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DOCKET NO. 2026-0472-AIR

APPLICATION BY § BEFORE THE
WESTERN REFINING §
COMPANY LLC § TEXAS COMMISSION ON
EL PASO REFINERY §
EL PASO, EL PASO COUNTY § ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

THE OFFICE OF PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL’S REVISED RESPONSE
TO REQUESTS FOR HEARING AND REQUEST 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
Request 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 Western Refining Company
LLC (Applicant or Western Refining) for a New Source Review (NSR) Authorization
under Texas Clean Air Act (TCAA) § 382.0518, which would authorize the
continued operation of an existing facility that may emit air contaminants. For
the reasons stated herein, OPIC respectfully recommends that the Commission
find that El Paso County qualifies as an affected person, grant its hearing request,
and refer this application to the State Office of Administrative Hearings (SOAH)
for a 180-day hearing on the issues specified in Section IIL.LB. OPIC further

recommends that the Commission deny the request for reconsideration.
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B. Description of Application and Facility

Western Refining applied for renewal of Air Quality Permit Number
18897, which would authorize continued operation of the Petroleum Refinery
located at 6501 Trowbridge Dr, El Paso, El Paso County. Contaminants authorized
under this permit include carbon monoxide (CO), hazardous air pollutants
(HAPs), hydrogen sulfide (H.S), nitrogen oxides (NOy), organic compounds,
particulate matter including particulate matter with diameters of 10 microns or
less and 2.5 microns or less (PM,, and PM,;, respectively), sulfur dioxide (SO,),
sulfuric acid mist (H,SO,) and total reduced sulfur.

Other actions involved in this renewal include the incorporation of Permits
by Rule, Standard Permits, changes to qualified facilities, and changes in
emission factors related to this permit. The Plain Language Summary for the NSR
Renewal Amendment Application for Air New Source Review Permit Number
18897 states that the amendment will authorize the update of emission
calculations for the storage tanks, the update of fugitive emissions from
equipment leaks, and the incorporation by consolidation and reference of various
Permit By Rules and a Standard Permit.!

C. Procedural Background
Westen Refining’s application was received on December 6, 2023, and

declared administratively complete on December 12, 2023. The Notice of Receipt

! The amendment application and the related technical review documents were not available for
public review at the time of OPIC’s evaluation. Accordingly, OPIC was unable to independently
review those materials. However, the Plain Language Summary for the New Source Review Permit
Renewal Amendment Application for Permit No. 18897 indicates increases in annual VOC, NO,,
and CO emissions associated with this application.
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and Intent to Obtain an Air Quality Permit Renewal for this application was
published in English on January 4, 2024, in the El Paso Times, and in Spanish on
January 4, 2024, in El Paso De El Paso. A public meeting was held on January 8,
2026, in El Paso. The public comment period ended on January 8, 2026, the day
of the public meeting. The Chief Clerk mailed the Executive Director (ED)’s
Preliminary Decision and Response to Comments (RTC) on March 19, 2026. The
deadline for filing requests for a contested case hearing and requests for
reconsideration of the ED’s decision was April 20, 2026.
IL. APPLICABLE LAW

A. Hearing Requests

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) § 55.21(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
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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.

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;
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(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(c).

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

(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 § 55.205(b), a hearing request by a group or association may
not be granted unless all of the following requirements are met:

(1) comments on the application are timely submitted by the group or
association;

(2) the request identifies, by name and physical address, one or more
members of the group or association that would otherwise have
standing to request a hearing in their own right;

(3) the interests the group or association seeks to protect are germane to
the organization’s purpose; and

(4) neither the claim asserted nor the relief requested requires the
participation of the individual members in the case.
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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.

