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TPDES Permit No. WQ0015274001 
TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2015-1433-MWD 

 
APPLICATION BY AMDT, LLC,  
FOR TPDES PERMIT NO. 
WQ0015274001 

§ 
§ 
§ 
 
 

BEFORE THE TEXAS 
COMMISSION ON 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S RESPONSE TO HEARING REQUEST 
 
 The Executive Director (ED) of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
(Commission or TCEQ) files this Response to Hearing Request on AMDT, LLC’s 
(Applicant) application for new TPDES Permit No. WQ0015274001 to authorize the 
discharge of treated domestic wastewater at a daily average flow not to exceed 0.20 
million gallons per day (MGD).  Timely hearing requests were submitted by: Bob and 
Mindy Barrows, William and Barbara Bayard, Henry and Jan Heyl, Michael and Terri 
Leakey, Charles P. Wallace, Deborah Rader, Dr. Martin and Marguerite Turk, Roy and 
Inez Wallace, Roy Wallace on behalf of the Huntington Oaks Property Owners 
Association (HOPOA), Daniel and Catherine Winkler, and Ali M. Zabarah on behalf of 
the Ali Zabarah Family Partnership, LTD. 
 
 Attached for Commission consideration are the following: 
 
Attachment A – GIS map of the area 
Attachment B – Technical Summary and ED’s Preliminary Decision 
Attachment C – Proposed permit 
Attachment D – ED’s Response to Public Comment (RTC) 
Attachment E – Compliance history report 
Attachment F – Applicant Landowner List and Map 
 
 

I. FACILITY DESCRIPTION 
 
 The Applicant has applied for new Permit No. WQ0015274001 to authorize the 
discharge of treated domestic wastewater at a daily average flow not to exceed 0.20 
million gallons per day (MGD).  The plant site is located approximately 1.7 miles north 
of the intersection of Farm-to-Market Road 723 and Farm-to-Market Road 359, in Fort 
Bend County, Texas 77471.  The proposed wastewater treatment facility will serve the 
Grand Oaks Business Park.  The Grand Oak Business Park Wastewater Treatment 
Facility will be an activated sludge process plant operated in the extended aeration 
mode.  Treatment units in the final phase include one bar screen, an equalization basin, 
two aeration basins, one final clarifier, two aerobic sludge digesters, and one chlorine 
contact chamber.  The facility has not been constructed. 
 

The effluent limitations for Outfall 001 in the Interim and Final phases of the 
draft permit, based on a 30-day average, are 10 mg/l Biochemical Oxygen Demand 
(BOD5), 15 mg/l total suspended solids (TSS), 3 mg/l ammonia nitrogen (NH3-N), 5.0 
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mg/l dissolved oxygen (DO), and 126 CFU or MPN/100 ml E. col .  The effluent shall 
contain a chlorine residual of at least 1.0 mg/l and shall not exceed a chlorine residual of 
4.0 mg/l after a detention time of at least 20 minutes (based on peak flow) and shall be 
monitored five times per week by grab sample.  An equivalent method of disinfection 
may be substituted only with prior approval by the ED. 
 
 The treated effluent will be discharged via Outfall 001 to a drainage 
ditch/detention pond; then to a drainage ditch; then to Andrus Creek; then to Upper 
Oyster Creek in Segment No. 1245 of the Brazos River Basin.  The unclassified receiving 
water uses are minimal aquatic life use for the drainage ditch/detention pond, minimal 
aquatic life use for the drainage ditch, and high aquatic life use for Andrus Creek.  The 
designated uses for Segment No. 1245 are primary contact recreation, public water 
supply, and intermediate aquatic life use.  Public water supply does not apply from 
Steep Bank Creek/Brazos River confluence to Dam #3 approximately 0.4 mile 
downstream from the confluence of the American Canal.  A 24-hour minimum DO 
criterion of 1.0 mg/l applies from the confluence with Steep Bank Creek/Brazos River 
upstream to Dam #3.  
 
