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DOCKET NO. 2025-0905-AIR

APPLICATION BY § BEFORE THE
J7 READY MIX, LLC §
FOR STANDARD PERMIT § TEXAS COMMISSION ON
CONCRETE BATCH PLANT §
REGISTRATION NO. 172856 § ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL’S RESPONSE
TO REQUESTS FOR HEARING AND REQUESTS FOR RECONSIDERATION

To the Members of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality:

The Office of Public Interest Counsel (OPIC) at the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) files this Response to Requests for Hearing and
Requests for Reconsideration on the application in the above-captioned matter
and respectfully submits the following.

L. INTRODUCTION

A. Summary of Position

Before the Commission is an application by J7 Ready Mix, LLC (Applicant)
for a Standard Permit under Texas Clean Air Act (TCAA) § 382.05195, which
would authorize the construction of a new facility that may emit air
contaminants. The Commission received numerous hearing requests and
requests for reconsideration. For the reasons stated herein, OPIC respectfully
recommends the Commission find that Chance Barnett, Nicole Barnett, Chad
Brewer, Jessica Brewer, Justin Brewer, Mary Elizabeth Brewster, D. Michael
Brewster, Judi Ann Daniel, Mitch L. Daniel, Chris Davis, Mike Finlay, Julia Galindo,
Laura Phyllis Glasser, Carrie Amanda Grant, Larry Wayne Hendon, Lindsay Lee

Hendon, Bradley Justin Iglehart, James Logan, Kari Logan, David Gil Maffei,
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Brandon McElroy, Terry D. McWhirter, Donna Montgomery, Harold D.
Montgomery, Sondra Pendergras, Tommy Wayne Pendergras, Janice Penwarden,
Donna Kay Phillips, William R. Ribinskas, David Stowman Smith, Judy M. Smith,
Haley Trammell, Selena C. Wilson, and Kendale Wyatt are affected persons and
further recommends that the Commission grant their hearing requests.
Additionally, OPIC recommends the Commission refer Bryan Edgar and Laurie
Edgar to the State Office of Administrative Hearings (SOAH) for an affectedness

determination. OPIC recommends the denial of all requests for reconsideration.

B. Description of Application and Facility

J7 Ready Mix applied to the TCEQ for a Standard Permit under TCAA §
382.05195, which would authorize the construction of a new Concrete Batch
Plant. The proposed plant would be located at 5428 East FM 1187 in Burleson,
Tarrant County. Contaminants authorized under this permit include particulate
matter with diameters of 10 microns or less and 2.5 microns or less, road dust,

aggregate, and cement.

C. Procedural Background

Before work begins on the construction of a new facility that may emit air
contaminants, the person planning the construction must obtain an
authorization from the Commission. This permit application is for an initial

issuance of Air Quality Registration Number 172856.

The permit application was received on May 22, 2023, and declared

administratively complete on July 26, 2023. The Notice of Receipt and Intent to
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Obtain an Air Quality Permit for this permit application was published in English
on December 4, 2023 in the Fort Worth Star-Telegram and in Spanish on
December 4, 2023 in La Prensa Comunidad. The Amended Consolidated Notice
of Public Meeting, Receipt of Application and Intent to Obtain Permit and Notice
of Application and Preliminary Decision was published in English on December
4, 2023 in the Fort Worth Star-Telegram and in Spanish on December 5, 2023 in
La Prensa Comunidad. A public meeting was held on December 11, 2023 in
Mansfield. The public comment period ended on April 5, 2024. The Executive
Director’s (ED) Response to Comments (RTC) was mailed on March 24, 2025. The
deadline for filing requests for a contested case hearing and requests for

reconsideration of the ED’s decision was April 23, 2025.

