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APPLICATION OF THE CITY OF § 'BEFORE THE"STATE OF_{FI(E‘E
CIBOLO FOR SINGLE CERTIFICATION -§
IN INCORPORATED AREA AND TO § :
DECERTIFY PORTIONS OF GREEN-. § - OF
VALLEY SPECIAL UTILITY § :

. DISTRICT’S SEWER CERTIFICATE OF  § - .
" CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY IN § o
GUADALUPE COUNTY § ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS
: . SOAH ORDER NO.7

GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART -
THE CITY OF CIBOLO’S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY DECISION

N
¥

In its Supplemental Prehmmary Order, the Public Utility Commission of Texds

(Comnnssmn) Identlﬁed three issues to be addressed i in this case:

%

o

9. What property, if any, will be rendered useless or valueless to Green
o Valley by the decertification’ sought by Cibolo: in this proceeding? -TWC
[Texas Water Code] § 13.254(c).

-

=

=~ 10. d What property of Green Valley, if any, has Cibolo requested be transferred
to it? TWC §13. 254(c). - ;

E

11.  Are the ‘exrstrng appraisils lifnited.to valuing the property that has been’
determined to have been rendered useless of valueless by decertification
and the property that Cibolo has requested be transferred?

o+

. As the parties stipulated, this case is bifurcated and the first stage (Stage I) addresses only Issues
9-11.% v ’

On November 8, 2016, the Clty of Ciboio (Cibolo or the City) filed a motion' for partial
summary decision (Cibolo’s -Motion) regarding Issues 9 and 10.>" On December 2, 2016, the

£

! Supplemental PrelImmary Order (Jul. 20, 2016) at 4-5. The above referénces in that order to TWC § 13.254 are.
typographical errors and should refer to § 13. 255

? SOAH Order No. 2 (Aug. 22, 2016) at 1.
? City of Cibolo’s Motion for Partial Summary Decision (Nov. 8, 2016).

*
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Commission staff (Staff) filed.a reply (Staff’s Reply). On December 5, 2016, Green Valley.

Special Utility District (Green Valley) filed its response to Cil')olo’s Motion and Staff’ s Reply
(Green Valley’s Response) 5 On December 7, 2016, Staff filed a sur-reply to Green Valley s
Response and Green Valley filed a response to Staff's sur-reply.$ The ALJs have not cons1dered

“the December 7, 2016 filings because Commission rules and orders in this case do not provide

for them.

I. CIBOLO’S MOTION REGARDING ISSUE 10

"

Green Valley does not oppose Cibolo’s Motion regarding Issue 10-and stipulates that.

Cibolo has not requested Green Valley to transfer any Green V:alley property to Cibolo. The
“parties’ pleadings regarding Cibolo’s Motion indicate that point is uncontested. Cibolo’; Motion
reg‘elr“ding Issue 10 is thus GRANTED. Tl;e Proposal for Decision will include a finding of fact
that Cibolo has not requested Green Valley to transfer any Green Valley property to Cibolo. As

discussed below, the ALJs deny Cibolo’s Motion regarding Issue 9. The remaining issues in

*

Stage I of this case thus are:
9. What property, if any, will be rendered useless or zvalueless to Green
Valley by the decertification sought by Cibolo i in this proceedmg” TWC
§ 13. 255(0H34§4(e) ,

11 Are the existing appraisals limited to valuing the property that has been
determined to have been rendered useless or valueless by decertification

+ x

* Commission Staff’s Reply to Cibolo’s Motion for Partial Summary Decision Dec. 2 2016).

* Green Valley SUD’s Response to City of Cibolo’s Motion for Paitial Summary Dec151on and Commission Staff’s
Reply to Cibolo’s Motion (Dec. 5, 2016). Green Valley’s Response was timely. SOAH Order No.'4 ‘(Nov. 14,
2016)

$ Commission Staff’s Sur-Reply to Green Valley SUD’s Response to City of Cibolo’s Motion for Partial Summary
Decision (Dec. 7, 2016), Green Valley SUD’S Response to“Staff's Sur-Reply to C1bolo s Motion for Partial
Summary Decision (Dec. 7, 2016). a