B. Request 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.

III. ANALYSIS OF HEARING REQUESTS
A. Whether the requestors are affected persons
Although the Plain Language Summary for the New Source Review Permit
Renewal Amendment Application for Permit No. 18897 indicates that the
reported emissions increases are very small, the application reflects actual

emissions increases. OPIC has therefore not treated this as a no-increase
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renewal under Texas Health and Safety Code (THSC) § 382.056(g). Given this
slight increase, the application offers an opportunity for a contested case
hearing for qualifying affected persons. Accordingly, OPIC provides the
following affected person analysis.

El Paso County

The Commission received timely comments and hearing requests
submitted on behalf of El Paso County. The hearing requests state that the
County owns Ascarate Park, located less than one mile from the Facility and used
by many citizens for recreation. The hearing requests also state that the
continued operation of the Facility poses potential harm to the County’s property
and its citizens who access the property. The County is concerned that the
Facility is not protective of human health and safety, as the Application seeks to
increase the amount of authorized emissions. The County is also concerned that
the Facility is currently subject to TCEQ compliance violations. The County
asserts that it is a governmental entity with authority under THSC § 382.111 over
air emission issues raised by the Application.

Governmental entities with authority under state law over issues raised by
the application may be considered affected persons. 30 TAC § 55.203(b).
Additionally, a relevant factor for determining whether governmental entities
qualify as affected persons is their statutory authority over or interest in the
issues relevant to the application. 30 TAC § 55.203(c)(7). Local governments, such
as El Paso County, have statutory authority over air quality affecting their

residents under THSC §382.111. The County’s hearing requests state concerns
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regarding human health and safety that are protected by law under which the
application will be considered that reasonably relate to the potential effects of
the Facility’s operations. 30 TAC § 55.203(c)(3). Therefore, OPIC finds that the
County qualifies as an affected person.

David Stout, El Paso County Commissioner, Precinct Two

The Commission received a timely hearing request during the public
comment period from El Paso County Commissioner David Stout.? Mr. Stout
requests a public meeting and a contested case hearing in El Paso. The hearing
request raises concerns about potential health impacts on residents living in
close proximity to the Facility. The request also expresses concerns regarding the
clarity and accuracy of the permit’s emissions data and summaries, alleging
inconsistencies that, according to the request, warrant further review to ensure
the protection of public health and transparency in the permitting process. The
address provided by County Commissioner Stout is, according to the map
provided by the ED’s staff, approximately 0.52 miles from the Facility boundary.

While OPIC acknowledges that County Commissioner Stout raised
potentially relevant and material issues, the hearing request does not explain
how he may be personally affected by the Application in a manner different from

the general public. Without a personal justiciable interest, a hearing requestor

2 Although the hearing request was submitted in County Commissioner Stout’s official capacity,
on County letterhead, and raises concerns regarding impacts on constituents, the hearing request
does not explicitly state that it was submitted on behalf of El Paso County, nor does it identify
the County’s statutory authority over or interest in the issues relevant to the Application.
Accordingly, OPIC does not analyze the hearing request as one submitted on behalf of a
governmental entity. To the extent that the request was intended to be submitted on behalf of El
Paso County, OPIC notes that we are recommending the County be referred to a contested case
hearing based on separate filings, as noted in this brief, supra.
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cannot qualify as an affected person. 30 TAC § 55.203(a). Because County
Commissioner Stout did not establish a personal justiciable interest protected by
the law applicable to this permit, OPIC finds that he does not qualify as an
affected person.

Vincent Perez, Former El Paso County Commissioner

The Commission received identical hearing requests during the public
comment period from former El Paso County Commissioner Vincent Perez. The
hearing requests support requests by local elected leaders and community
organizations seeking a public meeting and a contested case hearing in El Paso
regarding Western Refinery’s Application. The hearing requests emphasize that
a contested case hearing will afford the public an opportunity to better
understand the Applicant’s planned emissions into the community over the next
decade, as well as the risks to public health and safety. The address provided by
the Former El Paso County Commissioner Perez is, according to the map provided
by the ED’s staff, approximately 6.05 miles from the Facility boundary.