IL. APPLICABLE LAW

A. Hearing Requests

This application was filed on or after September 1, 2015, and is therefore
subject to the procedural rules adopted pursuant to Senate Bill 709. Tex. S.B. 709,
84th Leg., R.S. (2015). Under Title 30, Texas Administrative Code (TAC) §
55.201(c), a hearing request by an affected person must be in writing, must by
timely filed, may not be based on an issue raised solely in a public comment
which has been withdrawn, and—for applications filed on or after September 1,
2015—must be based only on the affected person’s timely comments. Section
55.201(d) states that a hearing request must substantially comply with the

following:
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(1) give the name, address, daytime telephone number, and, where possible,
fax number of the person who files the request;

(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 by the
requestor 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 the requestor’s
comments that the requestor 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.
For concrete batch plant registrations under the Standard Permit, TCAA §
382.058(c) limits those who may be affected persons to "only those persons
actually residing in a permanent residence within 440 yards of the proposed
plant." 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 affected by the application. An interest common to members of the
general public does not qualify as a personal justiciable interest. Section
55.203(c) provides relevant factors to be considered in determining whether a

person is affected. These factors include:
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(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) 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;

(6) for a hearing request on an application filed on or after September 1, 2015,
whether the requestor timely submitted comments on the application that
were not withdrawn; and

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

Under § 55.203(d), to determine whether a person is an affected person

for the purpose of granting a hearing request for an application filed on or after

September 1, 2015, the Commission may also consider the following:

(1) the merits of the underlying application and supporting documentation in
the administrative record, including whether the application meets the
requirements for permit issuance;

(2) the analysis and opinions of the ED; and

(3) any other expert reports, affidavits, opinions, or data submitted by the ED,
the applicant, or hearing requestor.
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For an application filed on or after September 1, 2015, § 55.211(c)(2)(A)(ii)
provides that a hearing request made by an affected person shall be granted if
the request raises disputed issues of fact that were raised by the affected person
during the comment period, that were not withdrawn by filing a withdrawal letter
with the Chief Clerk prior to the filing of the ED’s RTC, and that are relevant and

material to the Commission’s decision on the application.

Under § 55.211(c)(2)(B)-(D), the hearing request, to be granted, must also
be timely filed with the Chief Clerk, pursuant to a right to hearing authorized by

law, and comply with the requirements of § 55.201.
B. Requests for Reconsideration

Any person may file a request for reconsideration of the ED's decision
under Title 30, Texas Administrative Code § 55.201(e). The request must be in
writing and filed with the Chief Clerk no later than 30 days after the Chief Clerk
mails the ED's decision and RTC. The request must expressly state that the
person is requesting reconsideration of the ED's decision and give reasons why

the decision should be reconsidered.
III. ANALYSIS OF HEARING REQUESTS
A. Whether the requestor is an affected person

Individuals Residing in Close Proximity to the Proposed Facility

The Commission received timely comments and hearing requests from

Chance Barnett, Nicole Barnett, Chad Brewer, Jessica Brewer, Justin Brewer, Mary
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Elizabeth Brewster, D. Michael Brewster, Judi Ann Daniel, Mitch L. Daniel, Chris
Davis, Mike Finlay, Julia Galindo, Laura Phyllis Glasser, Carrie Amanda Grant,
Larry Wayne Hendon, Lindsay Lee Hendon, Bradley Justin Iglehart, James Logan,
Kari Logan, David Gil Maffei, Brandon McElroy, Terry D. McWhirter, Donna
Montgomery, Harold D. Montgomery, Sondra Pendergras, Tommy Wayne
Pendergras, Janice Penwarden, Donna Kay Phillips, William R. Ribinskas, David
Stowman Smith, Judy M. Smith, Haley Trammell, Selena C. Wilson, and Kendale

Wyatt.

Section 382.058(c) of the TCAA limits affected person status to “only
those persons actually residing in a permanent residence within 440 yards of the
proposed plant” authorized by a Standard Permit registration under TCAA §
382.05195. Accordingly, OPIC’s analysis is directed by this restrictive distance
limitation imposed by statute. The map and appendix prepared by ED staff show

that these requestors are all located within 440 yards of the proposed facility.

