TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2023-0850-MWD

APPLICATION BY MEGATEL 8 BEFORE THE
HOMES, LLC FOR NEW TPDES 8 TEXAS COMMISSION ON
PERMIT WQO0016162001 8 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

APPLICANT MEGATEL HOMES, LLC’S RESPONSE TO HEARING REQUESTS
Megatel Homes, LLC (“Megatel”) files this response to the Requests for Contested Case
Hearing (the “Hearing Requests”) submitted on Megatel’s application for Texas Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (“TPDES”) Permit No. WQ0016162001 (“Application”). In
accordance with applicable legal standards, Megatel respectfully requests that the Commissioners
of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (“TCEQ”) deny the only two Hearing
Requests, each of which was submitted by the City of Mansfield, Texas (“City”).

Il FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND.!

As explained in Exhibit 1 attached hereto, which is the affidavit of Mr. Zach Ipour, Co-
President of Megatel, along with Cipriani Island Laguna Azure, LLC which is an affiliated entity,
Megatel has acquired 517 acres south to southwest of the City for purposes of development as a
residential community which will included mixed-uses (“Cipriani Development”).? The entire
517 acres included in the Cipriani Development is currently included within the extraterritorial

jurisdiction (“ETJ”) of the of the City, although as explained below, a petition has been filed to

! The background relating to historic procedural steps is largely duplicative of the information in the TCEQ
Commissioners’ Integrated Database and in the ED’s Response to Public Comment (“RTC”).

2 Mr. Ipour’s affidavit contains factual details relating to development of the entire 517 acres in the Cipriani
Development, which includes the application for TCEQ wastewater Permit No. WQ0016162001 in this docket, as
well as a petition to create Johnson County Municipal Utility District Nos. 1 and 2 in TCEQ Docket No. 2023-0845-
DIS and in TCEQ Docket No. 2023-0847-DIS respectively. Each of these three dockets have been posted for
consideration on the TCEQ Commissioners’ Agenda for October 25, 2023 and are being briefed separately, although
Mr. Ipour’s affidavit is included with each separate brief. Although the three dockets are being briefed separately,
many of the arguments in each of the briefs are virtually identical since many of the underlying facts and law are
virtually identical.
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remove the 517 acres from the City’s ETJ. None of the property within the 517 acres included in
the Cipriani Development has ever or is currently receiving sewer service, and none of the 517
acres is currently included in any sewer certificate of convenience and necessity (“CCN”) issued
by the Public Utility Commission of Texas (“PUC”).

As part of the Cipriani Development project, Megatel submitted the Application for new
TPDES Permit No. WQ0016162001, which was received by TCEQ on May 4, 2022, to authorize
the discharge of treated domestic wastewater at a volume not to exceed a daily average flow of
0.20 million gallons per day (“MGD”) in the Interim I phase, a daily average flow not to exceed
0.40 MGD in the Interim 11 phase, and an annual average flow not to exceed 1.0 MGD in the Final
phase. TCEQ Executive Director (“ED”) staff completed the administrative review on June 8,
2022. The Notice of Receipt of Application and Intent to Obtain Water Quality Permit was
published on June 11, 2022. The Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision of the ED was
mailed on October 13, 2022 and published on October 21, 1022. The comment period ended on
November 21, 2022, and the only comments received before the deadline were in a single, two-
page letter from the City. The ED’s Response to Public Comment (“RTC”) and ED’s Final
Decision Letter was mailed on May 12, 2023, and the deadline for the Hearing Requests was June
12, 2023. The only Hearing Requests received were included with the City’s on August 31, 2022
comment letter and in a separate but substantially similar letter received by TCEQ on June 8, 2023.

The Application was administratively complete on or after September 1, 2015. Therefore,
it is subject to the procedural requirements adopted pursuant to House Bill 801, 76th Legislature,

1999, and Senate Bill 709, 84th Legislature, 2015.
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1. APPLICABLE LAW FOR HEARING REQUESTS?

The City’s Hearing Requests can only be granted if several specific administrative,
procedural and substantive requirements are met.