 

II. BACKGROUND 
 
 The application was received on June 18, 2014, and declared administratively 
complete on September 10, 2014.  The Notice of Receipt of Application and Intent to 
Obtain Permit (NORI) was published in English on October 8, 2014 in the Fort Bend 
Herald, and in Spanish on October 8, 2014 in Las Noticias de Fort Bend, Fort Bend 
County, Texas.  The ED completed the technical review of the application on December 
4, 2014, and prepared a draft permit.  The Notice of Application and Preliminary 
Decision (NAPD) was published in English on February 8, 2015 in the Fort Bend 
Herald, and in Spanish on February 11, 2015 in Las Noticias de Fort Bend, in Fort Bend 
County, Texas.  This application was administratively complete on or after September 1, 
1999; therefore, this application is subject to the procedural requirements adopted 
pursuant to House Bill 801, 76th Legislature, 1999. 
 
 

III. EVALUATION PROCESS FOR HEARING REQUESTS 
 
 The regulations governing requests for contested case hearings are found at Title 
30 of the Texas Administrative Code (TAC) Chapter 55.  30 TAC §§ 55.201(c) and (d) 
require that a request for a contested case hearing by an affected person must comply 
with the following: 
 
 Under 30 TAC § 55.201 (c), a request for a contested case hearing by an affected 
person must be in writing, must be filed with the chief clerk within the time provided by 
subsection (a) of this section, and may not be based on an issue that was raised solely in 
a public comment withdrawn by the commenter in writing by filing a withdrawal letter 
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with the chief clerk prior to the filing of the ED's Response to Comment. 
According to section 55.201(d), a hearing request must substantially comply with 

the following: 
 

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

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

3) request a contested case hearing; 
4) list all relevant and material disputed issues of fact that were raised during 

the public comment period and that are the basis of the hearing request. 
To facilitate the commission’s determination of the number and scope of 
issues to be referred to hearing, the requestor should, to the extent 
possible, specify any of the ED’s responses to comments that the requestor 
disputes and the factual basis of the dispute and list any disputed issues of 
law or policy; and 

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

 
 In addition to requesting a contested case hearing, a person must be an “affected 
person” as defined in 30 TAC § 55.203(a).  The rule defines an affected person as “one 
who has a personal justiciable interest related to a legal right, duty, privilege, power, or 
economic interest affected by the application.  An interest common to members of the 
general public does not qualify as a personal justiciable interest.” 
 
 In making an “affected person” determination, 30 TAC § 55.203(c) lists factors to 
consider, including: 
 
 1)  whether the interest claimed is one protected by the law under which the 

application will be considered; 
 2) distance restrictions or other limitations imposed by law on the affected 

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

the activity regulated; 
 4) the likely impact of the regulated activity on the health and safety of the 

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

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

 
 
 If the Commission determines that the hearing request is timely and that the 
requestor is an affected person, the Commission applies the following test from 30 TAC 
§ 55.211(c)(2)(A) to the issues raised to determine if any of the issues should be referred 
to the State Office of Administrative Hearings (SOAH) for a contested case hearing: 
 
 1) does the issue involve questions of fact, not questions strictly of law or 

policy; 
 2) was it raised during the public comment period; 
 3) was it withdrawn; and 
 4) is it relevant and material to the Commission’s decision on the application. 
 
 
 Even if the Commission determines that the hearing request is sufficient, that the 
requestor is an affected person, and that there are issues that may be referred to SOAH, 
in certain cases, there may be no right to a contested case hearing.  Under 30 TAC § 
55.201(i)(5) and Texas Water Code § 26.028(d), there is no right to a contested case 
hearing on renewal applications that are under Texas Water Code, Chapter 26 if: 
 
 (A)  the applicant is not applying to:   

1.   increase significantly the quantity of waste authorized to be discharged; 
or 

  2.   change materially the pattern or place of discharge. 
(B) the activity to be authorized by the renewal will maintain the quality of 

waste authorized to be discharged; 
(C) any required opportunity for public meeting has been given; 
(D)  consultation and response to all timely received and significant public 

comment has been given; and  
(E)  the applicant’s compliance history for the previous five years raises no 

issues regarding the applicant’s ability to comply with a material term of 
the permit. 

 
 

IV. ANALYSIS OF HEARING REQUESTS 
 
A. Whether the Requestor Complied with Section 55.201(c) and (d) 
 

All of the requestors submitted timely written hearing requests that included 
relevant contact information and raised disputed issues.  The ED concludes that all of 
the hearing request substantially complied with the section 55.201(c) and (d) 
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requirements. 
The ED concludes that all of the requests substantially complied with 30 

TAC §§ (c) and (d). 
 