As noted above, without a personal justiciable interest, a hearing requestor
cannot qualify as an affected person. 30 TAC § 55.203(a). Mr. Perez’s hearing
request does not explain how he may be personally affected by the Application
in a manner different from the general public. Because Mr. Perez did not establish
a personal justiciable interest protected by the law applicable to this permit, OPIC
finds that he does not qualify as an affected person.

Dr. Josh Acevedo, City Representative, District 2

The Commission received a timely hearing request during the public
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comment period from Dr. Josh Acevedo, City Representative, District 2. Dr.
Acevedo requests a contested case hearing to ensure a thorough and transparent
review of emissions and their potential impacts on public health and the
environment. The hearing request highlights the Facility’s close proximity to
schools, hospitals, and residential neighborhoods, particularly those with limited
access to health care and resources, and questions whether existing monitoring
data fully captures localized impacts on nearby communities. The hearing
request further emphasizes the importance of a more detailed evaluation to
support informed, equitable decision making and meaningful public
participation. The address provided by Dr. Acevedo is, according to the map
provided by the ED’s staff, approximately 4.23 miles from the Facility boundary.

While Dr. Acevedo’s hearing request states concerns protected by the law
under which this application will be considered, because of the considerable
intervening distance between his stated address and the Facility, OPIC is unable
to conclude that Dr. Acevedo has demonstrated that he possesses a personal
justiciable interest discernable from that of the general public in this matter.
Therefore, OPIC finds that Dr. Josh Acevedo does not qualify as an affected
person.

Eco El Paso

The Commission received a timely hearing request during the public
comment period from Joshua Simmon, acting as Executive Director of Eco El
Paso, a non-profit organization. The hearing request seeks a contested case

hearing to allow the public, including those within the surrounding one-mile
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radius and adjacent and expanded areas of impact, to present information,
testimony, and related data in protest of the air permit filing.

As required for group standing under 30 TAC § 55.205(b)(1), Eco El Paso
timely submitted comments. However, Eco El Paso’s hearing request does not
identify a member, by name and physical address, who would otherwise have
standing to request a hearing in that member’s own right, as required under 30
TAC § 55.205(b)(2). In the absence of identification of any group member in its
hearing request, OPIC cannot find that Eco El-Paso’s hearing request satisfies the
requirements for group standing. Therefore, OPIC finds that Eco El Paso does not
qualify as an affected person.

Requestors Who Are Near the Facility

Fred Borrego

The Commission received timely comments and hearing requests from
Fred Borrego. Mr. Borrego’s hearing requests state that he would like to have a
contested case hearing because it’s important to health and well-being. However,
his hearing requests do not explain how or why he feels that the activity, or the
Facility would impact him, nor demonstrate a personal justiciable interest
distinct from that of the general public, as required by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2).
The map prepared by the ED’s staff show that Mr. Borrego is located
approximately 0.14 miles from the Facility boundary. However, without a
personal justiciable interest, a hearing requestor cannot qualify as an affected
person. 30 TAC § 55.203(a). Although Mr. Borrego is located in close proximity

to the Facility, his hearing request does not demonstrate a personal justiciable
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interest related to a legal right, duty, privilege, power, or economic interest
affected by this application. Therefore, OPIC finds that Fred Borrego does not
qualify as an affected person.?

Desiree Miller

The Commission received a timely hearing request from Desiree Miller,
who did not file any comments. Ms. Miller’s hearing request states that she lives
near the refinery and does not support the granting of the permit. The hearing
request also raises concerns regarding the Applicant’s history of non-compliance
and the granting of the permit without a contested case hearing. Under 30 TAC
§ 55.201(c), a hearing request must be based on the requestor’s timely comments.
Because Ms. Miller did not comply with this requirement, OPIC finds that Desiree
Miller does not qualify as an affected person.