»
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“

II. CIBOLO’S MOTION REGARDING ISéUE 9

w
Y

A. Legal Standard For Summary Décision

In t;u“ling on Cibolo’s Motion, the ALJs apply the Commission’s rule and case law
relating to summary decision. The ALJs “may grant a motion fo; summary decision on any or
all xissues‘ to the extent that the pleadings, affidavits, materials obtained by discovery or
otherwise, admissions, matters officially-noticed, or evidence of record show that there is no
genuine' issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a decxslon in its

”7 The movant has the

favor, as a matter of law, on the issues expressly set forth in the motion.
burden to demonstrate that this standard has been met.* The motion “shall specifically describe
the fac}s upon which the request for summary decision is based, the information and materials

that demonétrate those facts, and the laws of legal theoriés that entitle the movant to summary
‘ decision.” A party opposing the ‘motion “shall show, by affidavits, materials obtained by
discovery or otherwise, admissions, matters oﬂiciqlly noticed, or evidence of record, that there is
a genuine issue of material fact for determination at the hearing, or ‘that summary decision is

inappropriate as a matter of law.”"

element of a claim is entitled to summary decision on that claim. The -ALJs take as true all

ev1dence favorable to the non-movant and indulge every reasonable inference and resolve any

doubts in the non-movant's favor.'?

3

-

716 Tex. Admin. Code (TAC) § 22.182(a).

® 16 TAC § 22.182(b).

° 16 TAC § 22.182(b).

016 TAC § 22 182(c). ’ ¢
- Southwestem Elec..Power Co. v. Grant, 73 S.W. 3d 211, 215 (Tex. ,2002).
12 Southwestern Elec. Power Co., 73 S.W.3d at 215. . .

-

1

A Tovant that conclusively negates at least one-essential

00000:
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-

B. ALJS’ Analysis of Cibolo’s Motion Regarding Issue 9

-For reasons:discussed below, Cibolo’s Motion regarding Issue 9 is DENIED. Cibolo has
not met its burden to show that, as a matter of law, Green Valley does not have property that the
decertification sought by Cibolo will render useléss or valueless to Green Valley. Cibolo’s

¥

Motion asserts two grounds for summary decision regarding Issue 9—that, as a matter of law:

N
7

° On March 8, 2016, Green Valley did not have “property” as that term relates to
Issue 9; and -

¢
_

. The decertification sought by Cibolo did not render any property of Green Valley
useless or valueless to Green Valley because, pursuant to a Texas-Commission of
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) rule, it had no use or value anyway.

Before addressing those two grounds, the ‘ALJs discuss three threshold issues raised by' the
pleadings regarding Cibolo’s Motion. S F ’

1. Threshold Issues

Argument that-Cibolo’s Motion is Premature. " Green Valley’s interpretation that the
Commission’s summary decision rule precludes consideration of Cibolo’s Motion before the
hearing is unpersuasive.. Green Valley has been able to conduct discovery for approximately'7%2
‘months, since its April 22, 2016 motion to intervene.” -The parties have prefiled their direct
cases; the ALLJs have ruled on objections to them; and the hedring is set for January 17-18, 2017,
barely a month from now.: Greer; V;llley has had ample time to submit pleadings, affidavits,
materials obtaine(i by d{scovéry or otherwise, admissions, and prefiled testimony, and to ‘reques"t
official notice of matters, for the ALJs to consider in ruling on Cibolo’s Motion. In addition, that
the Commission’s sﬁmmary decision rule includes “evidence, of record” in its list of materials

parties may subrmt allows a party to seek summary de01s1on at or aﬁer the hearing based on

evidence of record. The rule does not prohibit summary dec151on from belng granted before the

B .
¥ -

¥

B 16 TAC § 22.104(c).
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hearing. If 1t did, there would be I'I(_) reason for it to list affidavits, discovery, and other mat%;ialé

(in addition to evidence of record) as materials that mey be considered in ruling 6n a motion for

~summary decision. Moreover, Green Valley’s interprétation Would deprive the summary-

decision procedure of much of its value, which is to curtail 11t1gat10n of an issue as soon as it is
clear that an issue can be decided as a matter of law. _ )
U, N
Burden of Production. Cibolo and Staff complain about Green Valley’s failure to make .
various showings regarding its property. Those matters are discussed later in this order in .
rejecting the first ground of Cibolo’s Motion regardlng Issue 9. The ALJs discuss gerlerally ‘
below the burden of production applicable to issues addressed at the hearing.

