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DOCKET NO. 2026-0038-IWD

APPLICATION BY GULF § BEFORE THE
COAST GROWTH VENTURES §
LLC FOR TPDES PERMIT NO. § TEXAS COMMISSION ON
wQ0005228000 §
§ ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

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

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 Request for Hearing 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 Gulf Coast Growth Ventures
LLC (Gulf Coast or Applicant) for new Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (TPDES) Permit No. WQ0005228000. The Commission received a hearing
request from Elida Castillo. For the reasons stated herein, OPIC respectfully

recommends that the Commission deny her hearing request.
B. Description of Application and Facility

Gulf Coast applied for a major amendment with renewal of TPDES Permit
No. WQ0005228000 to add laboratory wastewater, utility wastewater from
commissioning activities, and allowable non-stormwater to the authorized

discharge list via Outfall 001; to add utility and other miscellaneous wastewaters
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to the authorized discharge list via Outfall 002; to add and modify definitions in
Other Requirement No. 10; to add minimum analytical levels for oil and grease
and biochemical oxygen demand, 5-day, to the list in Other Requirement No. 2;
to remove the authorization to discharge via Outfalls 003, 004, and 005; to
remove Other Requirement No. 11, which required re-test for the Interim and
Final Phases for Outfall 001; to remove Other Requirement No. 12, which required
re-test for Outfalls 002, 003, 004, and 005; to remove references to the Interim
and Final Phases for Outfall 001; to update the sampling monitoring description
for Outfall 001; to update the sampling point for Outfall 005, and to change the
daily maximum effluent limitation for total organic carbon from 55 mg/L to 75

mg/L at Outfall 005.

The draft permit authorizes the discharge of treated process wastewater,
cooling tower blowdown, maintenance wastewater, water treatment waste, railcar
wash water, miscellaneous wastewater, wastewater from commissioning
activities, laboratory wastewater, utility wastewater from commissioning
activities, stormwater, and allowable non-stormwater at a daily average flow not
to exceed 9,030,000 gallons per day (gpd) via Outfall 001; utility wastewater and
other miscellaneous wastewater, stormwater, and allowable non-stormwater on
an intermittent and flow-variable basis via Outfall 002; and stormwater, allowable
non-stormwater, and emergency firefighting wastewater on an intermittent and
flow-variable basis via Outfall 005. The Applicant operates Gulf Coast Growth
Ventures Project, a chemical manufacturing facility that produces ethylene,
monoethylene glycol (MEG), and polyethylene (PE). The process units receive
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purchased oxygen and nitrogen from off-site via pipeline. Water for industrial
operations is supplied by the San Patricio Municipal Water District (SPMWD), a
supplier of water for both industrial and potable uses. Industrial water is
supplied via the City of Corpus Christi O.N. Stevens Water Treatment Plant
through a SPMWD pipeline. Potable water is also supplied by the City of Portland.
The wastewater treatment units consist of equalization, dissolved gas flotation
(DGF), biological treatment, and oil and solids handling. The DGF was included
in the original wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) design as an oil/water
separation step. However, once the WWTP became fully operational, it was
determined that the influent wastewater was essentially free of oil and grease,
and consequently, the DGF was placed in standby mode to be used as needed.
Oil recovered from the equalization tanks and DGF is sent to a slop oil tank.
Sludge from the DGF and biological treatment is dewatered and transported for
off-site disposal. Process wastewaters routed to the WWTP include wastewaters
from the olefins and MEG process units, stormwater (primarily first-flush runoff
from process areas), and other wastewaters that could be potentially
contaminated. Wastewaters from the process units include olefins, Benzene
Waste Operations NESHAP stripper effluent, olefins dilution steam blowdown,
ammonia vapor control wastewaters, MEG wastewater, and possibly olefins spent
caustic. Spent caustic from the olefins production may be sent to the WWTP if it
is not shipped off-site to a third-party vendor. The spent caustic is oxidized and
neutralized before being sent to the WWTP. Stormwater, firewater, and cooling

water blowdown may be routed to the WWTP to maintain a designed wastewater
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influent quality. First-flush stormwater considered potentially contaminated is
routed to the WWTP. First-flush stormwater is collected primarily from the
process unit area but may include other areas where stormwater could be
potentially contaminated. Stormwater and other wastewaters that are potentially
contaminated are routed to treatment along with process wastewaters and
considered equivalent to process wastewater for the purpose of discharge
allocations under the national effluent guidelines. There may be small amounts
of stormwater from other non-process areas that are routed to the WWTP.
Miscellaneous wastewaters that are routed to the WWTP include contaminated
cooling water and/or condensate, furnace decoking condensate, slop oil tank
draws, flare drum wastewater, wastewater from upsets or spills, oily or
contaminated wastewaters or contaminated first-flush stormwater, and
firefighting wastewaters. Water draws from an off-site pyrolysis gasoline (Pygas)
storage tank is transported to the WWTP for treatment. Pygas is a byproduct of
ethylene production and a Pygas storage tank is located at the dock facilities at
the Port of Corpus Christi. Other wastewaters that may be routed to the WWTP,
if potentially contaminated, include wash pad water, unit washdown, and
equipment washdown; if not contaminated, they are routed directly to the
Effluent Ponds. Process wastewater from the PE Unit 1 includes wastewater
containing pellets, condensate dump, and potentially contaminated first-flush
stormwater. These wastewaters are routed to a polymer retention basin where
solids pellets are removed. Discharge from the PE Unit 1 polymer retention basin