First, the City’s Hearing Requests must be in writing, must be timely filed no later than 30
days after mailing of the ED’s decision and RTC, may not be based on an issue raised in a public
comment that was withdrawn, and must be based on the requestor’s own timely comments.*

Second, the City’s Hearing Requests must substantially comply with the following specific
requirements:

1) Give the name, address, daytime telephone number, and, where possible, fax
number of the City;

2 Identify the City’s purported personal justiciable interest affected by the
application, including a brief, but specific, written statement explaining in plain
language the City’s location and distance relative to the proposed wastewater
treatment facility and how and why the City believes the City will be adversely
affected by the wastewater treatment facility in a manner not common to members
of the general public;

3) Request a contested case hearing; and

4) For applications filed :

(B)  Onor after September 1, 2015, list all relevant and material disputed
issues of fact that were raised by the City 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 City should, to the extent possible, specify
any of the executive director's responses to the requestor's comments
that the City disputes, the factual basis of the dispute, and list any
disputed issues of law; and

(5) Provide any other information specified in the public notice of application.®

3 Hearing Requests and Commission decisions regarding Hearing Requests for the Application in this case are
governed primarily by statutory provisions in TEX. Gov’T CODE § 2003.047 and TeEX. WATER CODE §§ 5.115 and
5.556 which are implemented by various provisions in 30 TEX. ADMIN. CODE, CHAPTER 50, SUBCHAPTER F and
CHAPTER 55, SUBCHAPTER F. In the interest of efficiency and since TCEQ’s rules comprehensively encompass all
relevant statutory provisions, and because various provisions of such TCEQ’s rules overlap and are duplicative but
consistent, every citation herein does not include every applicable TCEQ rule is not cited in every circumstance.

4 See 30 TEX. ADMIN. CODE § 55.201(c).

°1d. § 55.201(d).
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Third, the Commissioners may not grant the City’s Hearing Requests unless the
Commissioners first determine the City is an “affected person”.6 An “affected person” is:

[O]ne 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.”’

The City may be an affected person as a local government if the City has authority under state law
over issues raised by the Application.® In determining whether the City is an affected person, the
Commissioners must consider the following factors:

1) Whether the City’s interest claimed is one protected by the law under which the
Application will be considered,

2 Distance restrictions or other limitations imposed by law on the affected interest;

3) Whether a reasonable relationship exists between the interest claimed and the
activity regulated,;

4) Likely impact of the wastewater treatment plant on the health and safety of the City,
and on the use of property of the City;

(5) Likely impact of the regulated activity on use of the impacted natural resource by
the City;

(6) Whether the City timely submitted comments on the Application that were not
withdrawn; and

(7) The City’s statutory authority over or interest in the issues relevant to the
Application.®

In addition, the Commissioners may consider the following additional factors in determining

whether the City is an affected person:
1) The merits of the underlying Application and supporting documentation in the
commission's administrative record, including whether the Application meets the

requirements for permit issuance;
(2)  The analysis and opinions of the ED; and

61d. 88§ 55.201(b), 55.211(c)(2). (The Commission, the ED or an applicant may also request a contested case hearing).
7 1d. § 55.203(a). Although the City cites in its June 8, 2023 to provisions in 30 TEX. ADMIN. CODE, CHAPTER 55,
SUBCHAPTER G which are not applicable to the Application in this case, the mis-cited definition of affected person is
essentially the same as the correct definition.

81d. § 55.203(b).

% Id. § 55.203(c). Although the City cites in its June 8, 2023 letter to provisions in 30 TEX. ADMIN. CODE, CHAPTER
55, SUBCHAPTER G which are not applicable to the Application in this case, the mis-cited reference to whether a
governmental entity has authority over issues in an application is essentially the same as the correct rule.
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3) Any other expert reports, affidavits, opinions, or data submitted by the ED, the
Megatel, or the City.°

The burden to show that the City is an affected person lies entirely with the City.!! Based
on the foregoing, then, the City must carry the burden to demonstrate that the City has “statutory

authority over or interest in the issues relevant to the Application!2 or that the City has another

personal justiciable interest that is not common to members of the general public.®®* The City

must present evidence and demonstrate facts to meet its burden. However, the City cannot meet
is burden if its alleged personal justiciable interests are “couched in terms of potentialities or events

that “may” happen” are “mere speculation, and as such, it falls short of establishing a justiciable

interest and standing.”*

[To] have such an interest, the complainant must show that a concrete,
particularized, actual or imminent injury faces him due to the decision; a
hypothetical or speculative injury is not enough.”*®

Further, the Texas Third Court of Appeals has determined that it is reasonable to conclude that

hearing requesters are not affected persons if the proposed “activity will have minimal effect on

their health, safety use of property, and use of natural resources.”'® As explained below, the City

has not met its burden.