>

SOAH Order No. 2 states:

N " -

The partiés also provided argument regarding assignmeént of the burden of proof ~
in this matter. Based on the argumént of the parties, 16 Texas Administrative
Code § 24.12, and 1 Texas Admlmstratlve Code § 155.427 the Administrative
Law Judge (ALJ) assigns the burden of proof in both stages of this case to the
City, because it is the applicant in this proceeding.'*

‘e §

As SOAH Order No. 2 ihdicates as the applicant, Cibolo has the b1:1rden of persuasion, \;/hicll
never shifts. Cibolo also has the initial burden of production. If Cibolo makes a prima facie case
‘that Gréen Valley has no property that the decertification will render useless or valueless to
* Green Valley, the burden of production sh1ﬁs to Green Valley to show that it-has such propeny
In that regard, the followmg deﬁmtlons apply -

<

™ SOAH Order No. 2 (Aug, 19, 2016) at 1. '

B See, e.g., Complaint of Harris County Hospital District against Southwestern Bell Telephone, LP d/b/a AT&T
_Texas, SOAH Docket No. 473-09-5914, PUC Docket’ No. 36361, Order No.*21 ‘(Sep. 27, 2010) (Complaint of
'Harris County Order No. 21). Two factors histed in 1 TAC § 155.427 are “the parties’-relative access to and control
over information pertinent to the merits of the case and “whether a party would be required to prove a.negative.”
Compared to Cibolo, Green Valley has greater aécess to and &ontrol over information relating to Green Valley’s
property.+ In addition, the legal principle that, if Cibolo makes a prima face case, the burden of productlon shifts to
.Green Valley to show it has property that the decertification will render useless’or valueless avoids requiring Cibolo
'to prove a negauve .

-
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l’t

-

-«

o« ' “Burden of persuasion” means a party s duty to persuade the fact finder by-a  ~
«  preponderance of the credible evidence to make ﬁndmgs favorable to that party.’

:\»
* v

. “Burden of production” (also referred to as the ‘ib’urden of going forward with
: evidence””) means a party’s duty to introduce evidence into the record."

\
~ ¥

. “Prima facie case” means the minimum amount of evidence sufficient to support
a claim until contradicted and overcome by other ev1dence

LY s

Date as of which Green Valley Must Have Propeny for It to be Considered Regardmg
Issue 9. «As discussed- below Green Valley admlts that on March 8, 2016, it had no existing
sewer mfrastructure within its sewer cert1ﬁcated area. Cibolo’ s Motion states: “The March 8;
2016 date is 51gr11ﬁcant because that was the date that the-City filed the- Apphcatlon with the}
Commission. 19 The ALJs request that the parties confer about whether the date on which Green Lo
Valley must have owned ° property for it to' be cons1dered in deciding Issue 9isa contested‘
issue. Ifit s, they should include leg%l argument on it in thelr initial post-hearing briefs. If 1t is
not, they should file a stipulation on it before the hearing, k

~ ]

~ 2. ' Asserted Ground for Summary. Decision Relating to the Definition - of };
-“Property” :

3

3

, The parties agree that Green Va]ley s certlﬁcate of convemence and necessity, is not

e

“property” w1th1n the meaning of Issue 9. The ALJ s concur. -

~
>

. I ! - ) *
¥

16 Complaint of Harris County Order No. 21, citing Black’s Law Dictionary, $th Ed (20021) '
7 Complaint of Harris County Order No. 21, citing Black’s Lai chtlonary, 8th Ed (2004)

N 18 Complaint of Harris County,Order No. 21, citing Town of Fazrwew v. City of McKznney, 271 SW.3d 461 467
(Tex App. — Dallas 2008, pet. denied), Complaint of Intellicall, Inc. et al Aganst Private Coin Phone Rates and
. Practices of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, 12 P.U.C. Bulletin. 1585, P.U.C. Docket Nos. 71'72 7123
- 7124, and 7125 Order on Appeal ‘of Order No.'6 (Dec. 9, 1986). & ¢

. 19 Clbolo S Motlon at 5 - “ R

F, ~
* - 00000¢



*

SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-16-5296.WS : SOAH OkDER NO..7 PAGE7
PUC DOCKET NO. 45702 ; .