Requestors Who Are Relatively Distant from The Facility

The Commission received timely comments and hearing requests from
Christina Barrett (P.O. Box Address)?, Brian Kelly (7.83 miles), Robert Heyman
(1.15 miles), Celia Aguilar (1.22 miles), Cemelli De Aztlan (3.12 miles), and

Cynthia Bernal (5.72 miles).

3 While OPIC is unable to find that Mr. Borrego qualifies as an affected person based on the
information provided in his hearing request, we do note that pursuant to 30 TAC § 55.211(e), if
any requests for contested case hearing are granted in this matter, and a preliminary hearing is
convened at SOAH, any person whose request is denied may attend and seek to be admitted as a
party.

* Ms. Barrett did not provide her physical address, and therefore, she is not included in the ED’s
map. As her physical location is not available, OPIC cannot find that she is likely to be impacted
by the Facility’s operations in a way that differs from the general public as required by 30 TAC
§ 55.203(a).
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Mr. Kelly’s hearing request raises concerns regarding his health condition
and the potential impacts of the Facility’s operations on his and his family’s use
and enjoyment of their property. The remaining requestors collectively raise
general concerns regarding public health, community well-being, and
environmental protection. These requestors do not explain how or why they feel
that the activity or the Facility would impact them, and therefore they do not
demonstrate a personal justiciable interest distinct from that of the general
public, as required by 30 TAC § 55.201(d)(2).

Considering the requestors’ distance from the Facility, OPIC cannot find
that these requestors are likely to be impacted by the Facility’s operations in a
way that differs from the general public as required by 30 TAC § 55.203(a). The
intervening distance diminishes any likelihood that the regulated activity will
impact their health, safety, or use of property. Without a personal justiciable
interest, a hearing requestor cannot qualify as an affected person. Therefore,
OPIC finds that these requestors do not qualify as affected persons.

B. Which issues raised in the hearing request are disputed

The County raised the following disputed issues:

1. Whether anticipated air contaminants from the Facility will be
protective of human health, general welfare, and physical property;

2. Whether anticipated air contaminants from the Facility may injure or
adversely affect the County’s property;

3. Whether air contaminants from the Facility will interfere with the
normal use and enjoyment of the County’s property;

4. Whether the air quality analysis in the Application is flawed; and
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5. Whether the emissions calculation methodologies used in the
application are flawed or outdated.
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 in the request are issues of fact.
D. Whether the issues were raised during the public comment period
Issues 1-5 in Section III.B. were specifically raised by the County 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 requests raise 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)(i). To refer an issue to 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).

Air Quality, Human Health and General Welfare

Under the TCAA, the Commission may issue this permit only if it finds no

indication that the emissions from the Facility will contravene the intent of the
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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). Therefore, Issues Nos. 1, 2, and 4 are
relevant and material to the Commission’s decision regarding this application.

Use and Enjoyment of Property

The Applicant must comply with 30 TAC § 101.4, which prohibits
discharge of air contaminants in such concentration or duration as may be
injurious to or adversely affect human health or welfare, animal life, vegetation,
or property, or interfere with the normal use and enjoyment of animal life,
vegetation, or property. Therefore Issue Nos. 2 and 3 are relevant and material
to the Commission’s decision regarding this application.

Emissions Calculation

As explained in the RTC, the Applicant represented the methodologies
used to control and minimize emissions and utilized corresponding control
efficiencies when calculating the emission rates. Under 30 TAC § 116.116(a), the
Applicant is bound by these representations. Therefore, Issue No. 5 regarding the
emissions calculation methodologies used in the Application is relevant and
material to the Commission’s decision on this application.

H. 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. 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 should be 180 days
from the first day of the preliminary hearing until the proposal for decision is

issued.
IV. REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION

The Commission received a timely request for reconsideration from Brian
Kelly. The request raises concerns regarding potential harm to children,
particularly concerning clean drinking water and the release of VOCs. The
request states that leaks, spills, and contamination from the Facility operations
could introduce harmful substances into the water supply and that VOCs
associated with oil refineries have been linked to respiratory problems and other
health issues, especially in developing children. The request urges
reconsideration of the approval of the proposed permit due to potential impact
on the environment and children.

