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This case involves an urban landfill=s application to permit a mgor expanson. Ascities
grow, arealandfills reach capacity. Attemptsto obtain new landfill space, dthough necessary, are dways
unpopular with nearby landowners. BFl operatesalandfill in east San Antonio. After severd incremental
expangions, it gpplied to the Commission' for an expansion permit that would more than triplethe landfill=s

gze and dlow it to operate for gpproximatdy fifty-seven more years before it reached capacity. Nearby

! By statute effective September 1, 2001, the legidature changed the name of the Texas Natural
Resource Conservation Commission to the Texas Commission on Environmental Qudiity, to be effective
January 1, 2004. The statute granted the TNRCC authority to adopt atimetable for phasing in the change
of the agency's name, so that until January 1, 2004, the agency may perform any act authorized by law
under ether titte. See Act of April 20, 2001, 77th Leg., R.S,, ch. 965, * 18.01, 2001 Tex. Gen. Laws
1985. On September 1, 2002, the agency began using its new name, while continuing to recognize the
former. Because the parties have referred to the agency as the Commission in the briefs and a ord
argument, we will do so aswdl in this opinion.



res dentsformed an organization, Martinez Environmental Group, to oppose BFI=spermit gpplication. They
were joined in their opposition by the nearby City of China Grove and an adjacent business owner Don
McKenzie(collectively MEG). After acontested case hearing, the Commission gpproved BFl=sgodlication
and issued the expangon permit. MEG then sought judicid review in Travis County digtrict court. See Tex.
Gov:t Code Ann. " 2001.171, .176 (West 2000). MEG clamed among other things: (1) that the permit
goproves a Ste operating plan that is not detalled enough to comply with Commission rules; (2) that BFI

was required, and falled, to prove that it was entitled to a permit of lifetime duration at the contested case
hearing; and (3) that evidence was improperly excluded at the contested case hearing. The digtrict court
agreed with MEG on the first two issues and remanded the case to the Commission with detailed

indructions. The court did not ruleon MEG-=sevidentiary complaints. We agree with thedidtrict court that
the Ste operating planisinsufficient and affirm that part of itsjudgment. Wedisagreewith thedigtrict court-s
ruling that the Commisson misinterpreted its own rule regarding the life of the Ste, reverse that part of its

judgment, and render judgment reingtating the Commissiorss decision on the Sters duration.

BACKGROUND
BFI isin the waste digposal business. It operates severa solid waste facilities across the
country, including the Tessman Road Landfill in eest San Antonio. The Tessman Road Landfill currently
sarves the city of San Antonio and severa surrounding communities. In 1981, BFI obtained a permit to
operate a bel ow-ground landfill on 159 acresat thisste. 1n 1985, BFl secured apermit dlowing it to add
106 adjacent acres to the landfillChringing the Stess total area to 265 acres. Twelve years later, BFI
recelved a permit to expand itslandfill vertically. Thiscase concerns BFI:=slatest gpplication to expand the
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landfill by adding 664 adjacent acres and by further increesing the landfill-s maximum heght. This
condderable expansgon would extend the life of the landfill by approximatdy fifty-seven years. The
Commission granted the expansion permit in 2000 after a contested case hearing.

BFI filed this latest permit gpplication with the Commisson in November 1997. The
Commission processed the application according to its rules. In February 1998, the Commissorrs
executive director declared that the application was adminigtratively complete. See Tex. Hedth & Safety
Code Ann. " 361.068 (West 2001); 30 Tex. Admin. Code * 281.17(d) (2002). The executive director
and histechnicd gaff then conducted a technica review of the gpplication. See 30 Tex. Admin. Code *
281.19(a) (2002). In January 1999, the executive director determined that the gpplication wastechnicaly
complete. The executive director then prepared a draft permit, stating: AThis permit will be vadid until
cancelled, amended, or revoked by the Commission, or until the Ste is completdy filled or rendered
unusable, whichever occursfirstd Seeid. " 281.21.