Collectively, they raise concerns regarding human health, air quality, notice
and access to permit documents, plant and animal life, dust control, compliance
history, permit enforceability, quality of life, location, traffic, noise and light
pollution, local economy impacts, and property values. Some of these interests
are protected by the law under which this application will be considered. See 30
TAC § 55.203(c)(1). Further, considering their close proximity to the facility, a
reasonable relationship exists between those interests and the Applicant’s
regulated activity - a relevant factor under 30 TAC § 55.203(c)(3). These

requestors’ relative proximity to the facility, when combined with their
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articulated concerns, demonstrates that they are likely to be affected in a way
that is not common to members of the general public, and thus possess a
personal justiciable interest in this matter. See 30 TAC § 55.203(a). Given these
requestors’ location within 440 yards of the proposed facility, the fact that many
of their concerns are specific and protected by the law under which this
application is considered, and a reasonable relationship exists between the
concerns and the regulation of the facility, OPIC finds that the aforementioned
requestors have a personal justiciable interest in this matter and qualify as

affected persons.

Individuals Residing in Close Proximity to the 440-Yard Boundary

Bryan Edgar and Laurie Edgar submitted timely comments and hearing
requests which encapsulate many of the issues articulated by other requestors.
According to the map created by ED staff, the Edgars reside 446.0 yards from the
facility boundary. As discussed above, Texas Clean Air Act Section 382.058(c)
limits affected person status to “only those persons actually residing in a
permanent residence within 440 yards of the proposed plant.”

OPIC notes that the ED’s map states that the site location information
was obtained from the Applicant, and contains the following disclaimer:

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 represent an on-the-ground survey and represents only the
approximate relative location of property boundaries.

By contrast, the 440-yard statutory distance limitation on persons who may be

considered affected for concrete batch plant registrations is a prescriptive and
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precise legal standard. Because a requestor’s standing is directly constrained by
this requirement, the precision of the distance measurement is critical. Given the
small intervening margin of distance at stake, in combination with the
justiciability of their concerns, OPIC recommends that the Edgars’ requests be
referred to SOAH for an affectedness determination. Such a referral would allow
the Edgars an opportunity to present any evidence demonstrating their distance
to the facility that may differ from the ED’s map, and in so doing ensure that the
Commission has thorough, properly vetted and properly considered evidence
supporting its decision on legal standing. If Bryan and Laurie Edgar are
determined to reside within the 440-yard boundary imposed by TCAA Section
382.058(c), OPIC finds that they would otherwise qualify as affected persons.

Individuals Residing in Close Proximity to the Proposed Facility Who Failed
to Articulate a Personal Justiciable Interest

Tonya Finlay, Kimberly Malone, and David Wells reside within 440 yards of
the proposed facility according to the ED’s map. These requestors also submitted
timely hearing requests but failed to articulate any personal justiciable interests.
While their submissions contained requests for hearing on this matter, these
individuals failed to provide any description of how they might be personally
affected by the issuance of this permit. Given these requestors’ failure to describe
a personal justiciable interest in this matter, OPIC cannot find that Tonya Finlay,
Kimberly Malone, or David Wells would be affected in a manner not common to

the general public.
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Individuals Residing Further than 440 Yards from the Proposed Facility

The remaining hearing requestors who submitted timely comments and
hearing requests articulating similar concerns reside, according to the map
created by ED staff, demonstrably further from the proposed facility than the
statutorily-mandated 440 vyards. At distances beyond 440 vyards, these
requestors, by statute, cannot qualify as affected persons. See TCAA § 382.058(c).
Therefore, OPIC must respectfully recommend that their hearing requests be
denied.

B. Which issues raised in the hearing requests are disputed
The affected requestors raised the following disputed issues:
1. Whether the proposed facility may have adverse effects on air quality.