OPIC notes that concerns regarding water quality are outside the scope of
this air permitting proceeding and are not within the Commission’s jurisdiction

for purposes of this Application. The remaining concerns regarding potential
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health impacts are within the Commission's jurisdiction to address in
proceedings on this Application. However, a record establishing the evidentiary
basis for reconsidering the ED’s decision based on these issues would be needed
to recommend that the request for reconsideration be granted. As no such record
currently exists, OPIC cannot recommend the requests be granted at this time;
however, OPIC is recommending a contested case hearing on the issues as
discussed in Section IIL.B.

V. CONCLUSION

For the reasons discussed above, OPIC respectfully recommends the
Commission find El Paso County is an affected person in this matter, grant its
hearing request, and refer the issues listed in section IIL.B. for a contested case
hearing at SOAH with a maximum duration of 180 days. OPIC further
recommends denial of all remaining requests for contested case hearing as well
as the pending request for reconsideration. Finally, OPIC recommends that the
Commission refer the matter to the Commission’s Alternative Dispute Resolution

Program to proceed concurrently with SOAH preliminary hearing scheduling.

Respectfully submitted,

David Timberger
Interim Public Interest Counsel

[signature on next page]
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mn

PranJal M. Mehta

Assistant Public Interest Counsel
State Bar No. 24080488

P.O. Box 13087, MC 103

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

(512) 239-0574

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on May 11, 2026, the Office of Public Interest Counsel’s
Response to Requests for Hearing and Request 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.

D s

Prahjal M. Mehta
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MAILING LIST
WESTERN REFINING COMPANY LLC
TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2026-0472-AIR

FOR THE APPLICANT
via electronic mail:

Rebecca Ayala, Advanced EHS
Professional

Western Refining Company LLC
212 North Clark Drive

El Paso, Texas 79905
ravala@marathonpetroleum.com

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
via electronic mail:

Katelyn Ding, 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
katelyn.ding@tceq.texas.gov

David Havens, Technical Staff

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Air Permits Division MC-163

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Tel: 512/239-1250 Fax: 512/239-1400
david.havens@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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REQUESTER(S)

Dr. Josh Acevedo

District 2, City Of El Paso
300 N Campbell St

El Paso, TX 79901

Celia Aguilar
127 Marquita Ln
El Paso, TX 79915

Christina Barrett
Po Box 12283
El Paso, TX 79913

Cynthia Bernal
4809 Excalibur Dr
Unit B

El Paso, TX 79902

Fred Borrego

San Juan Association
6805 Alameda Ave

El Paso, TX 79905

Carlos Eduardo Cardenas

Law Office Of Carlos Eduardo Cardenas
717 E San Antonio Ave

Toltec Bldg, 3Rd FI

El Paso, TX 79901

Cemelli De Aztlan

Familias Unidas Del Chamizal
2102 Texas Ave

Apt B3

El Paso, TX 79901

Adam Friedman
El Paso County
500 W 5Th St
Austin, TX 78701

Adam Friedman
El Paso County
Po Box 12127
Austin, TX 78711

Robert Heyman
5625 Flower Dr
El Paso, TX 79905

Brian William Kelly
524 Spring Crest Dr
El Paso, TX 79912

Desiree Miller
178 S Glenwood St
El Paso, TX 79905

Vincent Perez
649 Londonderry Rd
El Paso, TX 79907

Joshua Blaine Simmons
Eco El Paso

3590 N Zaragoza Rd
Ste B103, No 203

El Paso, TX 79938

David C Stout

County Commissioner, El Paso County
Precinct 2

500 E San Antonio Ave

Ste 301

El Paso, TX 79901
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