“Gr(een Valley states that its appraisal filed June 18, 2016, includes all of its real and
personal property that the decertification would-render useless or valueless.”’ Cibolo’s Motion :
and Staff’s Reply seek summary‘decision'regarding Issue-9 based on Green Valley admissioris
that: -

o On March 8, 2016, Green Valley had no ex1st1ng sewer mfrastructure in the area
to be decertificated. 2 .

4
‘ [

‘. On March 8 2016, Green Valley had not entered into any agreements regarding -

, the design or construction of sewer infrastructure within  the area to be
* © decertificated. " < ' '

. The only wastewater asset Green Valley identified that is in the area to.be

~ decertificated or that supports identified wastewater facilities is 65 ‘acres of land

Green Valley purchased to construct a regional treatment facility, which is outside
“the area to be decertificated. Green Valley adnuts that the land will not be
: rendered useless and valueless upon dedertification.? N

° Green Valley does not currently operate a sewer system anywhere: #
¥

Green Valley argues that Issue 9 is not ?ppropdate for summary decision, noting that the
Commission’s Supplemental Preliminary Order in this case refers to that issue as-“factually
intensive, lending itself to the contested-case.process at SOAH 23 Green Valley .observes that
the preﬁled testimony of its witness Joshua Korman dlSCUSSeS Green Valley property that it
contends the decertification would render useless or valueless Green Valley cites a Texas

Supreme Court holding that:" !

» Response to Cibolo™s Request for Information (Green Valley’s RFI Response) 2-22.

21 Green Valley’s Admission 1-4. Cibolo states that the’area to be decemﬂcated 1s shown in a map attached to
Cibolo’s Motion as Exh. City- MSD-1. .

2 Green Valley’s Admission 2-24. ‘. )
B Green Valley’s RFI Responses 1-10, 2-27; Green Valley’s Admission 3-10.

o

L Green Valley’s Admissions 1-1, 1-3:1-4; Green Valley’s RFI Response 2-15.

¥ Supplemental Preliminaryprder at 2.
% Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Joshua M. Korman Mov. 2, 2016).

i

000007



.

- -

SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-16-5296.WS SOAH ORDER NO. 7
PUC DOCKET NO. 45702

¥

In construing a statute, if the legislature does not define a term, its ordinary
'meaning will be applied. By its ordinary meaning; the term “property” extends to

“every species of valuable right and interest.” It is “commonly used to denote -

everything which is the subj ect of ownership, corporeal or mcorporeal tangible or

* mtanglble visible or 1nv1s1ble real or personal.” ¥’ ;

-

¥ l
Green Valley quotes TWC provisions discussed below and cites the legislative history of TWC
§ 13.255, about which the bill’s sponsor, Representative anojosa, explained:

q
3
b} » 4

" What this b111 does, it allows: for the.city to provide water in those areas, and

prov1des a procedure where the water supply corporation and the city can work
out their* differences and at the same ‘time have the water -supply corporation
compensated for any bond indebtedness that it may have or for any other property
that it 8may lose because the City going into the certified area and provided
water.

After review of the materials hhd,legal authorities cited or supplied in the pleadings
regarding Cibolo’s Motion, the-ALJs conclude that the definition- of a retail public utility’s
“property” that decertification would render useless or valueless is ksufﬁciently broad :chat, with

_respect to the first ground for sﬁm£nary decision regarding Issue 9, there remains a genuine issue‘(
as to a material fact and Cibolo is not entitled to a decision in its'favor as a matter of law. TWC

§ 13.255 provisions relevant to that definition include ‘the following: ~

The utility commission 'shall also determine whether single certification as
requested by the mum01pa11ty would result in property of a retail public utility
bemg rendered useless or valueless to the retail public utility and shall determine
in its order the monetary amount that is adequate and just to compensate the retail
public utility for such propérty. . . .%*° -

_For the purpose of implementing this, section, the value of real property owned
and ‘utilized by the retail public utlllty for its facilities shall be determined

accordmg to the standards set forth in Chapter 21, Property Code, governing
actions in eminent domain; the value of personal property shall be determined

according to the” factors in this subsection. The factors ensuring that the

"7 Staté'v. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 883 S.W.2d 190, 200 (citations omitted).
% Green Valley Response Att. B (Senate Committee Meeting on HB 2035 (70% Leg., R.S. 1987)).