2. Whether the proposed facility may have adverse effects on human
health.

3. Whether the proposed facility may have adverse effects on plant and
animal life.

4. Whether the proposed facility may cause dust control issues.

5. Whether there was adequate notice and public access to permit
documents.

6. Whether the Applicant’s compliance history was adequately
considered.

7. Whether potential permit violations are enforceable.

8. Whether the proposed facility may create negative impacts on nearby
residents’ quality of life.

9. Whether the proposed facility is in a suitable location.

10. Whether the proposed facility will negatively impact the local
economy.
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11.Whether the proposed facility will negatively impact property values.

12.Whether the proposed facility would create noise and light pollution.

13.Whether the proposed facility would have adverse effects on traffic.
C. Whether the dispute involves questions of fact or of law

If the Commission considers an issue to be one of fact, rather than one of
law or policy, it is appropriate for referral to hearing if it meets all other

applicable requirements. The issues raised here are issues of fact.
D. Whether the issues were raised during the public comment period

Issues No. 1-13 in Section III.B. were specifically raised by the affected

requestors during the public comment period.

E. Whether the hearing requests are based on issues raised solely in a
withdrawn public comment

No public comments were withdrawn in this matter. Therefore, the hearing

requests are not based on issues raised in withdrawn public comments.

F. Whether the issues are relevant and material to the decision on the
application

The hearing requests raise some issues that are relevant and material to
the Commission’s decision under the requirements of 30 TAC §§ 55.201(d)(4)(B)
and 55.211(c)(2)(A)(ii). To refer an issue to the State Office of Administrative
Hearings, the Commission must find that the issue is relevant and material to
the Commission’s decision to issue or deny the permit. Relevant and material
issues are those governed by the substantive law under which the permit is to be

issued. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 248-51 (1986).
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Air Quality, Human Health, and Plant and Animal Life

Requestors articulated concerns about air quality and dust control as they
relate to human health, as well as plant and animal life. Under the Texas Clean
Air Act, the Commission may issue this permit only if it finds no indication that
the emissions from the facility will contravene the intent of the TCAA, including
protection of the public’s health and physical property. TCAA § 382.0518(b)(2).
Further, the purpose of the TCAA is to safeguard the state’s air resources from
pollution by controlling or abating air pollution and emissions of air
contaminants, consistent with the protection of public health, general welfare,
and physical property. TCAA § 382.002(a). Additionally, Applicant’s proposed
emissions must meet the secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), which provide public welfare protection, including protection against
damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings. Therefore, Issues No. 1-4
are relevant and material to the Commission’s decision regarding this

Application.
Notice

Requestors raised concerns about notice, including newspaper publication
and sign posting. Section 382.056 requires that an applicant for the Standard
Permit publish notice. Notice must be published in a newspaper of general
circulation in the municipality in which the proposed facility is proposed to be
located. Additionally, 30 TAC § 39.604 requires that signs be placed at the site

of the proposed facility. The signs must state that an application for a standard
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permit has been filed and the manner in which the Commission may be contacted
for further information. Given that these notice requirements apply to
Applicant’s action in this matter, Issue No. 5 is relevant and material to the

Commission’s decision on this application.

Compliance History

Requestors shared concerns regarding the Applicant’s previous history of
possible noncompliance with environmental regulations. When making a
decision on the issuance of a permit, the Commission is required to consider an
entity’s past compliance with applicable environmental rules and statutes
through an evaluation of that entity’s compliance history. 30 TAC § 60.1(a)(1)(A);
30 TAC §60.3(a)(1)(A). Additionally, to address concerns with compliance
history, the TCEQ may impose certain permit conditions or provisions. 30 TAC
§ 60.3(a)(2). Because compliance history must be considered in the decision to
issue a permit and whether special conditions should be included in the permit,
Issue No. 6 is relevant and material to the Commission’s decision regarding this

Application.