MEG opposed the gpplication, causing the matter to be referred to the State Office of
Administrative Hearings (SOAH) for a contested case hearing.” MEG, the executive director, and others
were admitted asparties. At the contested case hearing, MEG argued that the expansion permit should be
denied on severd grounds. Among other things, it challenged the adequacy of BFI=s Site operating plan for

control of windblown waste, odor, light, noise, and other nuisance concerns, and for its proposed use of an

2 This contested case hearing was somewhat unigque in that two administrative law judges (ALJ)
conducted the entire hearing and collaborated in their proposa for decision, findings of fact, and condusons
of law.



dternativematerid, rather than dirt, asadaily cover for thesite. MEG dso argued that the permit, if issued,
should be of limited duration, not for the life of the landfill.

After making certain revisons requested by MEG, requiring dirt as the daily cover and
providing for better monitoring of windblown waste, the two ALJs issued a proposa for decison
recommending that the Commission grant the permit. The ALJs aso issued proposed findings of fact and
conclusonsof law on severd of the contested issues. Although the proposd for decision specificaly rgects
MEG:s chdlengeto the lifetime duration of the permit, the AL Jsinexplicably failed to addressthisissuein
their findings of fact and conclusonsof law. The Commission issued an order that incorporated the ALJs
recommended permit revisions, adopted the AL Js findings of fact and conclusions of law, and gpproved
BFI=s gpplication for expangon of the landfill for the life of the Site.

MEG then filed a motion for rehearing, complaining among other things that: (1) the ste
operating plan in BF=s permit application failed to comply with chapter 30, section 330.114 of the Texas
Adminidrative Code, which requiresthat Athe Ste operating plan . . . shal provide operating proceduresfor
the Site management and Ste operating personnd in sufficient detail to enable them to conduct the day-to-
day operations of the facilityd; (2) the ALJsimproperly shifted the burden of proof on the durationissueto
MEG, and BF falled to provethat it was entitled to alifetime permit; and (3) the AL Jsimproperly excluded
relevant evidence of BFI=s compliance history at thisand other BFI landfills. MEG=smotion for rehearing
was overruled by operation of law. The Commission then issued the amended permit and MEG brought

this action for judicid review in district court.



In its suit for judicid review, MEG raised the same complaints noted in its motion for
rehearing. Initsjudgment, the district court found that the Commission failed to follow itsown regulaions
both in gpproving the Ste operating plan and in granting the permit for the life of the landfill Ste. The court
asoissued severd spedificingructionsto the Commission for handling the duration issue on remand.® The
court declined to rule on MEG-s evidentiary complaints, stating however that Afu]pon remand. . . the court
assumes that the adminigrative law judge will consider properly proffered evidence of problemsin other

BFl solid waste facilities.. . . to determine the >sufficiency: of the Ste operating plan for this facility.(

DISCUSSION
Whether the Commission failed to follow its own rules presents a question of law. See
Sonic Drivelln v. Hernandez, 797 SW.2d 254, 255 (Tex. App.CCorpus Christi 1990, writ denied).
Essentidly, we must decideif thedidtrict court erred in rgjecting the Commissioresinterpretation of itsown

regulations. Vaid agency rules have the sameforce and effect as statutes. Generaly, we construe agency

? Thejudgment specificaly dtates:

Upon remand the ALJ must (1) determine whether the regulatory presumption shifts
the burden of production or persuasion, (2) then consider al the evidence, and (3) then
meake findings of fact and conclusions regarding the duration of the permit. Based on
the decision of the executive director, the commisson must then make an order that
specifies the duration of the permit.



rules in the same manner as datutes, striving to give effect to the agency:sintent and following the plain
language of therule unlessit isambiguous. Rodriguezv. ServiceLloydsIns. Co., 997 SW.2d. 248, 254
(Tex. 1999); H.G. Sedge Inc. v. Prospective Inv. & Trading Co., 36 S.W.3d. 597, 603 (Tex

App.CAustin 2000, pet. denied). But if thereisvagueness, ambiguity, or roomfor policy determinationsin
the regulation, we will defer to the agency:sinterpretation unlessit isplainly erroneous or inconsistent with
thelanguage of therule. H.G. Sedge, 36 SW.3d at 604. Becauseit representstheview of theregulatory
body that drafted and administers the rule, the agency interpretation actualy becomes a part of the rule
itdf. See McMillan v. Texas Nat. Res. Conservation Commnen, 983 SW.2d 359, 362 (Tex.

App.CAustin 1998, pet. denied).

