to watet quality degradation via air
deposition of mercury. Therefore‘, water contamination is not relevant and material td_ the
Commission’s decision on this appliéation.

In accordance with THSC section 382.0518(b)(2), the Commissiop may grant a permit to
_construdt a facility “if, frl(ir‘r‘lv the information avai‘"l‘able to the commission, including iﬁformation
presentéd.at any heariﬁg ﬁéld under Section 382.056(ﬁ), th‘é;co‘ﬁ‘imission, finds:. .‘.(2) no

indication that the emissions from the facility will contravene the intent of this chaptei',. including

protection of the public’s health and physical prope,rty.”l ‘Therefore, the facﬂity’s effect on the -

2! See Chemical Weapons Working Group, Inc. v. U.S. Dep’t of the Army, 111 F.3d 1485 (10" Cir. 1997) (holding
that smokestacks are not point sources when they emit particles that eventually fall into nav1gable watels) but see .
No Spray Coalition, Inc. v. City of New York, 351 F.3d 602 (2“d Cir. 2003).

22 9005 Texas Nonpoint Source Management Program Report, available at
hitp://www.tceq.state.tx.us/assets/public/comm_exec/pubs/sfi/068_04.pdf (last checked August 21, 2006).

2 See33 U.S.C. § 1329 (2006).
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hearing requestors’ health, welfare, and environment is relevant and material to the
Commission’s decision on this application.24 '

The Commission régulates opacity, or the degree to which an emission of air
contaminants obstructs transmission of 1ight,25 and the draft permit contains restrictions on
(’)pacity.?6 Therefore, the Hearing Requestors’ concerns regarding visible emissions such as
smoke are relevant and material to this application.

Pursuant to 30 TAC section 101.4, the Applicant shall not “discharge. . .air
contaminants. ..in such concentration and of such duration as are or may tend to be injurious to
or to adversely affect human health or welfare, animal life, vegetation, or property, or as to

interfere with the normal use and enjoyment of animal life, vegetation, or property.”’

Therefore, nuisance odor and particulate considerations must be taken into account in the
Commission’s determination on this application. |

The Requestors’ coﬁcem about the “risk involved with air pollution violations from this
company’’ relate to the Commission’s consideration of the Applicant’s compliance history. In
accordance with Texas Health and Safety Code sections 382.05A5(d) and 382.056(0), and 30 TAC
sections 60.1(a)(1)(A) and 60l.3(a)(1), the Commission must consider an Applicant’s compliance
history in making a decision regarding issuance of a permit renewal. Therefore, the issue of the

Applicant’s compliance history is relevant and material to the Commission’s decision on this

application.

230 TAC § 55.209(e)(6) (2006).
25 30 TAC §§ 101.1(73), 101.1(32), 111.111(a) (2007).
2% Draft Permit No. 19933, Special Conditions 3-5,

7 See also 30 TAC § 111.155 (2006).
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5. OPIC recommends that the Commission refer the issues regarding the
Requestors’ health and impact to the environment as well as compliance
history to SOAH.

In light of the requirements of 30 TAC sections 50.115(b).and 55.211(b)(3)(A)(i), OPIC
recommends that any referral to the State Office of Administrative Hearings (“SOAH”) include
the following issues:

(1) Will the famhty adversely affect the Requestors health welfare and the

environment?” 28

- (2) Does the Apphcant s compliance history justify modification or denial of the
perrmt?

3 Wlll the fac1l1ty cause nuisance odor and partlculate cond1t1ons‘730
(4) Will the facility cause opacity violations?31 .

D. -OPIC Estimates that the M‘lemum Expected Duration of Hearmg will be Nine
Months

' Comm1ssmn rule 30 TAC sect10n 50 I§ lS(d) requlres that any Comm1831on order refemng
a case to SOAH SpCCIfy the maximum expected duratlon of the heaung by statmg a date by
Wthh the Judge is expected to issue a proposal for de01s1on The rule further provides that no

hearing’ shall proeeed longer than one year from the ﬁrst day of the preliminary hearing to the

28 Hearing Requests of Vicente and Antonia Lemon, Edward M. Garcia, Angelica Murillo, Emeterio Villareal, Rita
Calderon, Ruperto and Maria Ruiz, Gabriel Aleman, Jose Cadena, Francisco Vigil, Laura Pasillas, Carmen Urbina,

.Rosalinda and Rogelio Perez, San Juana Luna, Paula Salazar, Connie Mendoza, Veronica Anchoride, Mercedes
Varela, Juan Manual Mufios, Maria HInojos, Raul Hinojos, Familia Salazar, Agustin Villa Jr., Antonia Holguin,
Juan Manuel Holguin, Andenago Torres, Salvador Soriano, Angelino de los Santos, David Soriano, and Maria J.
Ramirez.

» Hearing Request of Angelica Murillo.
30 Hearing Requests of Rosa Velasquez, Miguel Marquez, and Antonia Holguin.