is routed to the Effluent Ponds. Process wastewater from the PE Unit 2 includes
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wastewater containing pellets, condensate dump, and potentially contaminated
first-flush stormwater. These wastewaters are routed to a polymer retention
basin where solids/pellets are removed. Discharge from the PE Unit 2 polymer
retention basin is routed to the Effluent Ponds. Wastewater from the WWTP and
PE Units retention ponds are routed to Effluent Ponds 001 or 002. Other
wastewaters that are routed directly to the Effluent Ponds include cooling tower
blowdown, demineralizer wastewater, railcar wash water, fire water system test
and flushing waters, and other miscellaneous wastewaters. The discharge from
Effluent Pond 002 is the monitoring point for Outfall 001 prior to the effluent
being transferred by pipeline for discharge in the La Quinta Channel. Cooling
tower blowdown is generated by the main cooling tower system for the
production units. Supplied industrial water or supplied potable water is used
directly in the cooling tower. Treatment chemicals are used in the cooling tower
to maintain acceptable water quality to control corrosion and fouling. To provide
water for the boiler system, industrial water is demineralized to remove
dissolved solids. Water treatment wastewaters from the demineralizer system
include such wastewaters as reverse osmosis (RO) reject, membrane cleaning
wastewaters, and maintenance. Treatment chemicals are used in the boiler
system to maintain acceptable water quality. Boiler blowdown is routed to the
main cooling tower system to serve as part of the system makeup water. On-site
rail yard operation includes receipt of raw materials as well as loading product
PE. Empty rail hopper cars returning from off-site are washed to remove residual

plastic pellets and dried before returning to the product loading facility. Railcar
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wash water and first-flush stormwater from the railcar wash is sent to the railcar
wash sump where solids are filtered out. The filtered water is then routed to the
Effluent Ponds. Other miscellaneous wastewaters that are routed to the Effluent
Pond may include first-flush stormwater collected from utilities and non-process
areas as well as uncontaminated wash pad water, unit wash down, and equipment
washout/cleaning wastewaters. There is an on-site laboratory testing facility
owned and operated by the Applicant. Wastewater from the laboratory is routed
to the City of Gregory Roloff Wastewater Treatment Plant. The laboratory
wastewater may be routed to the Applicant’s WWTP for treatment and discharge
via Outfall 001. There is an AEP Texas Central Company electric substation
located on the eastern boundary of the property. Stormwater within the
secondary containment area and any storage tank wastes are transported off-
site. Commissioning wastewaters are typically intermittent and variable in flow.
Commissioning wastewater that does not require treatment will be discharged
directly to the Effluent Ponds, or for certain wastewaters, to the stormwater
outfalls. Wastewaters generated during commissioning that require treatment
before discharge will be either treated in the WWTP or transported off-site.
Stormwater that is acceptable for discharge without treatment is discharged via
Outfalls 002 and 005. This permit does not authorize the discharge of domestic
wastewater. All domestic wastewater must be disposed of in an approved
manner, such as routing to an approved on-site septic tank and drainfield system
or to an authorized third party for treatment and disposal. The facility is located

at 4589 Farm-to-Market Road 2986, near the City of Gregory, San Patricio County,
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78359. If the draft permit is issued, the treated effluent is discharged via Outfall
001 directly to Corpus Christi Bay in Segment No. 2481 of the Bays and Estuaries;
via Outfall 002 to drainage ditches, then to mud flats, then to Copano Bay/Port
Bay/Mission Bay in Segment No. 2472 of the Bays and Estuaries; and via Outfall
005 to drainage ditches, then-to Green Lake ditch, then to Green Lake, then-to a
tidal channel, then to Corpus Christi Bay in Segment No. 2481 of the Bays and
Estuaries. The unclassified receiving water uses are minimal aquatic life use for
the drainage ditches, limited aquatic life use for Green Lake ditch, high aquatic

life use for Green Lake, and exceptional aquatic life use for the tidal channel
C. Procedural Background

The application was received on February 6, 2023, and declared
administratively complete on March 8, 2023. The Notice of Receipt and Intent to
Obtain a Water Quality Permit was published in the Corpus Christi Caller Times
on March 17, 2023, in the News of San Patricio on March 23, 2023, and in the
Tejano Y Grupero News on March 15, 2023. The Executive Director (ED)
completed the technical review on March 8, 2023. The Notice of Application and
Preliminary Decision was published in the Corpus Christi Caller Times on June
23, 2025, in the News of San Patricio on June 26, 2025, and in the Tejano Y
Grupero News on July 1, 2025. The public comment period ended on July 31,
2025, and the ED filed the Response to Comments on October 24, 2025. The
deadline for filing requests for contested case hearing and requests for

reconsideration of the ED’s decision was November 24, 2025.
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IL. APPLICABLE LAW

The Application was filed 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 30 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) § 55.201(c), a hearing
request by an affected person must be in writing, must be 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:

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

(2) identify the requestor'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.
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30 TAC § 55.201(d).