Permit Duration

The Commissiorrsrulefor municipa solid wastefacilities establishestheAlife of the Stel as
the default duration period but grants the executive director discretion to shorten thisperiod: AA permitis
normally issued for the life of the dite.. . .. When deemed appropriate by the executive director a permit
may be issued for a specific period of timel 30 Tex. Admin. Code * 330.63 (2002).

Thedidtrict court found thet, asamatter of law, the Commission failed to follow thisruleon
three grounds: (1) the Commission confused the roles of the commissioners, the executive director, and the
ALJs (2) the ALJs misapplied the law of presumptions by requiring MEG to proffer conclusve evidence

showing that the permit should not befor thelife of the site; and (3) the Commisson did not issuefindings of



fact or conclusonsof law on this contested issue. We agree with BFI and the Commission that the district
court=s first two grounds are erroneous and that its third ground was not properly preserved.*

To support its finding that the Commissiores reading of the rule confused the roles of the
commissioners, the executive director, and the AL Js, the district court opined that the agency interpretation
alowsthe executive director toAunilaterally decide the duration of the permit . . . and thereby determinethe
[Clommissiorrs order.) Wedisagree. Under the Commissioresreading of therule, the executive director
can, in his discretion, shorten the normal duration period. If, as here, the executive director does not
exercise hisdiscretion to shorten the period, interested partiescan arguefor ashorter periodin acontested

case hearing. The commissioners will then decide the issue based on the ALJs proposa for decision.

* The digtrict court refers to considerations of due process and compliance with the APA in
reaching its decison that the Commission misread its permit-duration regulation. BFI arguesthat MEG did
not preserve any complaint that the Commission Aviolated due processor the APA.0 Wedo not think the
digrict court found such aviolation. Thedigtrict court drafted itsorder Smilar to an gppelate opinion, laying
out itsreasoning. We congtrue its references to due process and the APA asapart of thisreasoning. The
court gpparently used considerations of due process and compliance with the APA asaidsto construction
of therule.



Theruleunambiguoudy Satesthat solid wastefadility permitsarenormaly issued for thelife
of the dte and that the executive director can shorten this period when he deems a shorter period
gopropriate. However, this failure to shorten the duration of the permit may <till be contested, asit was
here. We do not see how the executive director-s falure to shorten the period amounts to Aunilateraly
decidg[ing] the duration of the permit,i when an interested party can argue for a shorter period a a

contested case hearing.”

> Under the district court:s reading of the rule, the executive director is never to make an initia
decison on the stes duration. Ingtead, ALJs must make the initia determination in a contested case
hearing. According to the digtrict court, the ALJs are then to send their proposa for decison to the
executive director instead of the commissoners; and only then isthe executive director to decide the Sitess



duration Abased upon the AL Js findingsand conclusons. . . . [and] forward hisdecision to the commisson
for its consideration as part of its order.(

The digtrict courtsinterpretation is problematic. It disregards the plain language of the ruleand
condruesit inisolaion, ignoring thefact that the executive director isrequired to issue adraft permit after it
completes a technicd review. See 30 Tex. Admin. Code " " 281.19(a), .21(b). If the didtrict court is
correct, an initid draft permit must aways be of lifetime duration because the executive director has no
discretion to impose a shorter period until the application is chalenged and sent to SOAH for a contested
case hearing. But theruleplainly statesthat the executive director can shortenthe duration period when he
deems a shorter period appropriate.

The didtrict court is dso less than clear about the role it envisons for the executive director.
Ordinarily, after a contested case hearing, aproposa for decision isforwarded to the commissionerswho
then make the find determination on al contested issues. But under the district court=s interpretation the
executive director is interposed between the AL Js and the Commission on one issueBduration. It isnot
clear what weight the executive director :srecommendationsareto carry. For example, can the executive
director override the proposd of the ALJS? If the Commission had intended such an unusua processwhen
it drafted section 330.63, it would surdly have been more explicit about it.



The Commissorrsinterpretation of theruleiswell illustrated by thefactsof thiscase. After
completing atechnical review of the gpplication, the executive director decided not to exercisehisdiscretion
to shorten the duration of the permit. This decison was memoridized in the executive director=s draft
permit. When MEG opposed the gpplication, the contested issues, including the duration issue, were sent
to SOAH for acontested case hearing. The executivedirector, MEG, and BFI, were made apartiesto this
hearing. There, a member of the Commissioner=s st&ff testified that the draft permit was a preiminary
document subject to change as aresult of the evidence presented at the hearing. At closng argument, the
executive director recommended that the Commission issue the draft permit for the life of the Site.