101d. § 55.203(d).

11 See Tex. Comm’n on Envt’l Quality v. City of Aledo, 2015 Tex.App. LEXIS 6940 at *12 (Tex. App.—Austin July
8, 2015, no pet.) (explaining that if no showing is made on any one or more of the factors in 30 TEX. ADMIN. CODE §
55.203, “there is nothing in the statutes or rules placing the burden on the Commission or [Administrative Law Judge]
draw out from the person such information.”).

12 See 30 TEX. ADMIN. CODE § 55.203(a) and (c)(7) (emphasis added).

131d. § 55.203(a) (emphasis added).

14 Texas Disposal Systems Land(fill, Inc. v. Texas Comm’n on Envtl. Quality, 259 S.W.3d 361, 363-64 (Tex.App.—
Amarillo 2008, no pet.) (emphasis added).

15 1d. at 363 (emphasis added).

16 See Tex. Comm'n on Envtl. Quality v. Sierra Club, 455 S.W.3d 228, 240 (Tex. App. — Austin 2014) (emphasis
added).
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Fourth, only if the Commissioners determine the City is an affected person can issues be
referred to the State Office of Administrative Hearings (“SOAH”) for a contested case hearing.
The only issues that can be referred are issues which involve a disputed question of fact or a mixed
question of law or fact raised by the City during the public comment that was not withdrawn, and
only if the issue is relevant and material to the decision on the application.'” Thus, since only the
City’s August 30, 2022 letter was received before the November 21, 2022 comment period
deadline, even if the City were an affected person (which they are not), only the issues raised in
the August 30, 2022 letter — but not in the City’s June 8, 2023 letter - could be referred to SOAH.

I11.  RESPONSE TO THE CITY’S HEARING REQUESTS

Both of the City’s letters which are the Hearing Requests make essentially the very same
claims regarding why the City thinks it is an affected person.

A The City’s Hearing Requests Should be Denied Based on the City’s Inability
to Demonstrate that the City is an Affected Person

The City’s Hearing Requests only discernibly offer two finite, possible bases to establish
whether the City is an affected person: (i) current inclusion of the Cipriani Development inside the
City’s ETJ where the City currently has statutory authority to impose development requirements,
and (ii) the City’s desire to provide sewer service to the Cipriani Development. For the reasons
explained below, the City has not met and cannot meet its burden to demonstrate that either of
their two claimed interests is sufficient. Although the City’s Hearing Requests also raise a few
other vague or generalized issues, raising the other issues does nothing to establish whether or not

the City is an affected person.

17 See 30 TEX. ADMIN. CoDE 8§ 50.115(c) and (f)-(g), 55.211(c)(2)(A)(ii). Although 30 TEX. ADMIN. CODE
855.211(d) allows the Commissioners to refer an application to SOAH if the Commissioners determine it would be in
the public interest to do so, the administrative record does not indicate that there is such a public interest regarding the
Application in this case.
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1. The Petition to Remove the Cipriani Development from the City’s ETJ
Nullifies the ETJ as a Basis to Support the City’s Hearing Requests

Megatel readily acknowledges that the Commission has typically determined in other
matters that a municipality’s ETJ can be a key factor regarding whether a municipality is an
affected person with respect to a TCEQ water quality permit application, given a municipality’s
statutory authority regarding regulation of a subdivision in an ETJ.2® However, as explained in
Mr. Ipour’s affidavit, in this case, a petition has been filed to initiate the legal process to remove
the entire 517 acres in the Cipriani Development from the City’s ETJ (“ETJ Petition”). This
option was not available prior to September 1, 2023, when Tex. Local Govt. Code, Chapter 42,
Subchapter D (Release of Area by Petition of Landowner or Resident from Extraterritorial
Jurisdiction) became effective.l® Approval of the ETJ Petition to remove the Cipriani
Development from the City’s ETJ is statutorily not discretionary. The 517 acres within the
Cipriani Development will be released by operation of law if the property is not released by the
City within 45 days of when the ETJ Petition was received (September 22, 2023), or at the first
meeting of the City’s governing body that occurs 30 days after the ETJ Petition was received.?°
Thus, within a matter of weeks, the City’s ETJ will inevitably no longer include the 517 acres of
the Cipriani Development. On that inevitable date, the City will no longer have statutory authority
over the Cipriani Development per Tex. Local Govt. Code Chapter 212.