B. Whether the Requestor Meets the Affected Person Requirements 
 
1.  Bob and Mindy Barrows 
 
 The Barrows appear to own property immediately adjacent to the facility.  They 
are also listed on the Applicant’s adjacent landowner list and map.  
 
The ED concludes that Bob and Mindy Barrows are affected persons under 
30 TAC § 55.203(a). 
 
2.  William and Barbara Bayard 
 
 The Bayards appear to own property immediately adjacent to the facility.  They 
are also listed on the Applicant’s adjacent landowner list and map. 
 
The ED concludes that William and Barbara Bayard are affected persons 
under 30 TAC § 55.203(a). 
 
3.  Charles P. McDonald 
 
 Mr. Wallace appears to own property immediately adjacent to the discharge route 
within one mile downstream from the point of discharge.  He is also on the Applicant’s 
adjacent landowner list and map. 
 
The ED concludes that Charles P. McDonald is an affected person under 30 
TAC § 55.203(a). 
 
4.  Deborah Rader 
 
 Ms. Rader appears to own property immediately adjacent to the discharge route 
within one mile downstream from the point of discharge.  Ms. Rader is also listed on the 
Applicant’s adjacent landowner list and map. 
 
The ED concludes that Deborah Rader is an affected person under 30 TAC § 
55.203(a). 
 
5.  Dr. Martin and Marguerite Turk 
 
 The Turks appear to own property that is immediately adjacent to the facility and 
immediately adjacent to the discharge route within one mile downstream from the point 
of discharge.  They are also listed on the Applicant’s adjacent landowner list and map. 
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The ED concludes that Dr. Martin and Marguerite Turk are affected persons 
under 30 TAC § 55.203(a). 
6.  Roy and Inez Wallace 
 
 The Wallaces appear to own property that is immediately adjacent to the facility.  
They are also listed on the Applicant’s adjacent landowner list and map. 
 
The ED concludes that Roy and Inez Wallace are affected persons under 30 
TAC § 55.203(a). 
  
7.  Daniel and Catherine Winkler 
 
 The Winklers appear to own property that is immediately adjacent to the 
discharge route.  They are also listed on the Applicant’s adjacent landowner list and 
map. 
 
The ED concludes that Daniel and Catherine Winkler are affected persons 
under 30 TAC § 55.203(a). 
 
8.  Michael and Terri Leakey 
 
 The Leakeys do not appear to own property immediately adjacent to the outfall, 
but they do appear to own property within one-mile of the facility.  The Leakeys are not 
on the Applicant’s adjacent landowner list and map. 
 
The ED concludes that based on their proximity to the proposed facility, 
Michael and Terri Leakey are affected persons under 30 TAC § 55.203(a). 
 
9.  Ali M. Zabarah on behalf Ali Zabarah Family Partnership, LTD 
 
 The Zabarahs do not appear to own property that is immediately adjacent to the 
facility or immediately adjacent to the discharge route within one mile downstream of 
the discharge point.  However, the properties that the Partnership owns are located 
within a one mile radius of the facility. 
 
The ED concludes, based on the proximity of the Zabarah properties to the 
proposed facility, that the Ali Zabarah Family Partnership is an affected 
person under 30 TAC § 55.203(a). 
 
10.  Roy D. Wallace on behalf of the HOPOA 
 
 Roy D. Wallace, in his capacity as President of the HOPOA, submitted a hearing 
request on behalf of the HOPOA.  He lists Dr. Martin Turk, a member of the HOPOA 
that would have standing to request a hearing in his own right, and names him 
representative for the group. 
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The ED concludes that the HOPOA is an affected person under 30 TAC § 
55.205(a). 
11.  Henry and Jan Heyl 
 
 It does not appear that the Heyls own property that is immediately adjacent to 
the proposed facility, or along the discharge route within one mile downstream from the 
discharge point.  Based on the attached GIS map, the ED was able to determine that the 
property owned by the Heyls is approximately 8.75 miles southeast of the facility.  
Because of the distance of the Heyl’s property from the proposed facility, and because 
the property is not located along the discharge route within one mile downstream of the 
discharge point, it is unlikely that the proposed discharge in this case would affect the 
Heyl’s property.  
 
The ED concludes that Henry and Jan Heyl are not affected persons under 
30 TAC § 55.203(a).  
 