We cannot say that the Commissoresinterpretation of the roles of the executive director,
the ALJs, and the commissoners, is plainly erroneous or incongstent with the language of the rule.

Thedigtrict court dso found that the AL Js misapplied the law of presumptions by requiring
MEG to proffer conclusive evidence showing that the permit should not befor thelife of thesite. Thisisnot
the case. We agreewith MEG that at a contested case hearing Athe burden of proof ison the moving party
by a preponderance of evidence.f 30 Tex. Admin. Code * 80.17(a) (2002). But we do not think that the
AL J actudly required MEG to present Aconclusive evidencel) on theissue of duration. The ALJswrote:

That the legidature and/or Commission has seen fit to impose time requirements as to
certaintypesof permits, but not others, reflectsaregulatory intent that should not smply be
disregarded by the ALJ. It is presumed that the Commission was aware of the time
limitations for many types of permits, while still providing that MSW permits are to be
Anormally issued for thelife of the stef 30 Tex. Admin. Code® 330.63(a). The ALJssee

no reason to disregard the wording of thisrule, abbsent conclusive evidence showing such a
need.
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Throughout their proposal for decision, the AL Js use thewordAcondusiveyfl inacdlogud

manner. For example, when discussing use of dternative materid for daily cover they write:

While Protestants evidence does not conclusively establish that al the problems
experienced by loca resdentswith odors, windblown waste, and vectorsarerdated tothe
landfill, let donethe use of tarps, thisisnot digpogtive. Itissmilarly truethat Applicant did
not conclusively establish that the Landfill and, more specificdly, the use of tarps, doesnot
contribute at al to the odor, windblown waste, and vector problems experienced by loca
resdents. While it may be difficult to prove a Anegetive,i it is Applicant-s burden to
edtablish that the proposed Permit terms will enable the Landfill to be in compliance with
the MSW [municipal solid waste] rules. (Emphasis added).

® There are other examples aswell. When discussing the credibility of one of BFI=switness the
ALJswrote: AWhile the evidence indicated a strong likelihood that the bottom of the landfill had been
penetrated during drilling . . . such was not conclusively established. Moreover, suchisnot adigpostive
issuein this proceeding.f (Emphasis added.)
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Colloguid use of the word Aconcdlusvdy( is confusing and should perhaps be avoided in proposals for
decision, paticularly in light of the fact thet there is a conclusive evidence standard dsewhere in the law.’
But thelanguagein the proposal for decison in this case doesnot indicate that the AL Jsgpplied an incorrect
standard of proof. Because the rule directs the permit to be issued for the life of the Site, it was MEG=s
burden to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the period should be shortened. The ALJs
consdered MEG:=s concern and recommended that the permit be granted for the life of the Ste. The
commissioners followed the ALJs recommendation and we find substantia evidence in the record
supporting this agency action.

The didrict court dso found that the Commission Aerred by issuing a permit for the life of
the Stewithout any findingsof fact or concdlusonsof law onthisissue ALJsshould dwaysindudefindings

of fact and conclusions of law on eachissue beforethem.® But because MEG did not complaininitsmotion

” To be entitled to a summary judgement in civil court a plaintiff must condusively establish each
element of his dam while a defendant mugt either conclusively establish each dement of an affirmative
defense or condusively negate an dement of the plaintiff-s dam. See Rhone-Poulenc, Inc. v. Seel, 997
S.W.2d 217, 223 (Tex. 1999).

® The ultimatefacts disputed during acontested case hearing do not aways require detailed findings
of underlying facts. See Texas Health Facilities Commnen v. Charter Med.-Dallas, Inc., 665 S.W.2d
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for rehearing about the Commiss orrsfalureto make findings and conclusions on permit duration, thisissue
was not preserved for review.