Under 30 TAC § 55.203(a), an “affected person” is one who has a personal
justiciable interest related to a legal right, duty, privilege, power, or economic
interest affected by the application. An interest common to members of the
general public does not qualify as a personal justiciable interest. Relevant factors
to be considered in determining whether a person is affected include:

(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 and safety of the
person, and on the 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.

30 TAC § 55.203(0).

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 executive director; and
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(3) any other expert reports, affidavits, opinions, or data submitted by the
executive director, the applicant, or hearing requestor.

30 TAC § 55.203(d).

Under 30 TAC § 55.211(c)(2)(A)(ii), for an application filed on or after
September 1, 2015, the Commission must grant a hearing request made by an
affected person 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.

III. ANALYSIS OF HEARING REQUEST
A. Whether the requestor is an affected person

Ms. Elida Castillo submitted a timely combined comment and hearing
request. Ms. Castillo gave her address as P.O. Box 50 Corpus Christi, Texas 78403.
In her request Ms. Castillo articulated concerns about whether or not the notice
was properly given to the community and stated that it had not been. A hearing
requestor must provide a specific written statement explaining the requestor’s
location and distance relative to the facility or activity. 30 TAC § 55.201(d).

Because Ms. Castillo provided a P.O. Box instead of a residential address, the GIS
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map provided by the Office of Legal Services does not show Ms. Castillo’s

location.

Because Ms. Castillo’s proximity to the facility, the discharge location, and
the discharge route is unknown, OPIC cannot determine whether a reasonable
relationship exists between the interests she seeks to protect and the Applicant’s
regulated activity—a relevant factor under 30 TAC § 55.201(c)(3). Further, the
requestor’s unknown proximity prevents any assessment of the likelihood that
the regulated activity will impact their health, safety, use of property, or use of
the impacted natural resource. See 30 TAC § 55.203(c)(4)-(5). Given her unknown
proximity, OPIC finds that Ms. Castillo has not demonstrated that she would be
affected by the application in a way not common to members of the general
public as required by 30 TAC § 55.203(a). Therefore, OPIC finds that Elida Castillo

does not qualify as an affected person.
B. Which issues raised in the hearing request are disputed
The requestor raised the following disputed issues:

1. Whether adequate notice was given to the public.

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
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Issuel in Section III.B. was specifically raised by Ms. Castillo during the

public comment period.

E. Whether the hearing request is based on issues raised solely in a
withdrawn public comment

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

request is 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 request raises 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
(SOAH), 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).

Adequate notice to the public

The requestor raised concerns about whether the notice to the public was
adequate as required by law. For new permit and major amendment applications,
the Applicant must provide a list of affected landowners and a map showing their
location(s). 30 TAC § 39.413(1). Affected landowners are landowners located
adjacent to the wastewater treatment plant site and landowners with property
on either side of the receiving stream for approximately one mile downstream
from the point of discharge. The applicant is required to certify that the

submitted application is accurate. The TCEQ mails notice of the application to
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the affected landowners and others on the mailing list for the application, which
is maintained by the Office of Chief Clerk. TCEQ’s rules require that the applicant
publish the Notice of Receipt of Application and Intent to Obtain Permit (NORI)
in the newspaper of largest circulation in the county in which the facility is
located or proposed to be located or, if the facility is located or proposed to be
located in a municipality, the applicant shall publish notice in any newspaper of
general circulation in the municipality. 30 TAC § 39.405(f). The adequacy of the
public notice is therefore relevant and material to the Commission’s decision on
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
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). OPIC is not recommending that a hearing be granted, but 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.
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V. CONCLUSION

Having found that Elida Castillo does not qualify as an affected person in

this matter, OPIC respectfully recommends that the Commission deny her

hearing request.
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Respectfully submitted,

Garrett T. Arthur
Public Interest Counsel

By: M’u‘k\k Rty
Michael Rakauskas

Assistant Public Interest Counsel
State Bar No. 24128628

P.O. Box 13087, MC 103

Austin, Texas 78711-3087
512-239-4014
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on January 26 2026, the original of the Office of Public
Interest Counsel’s Response to Request for Hearing 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.

WOl Doty

Michael Rakauskas
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MAILING LIST
GULF COAST GROWTH VENTURES LLC
TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2026-0038-IWD

FOR THE APPLICANT
via electronic mail:

Denee Elwood

Exxon Mobil

P.O. Box 367

Gregory, Texas 78359
denee.c.elwood@exxonmobil.com

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
via electronic mail:

Fernando Salazar Martinez, 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
fernando.martinez@tceq.texas.gov

Monica Baez, Technical Staff

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Water Quality Division MC-148

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Tel: 512/239-5784 Fax: 512/239-4430
monica.baez@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)
via electronic mail:

Elida Castillo

P.O. Box 50

Corpus Christi, Texas 78403
ecastillo@lcv.org
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