C.   Whether Issues Raised Are Referable to SOAH for a Contested Case 

Hearing 
 
 The ED analyzed the issues raised in the hearing requests in accordance with the 
regulatory criteria and provides the following recommendations regarding whether the 
issues are referable to SOAH.  All issues were raised during the public comment period 
and have not been withdrawn.  All identified issues in the responses are considered 
disputed unless otherwise noted. 
 
1.  Whether stormwater will cause treatment chemicals at proposed facility to run off site 
and cause groundwater contamination? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
2.  Whether the proposed discharge will cause the unnamed water course to flood? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
3.  Whether the proposed facility will cause nuisance odors? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is an issue of fact that is relevant and material to a 
decision on this application and therefore recommends that the Commission refer the 
issue to SOAH. 
 
4.  Whether the proposed facility will cause lowered property values? 
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The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
5.  Whether the proposed facility will be properly maintained? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is an issue of fact that is relevant and material to a 
decision on this application and therefore recommends that the Commission refer the 
issue to SOAH. 
 
6.  Whether the proposed facility will be protective of human health? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is an issue of fact that is relevant and material to a 
decision on this application and therefore recommends that the Commission refer the 
issue to SOAH. 
 
7.  Whether the draft permit provides adequate procedures in case of plant failures? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is an issue of fact that is relevant and material to a 
decision on this application and therefore recommends that the Commission refer the 
issue to SOAH. 
 
8.  Whether existing trees will have to be removed because of the proposed facility? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
9.  Whether the proposed facility will cause FM 723 to lose its attraction? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
10.  Whether the proposed facility will increase radio frequency interference? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
11.  Whether the proposed facility will be unsightly in appearance? 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
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12.  Whether the existing detention pond may be used by the facility? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
13.  Whether the Applicant should be required to conduct an overview and study of all 
existing and newly planned subdivisions to ensure that the banks of Jones Creek do not 
overflow? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
14.  Whether the Applicant should be required to engineer out radio emissions? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
15.  Whether the Applicant should be required to relocate the proposed facility or change 
the proposed discharge route? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
16.  Whether the proposed discharge will prevent the discharge route from drying? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
17.  Whether the proposed discharge will cause an increase in the growth of vegetation? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
18.  Whether the proposed discharge will cause an increase in mosquitos? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 



Page 10 of 12 
 

19.  Whether the correct flood zone is identified in the application? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission refer this issue to SOAH. 
 
20.  Whether the proposed discharge will cause erosion? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
21.  Whether the proposed discharge will cause a loss of revenue for the county? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
22.  Whether the Applicant has met the buffer zone requirements pertaining to private 
water wells and property lines? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission refer this issue to SOAH. 
 
23.  Whether the proposed facility will cause an increase in noise? 
 
The ED concludes that this issue is not relevant and material to a decision on this 
application and therefore recommends that the Commission not refer this issue to 
SOAH. 
 
 

V. DURATION OF THE CONTESTED CASE HEARING 
 

Should there be a contested case hearing on this application, the ED recommends 
that the duration for the hearing be six months from the preliminary hearing to the 
presentation of a proposal for decision to the Commission. 
 
 

VI. CONCLUSION 
 
The ED recommends the following actions by the Commission: 
 
 1.  Grant the hearing requests of: 1. Bob and Mindy Barrows, 2. William and 
Barbara Bayard, 3. Charles P. McDonald, 4. Deborah Rader, 5. Dr. Martin and 
Marguerite Turk, 6. Roy and Inez Wallace, 7. Daniel and Catherine Winkler, 8. Michael 
and Terri Leakey, 9. Ali M. Zabarah on behalf of the Ali Zabarah Family Partnership, 
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LTD, 10. Roy D. Wallace on behalf of the HOPOA; 
 
 2.  Deny the hearing requests of Henry and Jan Heyl; 
 
 3.  Refer the following issues to SOAH for a hearing with a duration of six 
months: 
  
 a.  Whether the proposed facility will cause nuisance odors? 
 
 b.  Whether the proposed facility will be properly maintained? 
 
 c.  Whether the proposed facility will be protective of human health? 
 
 d.  Whether the draft permit provides adequate procedures in case of plant 
failures? 

 
e.  Whether the correct flood zone is identified in the application? 
 
f.  Whether the Applicant has met the buffer zone requirements pertaining to 

private water wells and property lines? 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
TEXAS COMMISSION ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
 