Enforceability

Affected requestors in this matter have articulated concerns about the
enforceability of the draft permit. The Standard Permit includes monitoring
requirements, and Applicant is required to maintain records to demonstrate
compliance. Therefore, Issue No. 7 is relevant and material to the decision on this

application.
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Location, Quality of Life, Local Economy, and Property Values

Requestors articulated concerns related to the location of the proposed
facility and the impact it could have on their quality of life, as well as the local
economy and property values. The Texas Legislature, which establishes the
jurisdiction of TCEQ, has not given the Commission the authority to consider
these types of concerns when deciding whether to issue an air permit. Given that
these concerns fall outside of TCEQ’s jurisdiction when determining whether to
grant an air permit application, Issues No. 8-11 are therefore not relevant and

material to the Commission’s decision regarding this application.

Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, and Traffic

Requestors raised concerns about increased traffic and road use, as well
as noise and light pollution. TCEQ does not have jurisdiction to consider traffic,
road safety, or road repair costs when determining whether to approve or deny
an air permit application. Further, the TCEQ is prohibited from regulating roads
per TCAA § 382.003(6), which excludes roads from the definition of “facility.”
Additionally, TCEQ does not have jurisdiction to consider noise or light pollution
when evaluating an air quality permit application and determining whether to
approve or deny an application. Therefore, Issues No. 12 and 13 are not relevant

and material to the Commission’s decision regarding this application.
G. Maximum expected duration for the contested case hearing

Commission rule 30 TAC § 50.115(d) requires that any Commission order

referring a case to SOAH specify the maximum expected duration of the hearing
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by stating a date by which the judge is expected to issue a proposal for decision.
The rule further provides that, for applications filed on or after September 1,
2015, the administrative law judge must conclude the hearing and provide a
proposal for decision by the 180th day after the first day of the preliminary
hearing, or a date specified by the Commission, whichever is earlier. 30 TAC
§ 50.115(d)(2). To assist the Commission in setting a date by which the judge is
expected to issue a proposal for decision, and as required by 30 TAC
§ 55.209(e)(7), OPIC estimates that the maximum expected duration of a hearing
on this Application would be 180 days from the first date of the preliminary

hearing until the proposal for decision is issued.
IV. REQUESTS FOR RECONSIDERATION

Any person may file a request for reconsideration of the ED's decision
under Title 30, Texas Administrative Code (TAC) § 55.201(e). The request must
be in writing and filed with the Chief Clerk no later than 30 days after the Chief
Clerk mails the ED's decision and RTC. The request must expressly state that the
person is requesting reconsideration of the ED's decision and give reasons why

the decision should be reconsidered.

The ED’s final decision letter was mailed on March 24, 2025, and the period
for requests for reconsideration therefore expired on April 23, 2025. As the
request from Honorable Representative David L. Cook was not received until
April 24, 2025, OPIC cannot make a recommendation on its merits. However,

OPIC notes that each of the concerns raised in this request were also raised in
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other requests for reconsideration, and therefore the issues in the request are

nonetheless addressed in our response below.

Timely requests for reconsideration were received from: Shaun Ashman,
State, Laura Hernandez, Rose A. Jones, Gloria Lim, Sung Lim, Charlene Michele
Lindsey, Treyce McWhirter, Fred R. Porta, Kathryna Porta, Jessica Marie Ratterree,
Lauren Ratterree, Paige Ratterree, Rosa Ratterree, Angela Bennett Redman, Mary
B. Reichardt, Robert E. Reichardt, Rose Ann Sherman, Kellie Underwood, Carol
Wilson, Mitchell Wilson, Selena C. Wilson, Charles and Elizabeth York, and Daniel
P. Zumwalt. These requests raised concerns relating to air quality, human health,
impacts to animal and other terrestrial life, cumulative impacts from nearby
facilities, dust control, adequacy of notice and public access to permit
documents, applicant’s unauthorized commencement of facility buildout prior
to permit issuance, permit enforceability, impacts on quality of life, storm water
management, impacts on ground and surface water, suitability and
appropriateness of facility location, negative impacts on the local economy,
negative impacts on property values, noise and light pollution, negative impacts
to road infrastructure, and increased danger to pedestrians and motorists

resulting from additional traffic.