A motion for rehearing is a Statutory prerequisite to an apped in a contested case. Tex.
Gov:t Code Ann. * 2001.145(a) (West 2000). The purpose of amotion for rehearing is to appraise the
agency of the claimed error and alow the agency the opportunity to correct the error or prepare to defend
agang it. Suburban Util. Corp. v. Public Util. Comnrn, 652 SW.2d 358, 365 (Tex. 1983); Hill v.
Board of Trs. of Ret. Sys., 40 SW.3d. 676, 678 (Tex. App.CAugin 2001, no pet.). Thetimely filing of a
motion for rehearing isjurisdictiond, but the sufficiency of the motiores content goes soldly to the issue of
preservation of error. Hill, 40 SW.3d at 679. The motion must set forth: (1) the particular finding of fact,
concluson of law, ruling, or other action by the agency which the complaining party assertswas error; and
(2) thelega basisuponwhichtheclaim of error rests. Burkev. Central Educ. Agency, 725 S.\W.2d 393,
397 (Tex. App.CAusdtin 1987, writ ref-d n.r.e). To preserve error, both elements must be present in the
moation, but neither requires a briefing of the law and the facts. 1d. Thestandard isoneof fair notice. See
id.

MEG did complain aout thelack of findings of fact and conclusonsof law initsexceptions

to the ALJs proposd for decison. But in its motion for rehearing MEG clamed only: (1) that the ALJs

446, 450-51 (Tex. 1984) (underlying findings only required when ultimatefinding is mandatory because set
forthinrelevant enabling act). Nonetheess, an agency must dwaysincludefindingsof fact and conclusons
of law to support itsdecison onacontested issue. See Tex Gov:t Code Ann. * 2001.141(b) (West 2000).
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improperly shifted the burden of proof to MEG on the duration issue; (2) that the Commission arbitrarily
faled to exerciseitsdiscretion to limit the Stecs duration period; (3) that Aoverwhe ming evidencell supports
MEG:s request for alimited duration period.

These aleged errors cannot be construed as encompassing or implying acomplaint about
the lack of findings of fact and conclusions of law on the duration of the permit. Moreover, because MEG
had specificadly complained about the absence of such findingsin its exceptions to the AL Js proposal for
decision, the Commisson was entitled to conclude that MEG had abandoned this complaint. See Rossv.
Texas Catastrophe Prop. Ins. Assn, 770 SW.2d 641, 643-44 (Tex. App.CAustin 1989, no writ)
(pleadingsfiled before agency rendersfina order chalenge only the proposa for decison). MEG=smation
did not st forth the agency action that the digtrict court found to be errorCthefailureto includefindings of
fact and conclusions of law on the issue of duration. This aleged error was therefore not preserved for
review.

Wergect the district court=sruling that the Commission did not follow chapter 30, section
330.63 of the Texas Adminigtrative Code in determining the duration of the permit. Wethereforereverse
this part of the district court=s order and render judgment reingtating the Commissorrsdecision regarding

the sitees duration.®

° Inasuit for judicia review of an agency action, the reviewing court isempowered to issue only a
generd remand when it finds error that prejudices an appelants subgtantia rights. See Tex. Gow:t Code
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Site Operating Plan Detail
An gpplicant must submit a detailed Ste operating plan as a part of its landfill permit
gpplication. 30 Tex. Admin. Code. " " 330.57.114 (2002). A detailed, enforceable, Siteoperating planis
crucid in light of the fact that permits are normaly granted for the life of the landfill. When landfill
expangons are frequent and incrementa, affected parties can chalenge the reoccurring expanson
goplications. But when mgjor expansonsareinvolved, as here, the next permit application may be decades
away. Detalled Ste operating plansdlow affected partiesto maintain some oversight of theselarge landfills.
BFI was required to submit a Ste operating plan that Aprovide]s| operating procedures for the Site
management and Ste operating personnel in sufficient detail to enable them to conduct the day-to-day
operations of the facility.¢ 1d. * 330.114. Therule further requires that A[a]s a minimum, the SOP shdl
include specific guidance, procedures, ingructions, and scheduleson: . . . the proceduresthat the operating
personnel shdl follow concerning the operationda requirements of this subchapter.d 1d. Thedigtrict court
found that, asamatter of law, BFI=s Site operating plan does not comply with thisregulation. Weagreeand

will affirm the digtrict courts judgment on thisissue.

Ann. * 2001.174 (West 2000). The district court therefore erred by including in its judgment detailed
ingructions on how the commission should determinethe duration issue on remand. However, becausewe
hold that the agency interpretation of the rule is valid, we need not address this point in detail.
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The Commisson and BFI claim that because MEG did not detall every dlegedinaffiaency
of the plan in its motion for rehearing it therefore did not preserve a chdlenge to the entire Ste operating
plan. We disagree. MEG:=s mation for rehearing sufficiently chalenges the entire plan:

BFI faled to demondrate that its Ste operating plan, including the plan for windblown
waste, >provide operating procedures for the dte management and the Site operating

personnd in sufficient detall to conduct the day-to-day operations of the facility,- as
required by [chapter 30, section 330.114 of the Texas Administrative Code].