® TWC § 13.255(c). See also 16 TAC § 24.120(c).

-
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compensation to.a retail public utility is just and adequate, shall, at a minimum,
include: impact on the existing indebtedness of the retail public utility . and its
ability  to repay that debt, the value of the seérvice facilities of the retail publlc
utility located within the area in questlon, ‘the,amount of any%expendltures for

’ ‘planning, design, or construction of service facﬂltles outside the 1ncorporated or
annexed area that are allocable to service to the area in question; the amount of
the retail public utility' s contractual obhgatlons allocable to the area in question,-
any demonstratéd 1mpa1rment of service or increase of cost to consimers of the
retail public utility remainifig after the s1ng1e certification, the impact on future
revenues lost from existing customers, necessary and reasonable legal expenses
and professional fees, factors relevant to maintaining the current financial
integrity of the retail pubhc utility, and other relevant factors

"TWC § 13.002 contairis this definition:

“Facilitiés” means all the plant and:equipment of a retail public utility, including
all tangible and intangible real and personal property without limitation, and any
. and all means and instrumentalities in any -manner owned, operated, leased,
’ licensed, used, controlled, furnished, or supplied for, by, or in connection with the
business of any retail public utility.*!

, In determining the meaning of “property” for purposes of Issue 9, the ALJs considered
the principles of statutory construction. For example, ';;vords and phrases are read in context and
construed according to the rules of grammar and common usage; the word “shall” imposes a
" duty; and a statute, is construed with the présumption that the Legislature intended the entire

statute to be effective.>? Althougli Phase I of this case does not include determining the amount,
.if any, 'of compensation owed, for the Commission to,fulfill its duties under TWC §-13.255,

“propeity” ‘must be construed broadly enough to include ltems the statute lists as compensable if
. other requirements (such as that decertification renders them useless or valueless) are met. The
ALJs also took into account that the precise meanings of ‘property,” “useless,” and “valueless”
are'not yet ::lear and the Commission will likely clarff‘y‘them after further developnient of the

issues in cases like this.

1

® TWC § 13.255(g). See also 16 TAC § 24.120(g).
3L TWC § 13.002(9). See also 16 TAC § 24.3(26). S
% Tex. Gov’t Code chapter 311 (Code Construction Act), §§ 311.011(a), 311.016(2), 311.021(2).

.
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3.  Asserted Ground for Summary Decision Relating to Effect of the
Decertification

- The second ground for summary decision regarding Issue 9'is Cibolo’s con;tention that, as
a matter of law, 30 TAC chapter 351, subchapter F prohibits Green Vailey from collecting,
transportmg, treating, and disposing of/dlscharglng wastewater generated within the area to be
decertificated. 30 TAC § 351.62 states: “The Cibolo Creek Municipal Authorlty [CCMA] is

designated the governmerital entity to develop a regional sewerage system in that area of Cibolo

i

Creek Watershed, in the vicinity of the cities of Cibolo, Séhertz, Universal City, Selma, Bracken,
and Randolph Air Force Base.”® Cibolo coﬁcludes that any Green Valley proper't}_uthat is or
pertains to a regional sewerage system to collect,.transport, treat, or discharge wastewater from
the portion of the Cibolo Creek Watershed in Cibolo’s vicinity (CCMA Regional Afeh) cannot
be rendered useless or valu:eless to Green Valley due to the decertification bpcz;use it cannot be

used for such purposes inthe CCMA Régional Area.

As support for that’ contention, Cibolo cites the prefiled direct testimony of its witness
Rudolph (Rudy) Klein, IV, P.E. Cibolo 'argues that there is no summa'ry,‘decision proof
contradicting his conclusions that'the area to be decertificated is within the Cibolo Creek

~ Watershed, in the vicinity of Cibolo, and within Cibolo’s corporate limits, and thus that CCMA
is the ‘'sole TCEQ-regional wastewater entity for the area to be decertificated.>* Cibolo cites a
Green Valley admission that a small part of the area to be decertificated is within the Cibolo
Creek Watershed and most is within the Santa Clara Watershed.”® Cibolo submitted a map from
‘the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department website as 'in{(iicating ‘that the ‘Santa'Clara Creek
Watershed is a smaller pc;rtion of the Cibolo Creek Watershed.’® Cibolo concludes that “as a
matter of law, any property. related 1;0 developing a ‘sewerage’ system’ in the area to be,

3

¥ Cibolo Motion Exh. City- -MSD-3. 0
* Cibolo Motion Exh. City-MSD-4 at Bates 36-38 (Direct Testimony of Rudolph “Rudy” F. Klein, IV, P. E on

.