3 Hearing Requests of Emeterio Villareal, Rita Calderon, Gabriel Aleman, Enrique Portillo, Victoria Garcla, Rosa
Velasquez, Carmen Urbina, Connie Mendoza, Maria Hinojos, Alejandro Rodriguez, Miguel Marquez, Antonia
Holguin, Juan Manual Holguin, and: Angelino de los Santos.
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date the proposal for decision is issued. In assisting the Commission to state a date by which the
judge is expected to issue a proposal for decision, and as required by 30 TAC section
55.209(e)(7), OPIC estimates that the maximum expected duration of hearing on this application
would be nine months from the first date of the preliminary hearing until the proposal for

decision is issued.

IV.  CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth aboye, the Office of Public Interest Counsel respectfully
recommends ‘t_hat the Commission find that no right to a hearing exists on this application for
renewal of an air permit that does not authorize an increase in allowable emissions or the
emission of anew contaminant. However, if the Commission finds that a right to hearing exists
on this application, OPIC recommends granting the contested case hearing requests of the
individuals listed above and refer this maﬁer to the State Office of Administrative Hearings for a

hearing on the issues described above.

Respectfully submitted,

Blas J. Coy, Jr.
Public Interest Counsel

By @M//{« 7/{ Kﬂ///«/ﬂ

Emily A. C lhns

Assistant Public Interest Counsel
State Bar No. 24045686

P.O. Box 13087 MC 103

Austin, Texas 78711

(512) 239-6363 PHONE
(512)239-6377 FAX
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' CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE,
I hereby cerfify that on November 15, 2007, the original and eleven true and correct copies of the
Office of Public Interest Counsel’s Response to Request for Hearing were filed with the Chief

Clerk of the TCEQ and a copy was served to all persons listed on the attached mailing list via
hand delivery, facsimile transmission, Inter-Agency Mail or by deposit in the U.S. Mail.

. A Gl

11yA Collins




MAILING LIST
BORDER STEEL, INC.
TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2007-1039-AIR

FOR THE APPLICANT:

Gerardo Salinas, President & COO
Miguel Franco, Process Engineer
Border Steel, Inc.

P.0. Box 12843

ElPaso, Texas 79913-0843

Tel: (915) 886-2000

Fax: (915) 886-3723

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:

Brad Patterson, 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

Stephanie L. Howell, Permitting Team

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Air Permits Division, MC-163

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Tel: (512) 239-1560

Fax: (512) 239-1300

FOR OFFICE OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE:
Bridget Bohac, 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

See attached for a complete list of all
Requesters. '




REQUESTER(S)
GABRIEL ALEMAN

9010 KINGSWAY DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9561

VERONICA ANCHORIDE
1700 COACH RD

- CANUTILLO TX 79835-9627

JOSE CADENA
1310 CAMELIA RD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8417

RITA CALDERON
8518 N DESERT BLVD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8550

ANGELINA DE LOS SANTOS
8724 TOM MAYS DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9640

EDWARD M GARCIA
8717 TOM MAYS DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9641

VICTORIA GARCIA
8918 ELECTRA ST
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9505

‘MARIA HINOJOS
8502 N DESERT BLVD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8550

RAUL HINOJOS
8502 N DESERT BLVD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8550

ANTONIA HOLGUIN
8407 KINGSWAY DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8547

JUAN MANUEL HOLGUIN
1007 SOUTHWOOD RD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8921

ANTONIA & VICENTE LEMON
1501 COACH RD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9624

SAN JUANA LUNA
8608 ESSEX DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9551

RAMONA MACIAS
8100 COPPERY STEEL
ANTHONY TX 79821

MIGUEL MARQUEZ
8101 KIELY RD
VINTON TX 79821-8623

CONNIE MENDOZA

© 8501 KINGSWAY DR APT 4

CANUTILLO TX 79835-8529

JUAN MANUEL MUNOS
1206 MEADOW-RD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8941

ANGELICA MURILLO
1113 WESTWAY BLVD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8904 -

LAURA PASILLAS
1322 WESTWAY BLVD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8967

ROGELIO & ROSALINDA PEREZ'
802 COACHRD -
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9511

ENRIQUE PORTILLO
1309 COACH RD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9638

MARIA J RAMIREZ
8716 TOM MAYS DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9640
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ALEJANDRO RODRIGUEZ
8701 TOM MAYS DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9641

MARIA & RUPERTO RUIZ
9019 CURTIS DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9534

FAMILIA SALAZAR
8413 KINGSWAY DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8547

PAULA SALAZAR
8506 KINGSWAY DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8528

DAVID SORIANO
8720 TOM MAYS DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9640

SALVADOR SORIANO
8700 TOM MAYS DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9640

ABDENAGO TORRES
8605 KINGSWAY DR
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8531

CARMEN URBINA
9014 ELECTRA ST
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8507

MERCEDES VARELA
8414 N DESERT
CANUTILLO TX 790835

ROSA VELASQUEZ
8906 ELECTRA ST
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9505

FRANCISCO VIGIL
1213 COACHRD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9636

AGUSTIN VILLA, JR
1217 COACH RD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9636

AGUSTIN VILLA
1302 COACH RD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-9637

EMETERIO VILLAREAL
8802 N DESERT BLVD
CANUTILLO TX 79835-8507
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