The only other passing references the City offers to support any purported statutory
authority in its ETJ over the Cipriani Development is to Tex. Local Govt. Code §842.001 and

42.042. However, the entirely of Tex. Local Govt. Code, Chapter 42 only applies to a

18 See generally TEX. LOCAL GovT. CODE, CHAPTER 42 and CHAPTER 212.
19 See Acts 2023, 88th Leg., R.S. ch. 106 (S.B. 2038), § 1, eff. September 1, 2023.
20 See TEX. LocAL GovT. CoDE §42.105(d).
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municipality’s ETJ. Once the Cipriani Development is removed from the City’s ETJ, Tex. Local
Govt. Code, Chapter 42 will inevitably not apply. Therefore, removal of the Cipriani Development
from the City’s ETJ will completely nullify the City’s claim to be an affected person based on
statutory authority within the City’s ETJ.

If the Commission is inclined to determine that the City’s current statutory authority

regarding the Cipriani Development is sufficient to establish that the City is an affected person,
Megatel requests a continuance of the Commission’s consideration of the Hearing Requests until
the removal of the Cipriani Development from the City’s ETJ is finalized. If the City’s Hearing
Requests are granted by the Commission based on the City’s current statutory authority within its
ETJ, Megatel reserves the right to ask for reconsideration or rehearing and/or to challenge whether
the City remains as an affected person, after the date that the Cipriani Development is no longer
included within the City’s ETJ.

2. The City has no Legal Right or Obligation to Provide Wastewater
Service to the Cipriani Development

Although the City’s Hearing Requests do not clearly express the reasons why the City
believes it is an affected person, the City seems to suggest that it is an affected person because it
has some sort of legal right or obligation to provide sewer service to the Cipriani Development.
As explained below, no such right or obligation exists.

a. The City has no Sewer CCN Covering the Cipriani Development

Although the City claims in its August 30, 2022 letter that it “routinely provides public
water and public wastewater service to development within the City and within significant portions
of its [ETJ]”, not a square inch of the Cipriani Development lies within the City’s sewer CCN, nor
does the City claim that it does. In fact, as explained in Mr. Ipour’s affidavit, there is no sewer
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CCN covering any of the Cipriani Development. Further, although the City is seeking in PUC
Docket No. 52918 to include the 517 acres within the City’s sewer CCN No. 20847, a request for
the Cipriani Development to opt-out of the City’s CCN has been filed to avoid including the 517
acres in the City’s sewer CCN. Pursuant to the PUC’s rules at 16 Tex. Admin Code §24.227(1),
certain landowners such as the landowners of the Cipriani Development have a right to remove
their property from a proposed CCN, as the rule provides that a landowner:

... may elect to exclude some or all of the landowner’s property from the requested

[CCN] area by providing written notice to the commission . . . [tJhe landowner’s

election is effective without a further hearing or other process by the commission.

If a landowner makes an election under this subsection, the requested area must be

modified to remove the electing landowner’s property.

Even if the opt-out request is not granted and the Cipriani Development is included within the
City’s sewer CCN, the landowners of the Cipriani Development have ther right to release their
property from the City’s sewer CCN via a streamlined expedited release process pursuant to 16
Tex. Admin Code §24.245(h).