While OPIC notes that many of the concerns expressed are relevant and
material to the Commission’s decision on this application, a record establishing
the evidentiary basis for reconsidering the ED’s decision based on these issues
would be needed to recommend that any of these requests for reconsideration

be granted. As no such record exists yet, OPIC cannot recommend the requests
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be granted at this time. OPIC further notes, however, that we have recommended
that many of these issues and parties be referred to SOAH for a contested case

hearing so that they may be properly considered by the Commission.
V. CONCLUSION

Having found that Chance Barnett, Nicole Barnett, Chad Brewer, Jessica
Brewer, Justin Brewer, Mary Elizabeth Brewster, D. Michael Brewster, Judi Ann
Daniel, Mitch L. Daniel, Chris Davis, Mike Finlay, Julia Galindo, Laura Phyllis
Glasser, Carrie Amanda Grant, Larry Wayne Hendon, Lindsay Lee Hendon, Bradley
Justin Iglehart, James Logan, Kari Logan, David Gil Maffei, Brandon McElroy, Terry
D. McWhirter, Donna Montgomery, Harold D. Montgomery, Sondra Pendergras,
Tommy Wayne Pendergras, Janice Penwarden, Donna Kay Phillips, William R.
Ribinskas, David Stowman Smith, Judy M. Smith, Haley Trammell, Selena C.
Wilson, and Kendale Wyatt qualify as affected persons in this matter, OPIC
respectfully recommends the Commission grant their hearing requests and refer
Issue Nos. 1-7 specified in Section III.B. for a contested case hearing at SOAH with
a maximum duration of 180 days. Additionally, OPIC recommends the
Commission refer Bryan Edgar and Laurie Edgar to SOAH for an affectedness
determination. OPIC further recommends the Commission deny the pending

requests for reconsideration.
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Respectfully submitted,

Garrett T. Arthur
Public Interest Counsel

By: Eﬁ | AM Mﬁwﬂ/

Eli Martinez

Assistant Public Interest Counsel
State Bar No. 24056591

P.O. Box 13087, MC 103

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

(512) 239-3974

By: %a@a‘w« M- Opderson

Jessica M. Anderson

Assistant Public Interest Counsel
State Bar No. 24131226

P.O. Box 13087, MC 103

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

(512) 239-6823
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on August 29, 2025, the original of the Office of Public
Interest Counsel’s Response to Requests for Hearing and Requests for
Reconsideration was filed with the Chief Clerk of the TCEQ and a copy was served
to all persons listed on the attached mailing list via Inter-Agency Mail, electronic
mail, or by deposit in the U.S. Mail.

%amxf\f\/\-wvm

Jessica M. Anderson
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MAILING LIST
J7 READY MIX, LLC
TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2025-0905-AIR

FOR THE APPLICANT
via electronic mail:

Jorge Tobias, Owner

J7 Ready Mix LLC

5515 East Highway 67
Alvarado, Texas 76009
Jorge.tobias@j7trucking.com

Chad Nerren, Project Manager
RSB Environmental

6001 Savoy Drive, Suite 110
Houston, Texas 77036
chad@rsbenv.com

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
via electronic mail:

Elizabeth Black, 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
elizabeth.black@tceq.texas.gov

Victor Gonzalez, Technical Staff
Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Air Permits Division MC-163

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Tel: 512/239-1141 Fax:512/239-1400
victor.gonzalez@tceq.texas.gov

Ryan Vise, Director

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

External Relations Division

Public Education Program MC-108

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Tel: 512/239-4000 Fax:512/239-5678
pep@tceq.texas.gov

FOR ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE
RESOLUTION
via electronic mail:

Kyle Lucas, Attorney

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Alternative Dispute Resolution MC-222
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Tel: 512/239-0687 Fax: 512/239-4015
kyle.lucas@tceq.texas.gov

FOR THE CHIEF CLERK
via eFiling:

Docket Clerk

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

https://wwwl4.tceq.texas.gov/epic/eFilin

g/
REQUESTER(S):