Richard A. Hyde, P.E., Executive Director 
 
Robert Martinez, Director 
Environmental Law Division 
 
 
By:______________________________ 
 
Alicia Ramirez 
Environmental Law Division 
State Bar of Texas No. 24032665 
MC-173, P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 
Phone: (512) 239-0133 
Fax: (512) 239-0606 
E-mail: Alicia.Ramirez@tceq.texas.gov 

mailto:Alicia.Ramirez@tceq.texas.gov
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I certify that on October 26, 2015, the original and seven copies of the “Executive 
Director’s Response to Hearing Request” for Permit No. WQ0015274001 were filed with 
the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality’s Office of the Chief Clerk; and a 
complete copy with attachments and exhibits was either faxed, mailed, or both faxed 
and mailed to everyone on the attached mailing list. 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Alicia Ramirez, Staff Attorney 
Environmental Law Division 
State Bar No. 24032665 
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MAILING LIST 
AMDT, LLC 

DOCKET NO. 2015-1433-MWD; PERMIT NO. WQ0015274001 
 

FOR THE APPLICANT: 
 
Terry Nehls, Managing Partner 
AMDT, LLC 
1822 Plantation Drive 
Richmond, Texas 77406-1232 
Tel: (281) 460-7374 
 
Jerry G. Ince 
Ince Engineering, LLC 
212 East Highway 90A 
Richmond, Texas 77406-3722 
Tel: (281) 239-5357 
Fax: (832) 992-0633 
 
FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
via electronic mail: 
 
Todd Galiga, Senior 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 
 
John O. Onyenobi, Technical Staff 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Water Quality Division, MC-148 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 
Tel: (512) 239-6707 
Fax: (512) 239-4430 
 
 
 
 

Brian Christian, Director 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Environmental Assistance Division 
Public Education Program, MC-108 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 
Tel: (512) 239-4000 
Fax: (512) 239-5678 
 
FOR PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL 
via electronic mail: 
 
Mr. Vic McWherter, Attorney 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Public Interest Counsel, MC-103 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 
Tel: (512) 239-6363 
Fax: (512) 239-6377 
 
FOR ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION 
via electronic mail: 
 
Mr. 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 
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FOR THE CHIEF CLERK: 
 
Ms. Bridget C. Bohac 
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 
 
REQUESTER(S)/INTERESTED 
PERSON(S): 
 
See attached list. 
 
 



REQUESTER(S) 
Bob & Mindy Barrows 
6303 Cheridan Cir 
Richmond, TX  77406-7663 

 
Barbara E & William B Bayard 
6505 Fm 723 Rd 
Richmond, TX  77406-8714 

 
William B Bayard 
6505 Fm 723 Rd 
Richmond, TX  77406-8714 

 
Henry T & Jan E Heyl 
5227 Auckland Dr 
Sugar Land, TX  77498-7589 

 
Michael & Terri Leakey 
6215 Cheridan Cir 
Richmond, TX  77406-7633 

 
Charles P Mcdonald 
2019 Huntington Ln 
Richmond, TX  77406-7658 

 
Deborah Rader 
1803 Huntington Ln 
Richmond, TX  77406-7659 

 
Marguerite & Martin Turk 
1810 Huntington Ln 
Richmond, TX  77406-7660 

 
Inez H & Roy D Wallace 
1910 Huntington Ln 
Richmond, TX  77406-7639 

 
Roy D Wallace 
1910 Huntington Ln 
Richmond, TX  77406-7639 

 
Catherine & Daniel Winkler 
2003 Huntington Ln 
Richmond, TX  77406-7658 

 
Ali M Zabarah 
4802 Copper Manor Ct 
Katy, TX  77494-6649 

INTERESTED PERSON(S) 
Marguerite Turk 
1810 Huntington Ln 
Richmond, TX  77406-7660 
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Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
GIS Team  (Mail Code 197)
P.O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas  78711-3087

Source:  The location of the facility was provided
by the TCEQ Office of Legal Services (OLS). 
OLS obtained the site location information from the 
applicant and the requestor information from the 
requestor. The background imagery of this map is 
from the current Environmental Systems Research
Institute (ESRI) map service, as of the date of this map. 

This map was generated by the Information Resources
Division of the Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality. This product is for informational purposes and
may not have been prepared for or be suitable for legal,
engineering, or surveying purposes. It does not repre-
sent an on-the-ground survey and represents only the
approximate relative location of property boundaries. 
For more information concerning this map, contact the 
Information Resource Division at (512) 239-0800.