Thus, in the absence of a sewer CCN, neither Megatel nor any of its affiliates which own
the 517 acres within the Cipriani are legally obligated to allow the City to provide retail sewer
service to the Cipriani Development. Moreover, the City has no statutory right or obligation to do
so under Chapter 13 of the Texas Water Code or PUC’s rules in 16 Tex. Admin. Code, Chapter 24
which govern CCNs.

b. Statutory Provisions Relating to Political Subdivision Creation
inside the City’s ETJ do not Confer any Authority to Provide
Sewer Service to the Cipriani Development

Tex. Local Govt. Code, §8 42.001 or 42.042 which are each included only once as passing

cryptic references in the City’s Hearing Requests do not provide the City with any legal right or

obligation to provide sewer service to the Cipriani Development, even if the 517 acres in the
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Cipriani Development were to remain within the City’s ETJ (which it will not). Tex. Local Govt.
Code, 842.042 addresses whether a municipality may agree to a proposed political subdivision
which would be created inside the municipality’s ETJ, including whether a municipality may

provide water or sewer service on _mutually agreeable terms. However, nothing in Tex. Local

Govt. Code, Chapter 42 provides any statutory rights for a municipality to provide sewer service
either inside or outside the municipalities ETJ.

In addition, Tex. Water Code, Chapter 54, Subchapter B relating to a municipality’s
authority over the creation of a political subdivision in its ETJ is entirely consistent with the
provisions in Tex. Local Govt. Code, Chapter 42 cited herein. Specifically Tex. Water Code
854.016(d) provides that a municipality is only provided with a right to provide sewer service

based on a “mutually agreeable contract providing for the water or sanitary sewer service . ..”

(emphasis added). In this case, there is no mutually agreeable contract, despite discussions with
the City. As explained in Mr. Ipour’s affidavit, Megatel readily acknowledges there have been
healthy discussions with the City regarding whether the City could provide wastewater service to

the Cipriani Development, some of which are described in the City’s June 8, 2023 letter. However,

there is no mutually agreeable contract or agreement. Thus, the City has no legal right or
obligation to provide either retail or wholesale sewer service to the Cipriani Development flowing
from either Tex. Water Code, Chapter 54, Subchapter B or Tex. Local Govt. Code, Chapter 42.

C. The City’s Claim to be a Regional Wastewater Provider has no
bearing in their Hearing Request

The City curiously suggests in its June 8, 2023 letter that “as a regional water and sewer
service provider, the City has an interest to ensure that new development in its [ETJ] regionalizes
with existing systems to the greatest extent possible . . . ” and simply cites to Tex. Water Code
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§26.081(a) without any further explanation. Despite the City’s claim that it is somehow a regional
wastewater provider, TCEQ has not designated the City as such in TCEQ’s rules in 30 Tex. Admin.
Code, Chapter 351. Although TCEQ does not have other express rules relating to regionalization
pursuant to Tex. Water Code §26.081, TCEQ has provided guidance regarding its regionalization
policy prominently on its website.’X However, even if the City were a regional wastewater
provider, nothing in the TCEQ’s published regionalization policies suggest a regional provider has
a monopoly right to provide wastewater service. Thus, without a right to force wastewater service
on the Cipriani Development, the City cannot establish a personal justiciable interest in the
Application.

3. The City has no Other Personable Justiciable Interest in the
Application

Domestic Administrative Report 1.1 submitted as part of the Application, Section 1
(Affected Landowner Information), requires identification of the property of all landowners
surrounding the Cipriani Development and along the discharge route for one full stream mile
downstream of the points of discharge. The City is not listed as one of the 63 landowners, and
none of the landowners listed commented or asked for a contested case hearing on the Application.
The City has provided no apparent reason why the City would conceivably have a personal
justiciable interest in the discharge of treated effluent which would be different than an interest
common to members of the general public.

B. Only Three Narrow Issues Have Been Timely Raised and are Eligible for
Referral to SOAH if the City were an Affected Person

2l See https://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/wastewater/tceg-regionalization-for-wastewater, last visited on
September 28, 2023.
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The Commission may only refer to SOAH relevant and material disputed issues of fact or
mixed questions of law which were raised by the City if the City is an affected person (which the
City is not), and only if the issue was raised by the City during the comment period.?> As noted
only issues raised in comments received by TCEQ in the City’s two-page letter dated August 30,
2022 prior to the end of the comment period on November 21, 2022 could be referred to SOAH.
Thus, if the Commissioners determine that the City is an affected person, the only perceptible
issues raised in the City’s August 30, 2022 letter are limited to: (i) whether the Application
comports with the state policy to encourage and promote the development and use of regional and
area-wide waste collection, treatment, and disposal systems as established by Tex. Water Code
826.081, (ii) whether the discharge of treated effluent would protect the downstream stream
segments and the surrounding area, as required by and in compliance with the Texas Water Quality
Standards;?® and (iii) whether the Applicant will have the appropriate experience and managerial,
and technical expertise required to construct and operate the wastewater treatment facilities.