MEG then pointed out severd specific insufficiencies, and concluded that:

These>plans: likemost of BFI=s Site Operating Plans, arelittle more than arestatement of
what the rulesrequire. They are not true plans. Clearly they are not sufficient to meet the
requirements of [chapter 30, section 330.114 of the Texas Adminigtrative Code]. The
Commission should reconsder its decision granting BFI=s gpplication and should require
specific, detailed, operating plans that will ensure that BFI will cease causng nuisance

conditions.

This language was itsdlf sufficient to preserve MEG=s complaint about the entire Ste
operating plan. It clearly sets out the agency action that it asserts was errorCthe Commissorsfalureto
follow chapter 30, section 330.114 of the Texas Administrative Code. MEG was not required to providea
detailed briefing of the law and the facts surrounding its complaint. See Burke, 725 S\W.2d at 397.

Instead of setting out pecific operating proceduresin itsregulations, the Commissorsrues
consst of generd requirements that dlow landfill operators to develop specific operating procedures

tallored tothar individua stes. These specific procedures must beincluded in adetalled Ste operating plan,
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and deviation from an approved site operating planwill be deemed aviolation of the adminigtrative code.
See 30 Tex. Admin. Code " " 330.57, .111 .114.

Much of the BFI=s dte operating plan merdy mimics the broad language of the code
sections that it is supposed to implement. For example, section 330.115 requires a landfill operator to
Amaintain a stockpile of earth within 2,500 feet of the working face or active disposa area,i whiletheste
operating plan requires Aastockpile of earth sufficient to cover the entire working face or active disposa
areawill be maintained within 2,500 feet of the active disposa area ™

There are no detailed generd rulesto guide the daily operation of amunicipa solid waste
plant. The Commission has rgected a one-gze-fits-dl gpproach to regulation, in favor of individud sSte
operating planstailored to meet specificlocations. Each Ste operating plan must therefore provide specific,
enforceable proceduresto govern the daily operation of aspecificlandfill. Theexact leved of detail required
of each individud section of aplan isamatter of agency discretionChut, & aminimum, aplan must set out
enforcesable procedures and be more detailed than the generd rules that it implements. We affirm the
district court=s ruling that BFI-s Site operating plan does not comply with chapter 30, section 330.114 of the

Texas Adminigrative Code.

19 There are severd additiona sections of the site operating plan that do little more than echo the
general language of the code sections they are supposed to implement.
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Other I'ssues

The didrict court did not rule on MEG=s complaint that the Commisson improperly
excluded relevant evidence of BFI-scompliance history at thisand other landfills. 1tissmilarly unnecessary
for ustorule onthispoint. On remand, the AL Js can determinethe admissihility of thisand other evidence
inlight of our holding that BFI must provide a more detailed Site operating plan.

Findly, BFl and the Commisson clam that the digtrict court erred by vacating the
Commissors order instead of reveraing it. Inits judgment, the district court uses the termsAvacate and
Areversel interchangeably. We agree with BFI and the Commission that the didtrict court had no authority
to vacatethe Commissiorrsorder. See Tex. Gov:t Code Ann. * 2001.176(b)(2) (West 2000). However,

we congtrue the digtrict court=s judgment to reverse, not vacate, the Commissiorrs order.

CONCLUSION
We agree with the digtrict court=sruling that the Ste operating planisinsufficient and affirm
that part of itsjudgment. We disagree with the district court=s ruling that the Commission misinterpreted its
own ruleregarding thelife of thesite. Wereversethat part of itsjudgment and render judgment reingtating
the decision of the Commission regarding thesitecssduration. The scope of the district court-sremandtothe
Commissonismodified accordingly. Thiscauseisremanded to the Commission for further congderation of

the Site operating plan.
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Bea Ann Smith, Jugtice
Before JusticesKidd, B. A. Smith and Y eakéel
Affirmed in Part; Reversed and Rendered in Part
Filed: November 21, 2002

Publish
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