Map Requested by TCEQ Office of Legal Services
for Commissioners' Agenda

The facility is located in Fort Bend County.  The circle (green) in 
 the left inset map represents the approximate location of the facility. 
 The inset map on the right represents the location of Fort Bend
 County (red) in the state of Texas.
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Requester Key 

ID Name 
1 Bob and Mindy Barrows 
2 William and Barbara Bayard 
3 Jan and Henry Heyl 
4 Michael & Terri Leakey 
5 Charles P. McDonald 
6 Deborah Rader 
7 Dr. Martin and Marguerite Turk 
8 Roy and Inez Wallace 
9 Daniel and Catherine Winkler 

10 Ali M. Zabarah, General Partner (Ali Zabarah Family Partnership, LTD) 
11 Ali M. Zabarah, General Partner (Ali Zabarah Family Partnership, LTD) 
12 Ali M. Zabarah, General Partner (Ali Zabarah Family Partnership, LTD) 
13 Ali M. Zabarah, General Partner (Ali Zabarah Family Partnership, LTD) 
14 Ali M. Zabarah, General Partner (Ali Zabarah Family Partnership, LTD) 
15 Ali M. Zabarah, General Partner (Ali Zabarah Family Partnership, LTD) 
16 Ali M. Zabarah, General Partner (Ali Zabarah Family Partnership, LTD) 
17 Ali M. Zabarah, General Partner (Ali Zabarah Family Partnership, LTD) 

 

Requesters #3 are mapped approximately 8.75 miles to the southeast of the facility.  
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The TCEQ is committed to accessibility. 
To request a more accessible version of this report, please contact the TCEQ Help Desk at (512) 239-4357.

Compliance History Report
PENDING Compliance History Report for CN604089086, RN106543051, Rating Year 2015 which includes Compliance History 
(CH) components from September 1, 2010, through August 31, 2015.

NOT NULLNOT NULL
Customer, Respondent, 
or Owner/Operator:

CN604089086, AMDT LLC Classification: UNCLASSIFIED Rating: -----

Regulated Entity: RN106543051, GRAND OAKS BUSINESS 
PARK

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED Rating: -----

Complexity Points: Repeat Violator: 7 NO

CH Group: 09 - Construction

Location: FM 723 AND FIRST OAKS STREET FORT BEND, TX, FORT BEND COUNTY

TCEQ Region: REGION 12 - HOUSTON

ID Number(s):
WASTEWATER EPA ID TX0135534 WASTEWATER PERMIT WQ0015274001

Compliance History Period: September 01, 2010 to August 31, 2015 Rating Year: 2015 Rating Date: 09/01/2015

Date Compliance History Report Prepared: October 26, 2015

Agency Decision Requiring Compliance History: Enforcement

Component Period Selected: June 18, 2009 to October 26, 2015

TCEQ Staff Member to Contact for Additional Information Regarding This Compliance History. 

Name: Phone: TCEQ Staff Member (512) 239-1000

Site and Owner/Operator History:

1) Has the site been in existence and/or operation for the full five year compliance period? NO

2) Has there been a (known) change in ownership/operator of the site during the compliance period? NO NO
3) If YES for #2, who is the current owner/operator? N/A

4) If YES for #2, who was/were the prior 
owner(s)/operator(s)?

N/A

5)  If YES, when did the change(s) in owner or operator 
occur?

N/A

Components (Multimedia) for the Site Are Listed in Sections A - J

A. Final Orders, court judgments, and consent decrees:
N/A

B. Criminal convictions:
N/A

C. Chronic excessive emissions events:
N/A

D. The approval dates of investigations (CCEDS Inv. Track. No.):
N/A

E. Written notices of violations (NOV) (CCEDS Inv. Track. No.):
A notice of violation represents a written allegation of a violation of a specific regulatory requirement from the commission to a 
regulated entity.  A notice of violation is not a final enforcement action, nor proof that a violation has actually occurred.

N/A

F. Environmental audits:
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N/A

G. Type of environmental management systems (EMSs):
N/A

H. Voluntary on-site compliance assessment dates:
N/A

I. Participation in a voluntary pollution reduction program:
N/A

J. Early compliance:
N/A

Sites Outside of Texas:
N/A

Pending Compliance History Report for CN604089086, RN106543051, Rating Year 2015 which includes Compliance History (CH) 
components from June 18, 2009, through October 26, 2015.
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