IV. CONCLUSION AND PRAYER

For the foregoing reasons, Megatel respectfully requests that the Commission deny the
City’s Hearing Requests, adopt the ED’s RTC, approve the Application, and issue TPDES Permit
No. WQ0016162001.

If the Commiission is inclined to determine that the City’s current but temporary statutory
authority over the Cipriani Development based in its location in the City’s current ETJ is sufficient

to establish that the City is an affected person, Megatel requests a continuance of the Commission’s

22 See 30 TEX. ADMIN. CoDE 88 50.115(c) and (f)-(g), 55.211(c)(2)(A)(ii).

2 Although the City’s August 30, 2023 letter implies that a referrable issue is whether the discharge would have
“negative” impacts, referral of whether there might be “negative” impacts would not be based on the well-established
TCEQ standards which are designed to be protective, but which do not preclude any level of even a de minimis
“negative” impact.
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consideration of the Hearing Requests until the removal of the Cipriani Development from the ETJ
is finalized.

Alternatively, in the event the Commission determines that the City is an affected person,
Megatel respectfully requests that only the following issues be referred to SOAH:

a. Whether the Application comports with the state policy to encourage and promote
the development and use of regional and area-wide waste collection, treatment, and
disposal systems as established by Tex. Water Code §26.081.

b. Whether the discharge of treated effluent would protect the downstream stream
segments and the surrounding area, as required by and in compliance with the Texas
Water Quality Standards.

c. Whether the Applicant will have the appropriate experience and managerial, and
technical expertise required to construct and operate the wastewater treatment
facilities.

Megatel further respectfully requests that if the Application is referred to SOAH, that the
Commissioners direct SOAH to issue a proposal for decision by the 180th day after the first day

of the preliminary hearing.?

24 See 30 TEX. ADMIN. CODE §50.115(d)(2).
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Respectfully Submitted,

Odid

Derek L. Seal

State Bar No. 00797404

McGinnis Lochridge

1111 w. 6™ St., Ste. 400

Austin, Texas 78703

Tel. 512.495.6000

Facsimile. 512.505.6375
dseal@mcginnislaw.com

COUNSEL FOR MEGATEL HOMES, LLC
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a true and correct copy of Megatel Homes, LLC’s foregoing Response
to Hearing Requests has been forwarded via electronic mail or U.S. Mail to the persons on the
mailing list attached hereto, on October 2, 2023. Such mailing list is substantially the same mailing

list utilized by the Chief Clerk of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality in the
September 20, 2023 letter in this docket.

Derek Seal
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MAILING LIST
Megatel Homes, LLC
TCEQ Docket No. 2023-0850-MWD; TPDES Permit No. WQ0016162001

REQUESTER(S):

Vanessa Ramirez

City of Mansfield

1200 East Broad Street

Mansfield, Texas 76063
vanessa.ramirez@mansfieldtexas.gov

E. Allen Taylor, Jr.

Taylor Olson Adkins Sralla & Elam LLP
6000 Western Place, Suite 200

Fort Worth, Texas 76107
ataylor@toase.com

Bradley Anderle

Taylor Olson Adkins Sralla & Elam LLP
6000 Western Place, Suite 200

Fort Worth, Texas 76107
banderle@toase.com

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Bobby Salehi, Staff Attorney

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

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711
Bobby.Salehi@tceq.texas.gov

Deba Dutta, Technical Staff

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Water Quality Division, MC-148

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711
Deba.Dutta@tceq.texas.gov

Ryan Vise, Deputy Director

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
External Relations Division

Public Education Program, MC-108

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711
Ryan.Vise@tceq.texas.gov

FOR PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL

Garrett T. Arthur, Attorney

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Public Interest Counsel, MC-103

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711
garrett.arthur@tceg.texas.qov

FOR ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE
RESOLUTION

Kyle Lucas

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

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711
Kyle.Lucas@tceg.texas.gov

FOR THE CHIEF CLERK
via eFilings:

Docket Clerk

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

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711
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