See attached list.
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PUBLIC OFFICIALS - REQUESTER(S) Mr Chad Brewer
The Honorable David L Cook 5225 Chase Landing Dr

State Representative, Texas House Of

Representatives District 96 Burleson, TX 76028
305 E Broad St Justin  Brewer
Mansfield, TX 76063 4251 Spring Garden Rd
The Honorable David L Cook Midlothian, TX 76065
State Representative, Texas House Of Justin  Brewer
Representatives District 96 5225 Chase Landing Dr

Po Box 12910
Rm E1.402
Austin, TX 78711

REQUESTER(S)

Shaun Ashman
5225 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Krystina Baldwin
6075 Autumn Hills Dr
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Heath Barber
1213 Royal Meadows Trl
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Chance Barnett
125 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Nicole Barnett
125 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Gina Bell
1624 Baslow Ln
Burleson, TX 76028

Vikki K Blauvelt
6916 Maris Ct
Burleson, TX 76028

Jessica Brewer
4251 Spring Garden Rd
Midlothian, TX 76065

Jessica Brewer
5225 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Burleson, TX 76028

D Michael Brewster
D M Brewster

117 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Mary Elizabeth Brewster
117 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Chelsea Anne Collier
312 C C Chandler Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Joanna Cook
6086 Autumn Hills Dr
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Gary & Linda Corwin
1328 Royal Meadows Trl
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Judi Ann Daniel
5301 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Mitch L Daniel
5301 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Chris Davis
5401 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Mrs Kortney Davis
12224 Hunters Knoll Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

John Downing
1336 Queens Brook Ln
Fort Worth, TX 76140



Mrs Carla Draper
8804 Herman St
Fort Worth, TX 76108

Donna W Driver
243 E Brian St
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr Bryan Edgar
5124 Chase Lanidng Drive
Burleson, TX 76028

Mrs Laurie Edgar
5124 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Jeri Lynn Emmens
1376 Royal Meadows Trl
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Mrs Jennifer C Evans
3809 Canyon Pass Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Mike Finlay
5217 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Tonya Finlay
5217 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Adam M Friedman

Mcelroy Sullivan Miller & Weber Lip
4330 Gaines Ranch Loop

Ste 200

Austin, TX 78735

Adam M Friedman

Mcelroy Sullivan Miller & Weber Lip
Po Box 12127

Austin, TX 78711

JULIA GALINDO & KENDALE WYATT
100 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Julia Galindo
100 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Julie Galindo
100 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

David Gil Maffei
124 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Laura Phyllis Glasser
225 Ponderosa Ln
Burleson, TX 76028

Sarah Goza
1225 Royal Meadows Trl
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Carrie Amanda Grant
105 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Mrs Pamela Griffin
240 S David St
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr Sergio Haynes
1018 Oak Tree Dr
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Leanne Hazard
1705 King Arthurs Ct
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Larry Wayne Hendon li
5200 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Lindsay Lee Hendon
5200 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Lacy Hensley
5840 Hopper Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Laura Hernandez
6304 Garden Acre Dr
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Norma Hernandez
1612 Queens Brook Ct
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Ronald Hicks
6320 Oak Hollow Dr
Burleson, TX 76028



Mr Bradley Justin Iglehart
5440 E Fm 1187
Burleson, TX 76028

Pamela Johnson
6727 Highview Rd
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Rose A Jones
109 Shadowoak Ct
Burleson, TX 76028

Rose Jones

109 Shadowoak Ct

Burleson, TX 76028

Mr  Carl Lemaster
6687 Highview Rd

Fort Worth, TX 76140

Gloria Lim
1229 Royal Meadows Trl
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Sung Lim
1229 Royal Meadows Trl
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Ms Charlene Michele Lindsey
3735 Burleson Retta Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Shelbie Linton
5101 Willow Chase Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