Behalf of City of Cibolo (Oct 19, 2016)). ) - “
¥ Green Valley’s RFI Response 2-20.
% Cibolo Motion Exh. City-MSD-4 at Bates 39.

0000010
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decertified cannot be renderéd useless or valueless by the décertification because it was never

useful or valuable to .begin with.”*’

-

+* -

The ALJs find unconvincing Green Valley’s argument that the Commission lacks

jurisdiction to address Cibolo’s second ground for summary decision. The Legislature imposed

* on'the Comimission a duty to determme what Green Valley property, 1f any, the decertlﬁcatxon
will render useless or valueless to Green Valley. The Commission thus has authorlty to decide
whether developments at TCEQ, rather than the decertification, render Green Valley property

useless or valueless.

-

Regarbing the n;erits ‘of Cibdlp’s sc'econd ground for summary decision, Green Valley
.discusses its gpplication pending at TCEQ.?® Green Valley states that-since' August 2015, Cibolo
has argued in that proceeding that CCMA is the only entity that may provide service in the area
to b; decertificated. ~ According .to, Green Valley, TCEQ’s Executive Director (ED)
recommended rejecting that argument. For example, the ED stated:

o
CCMA ' commented that Green Valley SUD’s application violates title 30, chapter
351, subchapter F of the Texas Administrative Code because Green Valley SUD

. seeks to obtain a permlt to discharge domestic wastewater effluent within area .
where only CCMA is authorized to obtain a permit related to discharging”
domestic wastewater effluent. \ The cities of Cibolo"and Schertz supported this
comment .

CCMA’s questions regardmg the proposed permlt suggest that if a facility’s
service area overlaps its own service area, then chapter 351 applles Assuming
what CCMA refers to as its service area is the Cibolo Creek regional area as that
area is defined in chapter 351, the ED disagrees that the service area’s location is
the appropriate method for determining if chapter 351" applies. ... . Therefore, the
location of the discharge point is what determines if chapter 351 appliés, not the
location of the proppéed service area. . . .*

P

37 Cibolo Motion at 7.

- 3 N
. B Applicz;tior} Jfrom Green Valley Special Utility District (SUD) for New Texas Pollutdnt Discharge Elimination
System (TPDES) Permit No. WQ1536001, TCEQ Ddcket No. 2016-1876-MWD (pending). |

#

-
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3 ¥
o [

&

B 4

Green Valley SUD intends to dlscharge into Santa Clara Creek, not Mid ClbOlO *
.Creek. Therefore, chapter 351, subchapter F does not apply to this appllcatlon

L4 *
S

The ED also characterized as “a m{xed issue of fact and law” whether 30 TAC title 30, chapter
351, subchapter F,prohibits TCEQ from i 1ssu1ng the proposed perrmt and recommended referring -
that issue to SOAH for- hearlng " While concedmg that TCEQ mlght not adopt the ED’s ', .

. position, Green Valley argue@ that the isstie is not as cut and dried as Cibolo contends.

. t

s e
LT

Aﬁer rev1ew of  the materlals and legal authorltxes c1ted or supplled in the pleadings’
regardlng Clbolo s Motion, the ALJs conclude that regardmg Clbolo s second ground for
summary decision’regarding” Issue 9, there remains a genuine issue as to a materlal fact and
Cibolo is not entitled to a decision in its favor as a matter of law. ) )

»

-

* SIGNED December 9, 2016.

’ v -y
“ - H -
’ I < F A e

E, ;:e:‘fff" ‘{,r L J,zéz:‘ﬁ-{;; .
TEVEN D. ARNOLD s '
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE ¢
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% Green Valley Response, Att. -A(ED’s Response to Public Comment at 3, 5-6). * . ,’ .
0 (}ree}'l Valley Resporise, Aff. A (ED’s Response to Hearing Requests and Request for Recqhsideratfon at 7).‘.
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