James & Kari Logan
248 Ponderosa Ln
Burleson, TX 76028

Betsy Loveless
6217 Valley Ridge Dr
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Mrs Susan Luecke-Schnuck
6015 Oak Hollow Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Revonda Luttrell
5515 Hopper Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Kimberly Malone
5409 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Dwight Dee Martin
4115 Burleson Retta Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Austin Sayle Matthews
12400 Lightcatcher Way
Burleson, TX 76028

Marty Mayfield
6325 Levy County Line Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Brandon Mcelroy
124 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr Barry Mcfadin
9721 EIm Creek Way
Ft Worth, TX 76140

Mrs Maxie Mcfadin
9721 Elm Creek Way
Ft Worth, TX 76140

Rita E Mcknight
5208 Willow Chase Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr Thomas Mcknight
5208 Willow Chase Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr Terry D Mcwhirter
K&L Clutch
132 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Treyce Mcwhirter
132 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Tricia Mikal
6914 Rendon New Hope Rd
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Donna Montgomery
108 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028



Harold D Montgomery
108 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Mrs Ali Moses
121 Diamond Rose Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Madison Mouw
708 Key Deer Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

David Offutt
4433 Birchman Ave
Fort Worth, TX 76107

Mrs Sondra L Pendergras
232 Ponderosa Ln
Burleson, TX 76028

Sondra Pendergras
232 Ponderosa Ln
Burleson, TX 76028

Tom Pendergras
232 Ponderosa Ln
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr Tommy Wayne Pendergras
232 Ponderosa Ln
Burleson, TX 76028

Steven Penninck
11824 Bexley Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Janice Penwarden
112 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Donna Kay Phillips
120 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr Fred R Porta
3417 Winding Oak Ln E
Burleson, TX 76028

Kathryna Porta
3417 Winding Oak Ln E
Burleson, TX 76028

Mrs Bandi Potter
232 S David St
Burleson, TX 76028

Payton Potter
1100 Nelson PI
Burleson, TX 76028

Jessica Marie Ratterree
12845 Covey Creek Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Lauren Ratterree
12837 Covey Creek Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Paige Ratterree
12833 Covey Creek Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Paul Ratterree
12833 Covey Creek Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Mrs Rosa Ratterree
3908 Heritage Ct
Burleson, TX 76028

Angela Bennett Redman
4310 Rendon Estates Way
Burleson, TX 76028

Mary B Reichardt
6295 Levy County Line Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Robert E Reichardt
6295 Levy County Line Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Robert E Reichardt Jr
6295 Levy County Line Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr William R Ribinskas
116 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Kenna Sheckels
1369 Royal Meadows Trl
Fort Worth, TX 76140



Nathan Sheckels
1369 Royal Meadows Trl
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Rose Ann Sherman
6295 Levy County Line Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr Brenton Wayne Sides
1324 Royal Meadows Trl
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Stevie Sides
1324 Royal Meadows Trl
Fort Worth, TX 76140

Mr Tyler Blake Sims
5200 Willow Chase Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr Alex Sims
5200 Willow Chase Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Mrs Melissa Sims
5200 Willow Chase Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr Theron Sims
5200 Willow Chase Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Mrs Judy M Smith
128 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr David Stowman Smith
128 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Michelle Stuart

All Cities Usa Realty
6815 Country Squire Ln
Burleson, TX 76028

Donna Trammell
216 Tracy Lee Ct
Burleson, TX 76028

Haley Trammell
5401 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Kellie Underwood
6150 Oak Hollow Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Karen Van Zandt
5125 Willow Chase Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

David Wells
5409 Chase Landing Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Rev Jw Whitmarsh Iv
208 Michelle St
Burleson, TX 76028

Mrs Carol Wilson
5108 Willow Chase Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Mr Mitchell Wilson
5108 Willow Chase Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Selena C Wilson
12262 Rendon Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Ronnie Glen Woolbright
3940 J Rendon Rd
Burleson, TX 76028

Kendale Wyatt
100 Oak Trl
Burleson, TX 76028

Ronald Ziotkowski
6465 Oak Hollow Dr
Burleson, TX 76028

Daniel P Zumwalt
3716 Canyon Pass Trl
Burleson, TX 76028
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