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Travis County
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Candy Schmidt
THE CITY O HOUSTON ) IN THL. DISCTRICT COURT OF

Plainutt,

) TRAVIS COUNTY
TIHFE STATE OT TEXAS,
Detendants.
THE CITY OT SAN ANTONIO AND
TiFE CITY OF L PAso, ) 5345TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Intervenors.

DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS
BASED ON LACK OF SUBJECT-MATTER JURISDICTION

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGFE OT SAID COURT:

Detendant, the State of Texas “the State” ., moves the Court under Rule 91a of the Texas
Rules of Civil Procedure to dismiss tor lack of subject-matter jurisdiction the claims asserted by
Plamuitt, the Citv of Houston, and Intervenors, the Citv of San Antonio and the Cuty of El Paso “the

Cities™ .

Based solely upon the controlling law, the Court should dismiss this suit under Rule 91a

because the Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction.

Introduction
This 13 a swt over the constututonality of HB 2127 adopted at the Regular Session of the 88th
Legislature. It uses the legal doctrine of tield preemption to preempt certain municipal ordinances,
orders, and rules. The areas preempted include the Agriculture Code, the Business and Commerce
Code, the Finance Code, the Insurance Code, the Labor Code, the Local Government Code, the

Natural Resources Code, the Occupanons Code, and the Property Code. HB 77 5-6, 513 ‘to be

codified in several places..

Copy from re:SearchTX



In additon to preempting the field of local regulation in nine different statutory codes, HB
2127 has an enforcement mechanism that allows a “person who has sustained an injury 1n fact, actual,
or threatened, from a municipal or countr ordinance ... In violadon of any of the following
provisions . . . has standing to bring or may bring an action against the municipalitv or county.” Id. ©
"To be codified at TEX. CIV. PRAC. & REAL CODFE © L02A.002 0 A claimant must give a three months’
notice betore bringing swt, and this notce must describe both the mnjury and the ordinance that
allegedly cause 1t. Id. ‘to be coditied TEX. CIV. PRAC. & REM. CODE 7 102A.0035. The statute waives

the local governmental entitv’s immunity for purposes ot this statute. Id. ‘to be codified at TEX. CIv.

PRAC. & REAL CODE 7 TO2A006. .
No state agency has anv enforcement authority over this statute.

The Ciues argue that HB 2127 violates the Texas Consutution, both tfacially and as-applied.

entrelv on the grounds of the text of the statute without any addiuonal facts.

Statement of Position
A defendant may file a plea to the jurnsdicuon under Rule 91a to assert that a court lacks
subject-martter jurisdicuon. For five reasons, the Court lacks subject-matter jurisdiction over this

lawwsuit and must dismuss it under Rule 91a for having no basis in law,

First, the State has sovereign immunity, and no statute waives 1ts sovereign immunity. The
Uniform Declaratory Judgments Act “UDJA” | Chapter 37 of the Texas Civil Practice and Remedies
Code, waves immunitv to consttutonal challenges to statutes, but only against an approprate
governmental agency. The State is not an appropriate governmental agency because it has no authority

to entorce the statute.

Second, similarly, the Ciues lack standing to sue the State because the Ciues” alleged injuries are

not traceable to the State. Standing 1s jurisdictional.
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Tird, the Ciues’ challenge to HB 2127 1s notripe. HB 2127 does not itself preempt any statute.
It 15 enforced via lawsuits by regulated parties alleging that an ordinance 1s preempted. Judicial review
of HB 2127 will be appropriate if and when a municipality raises the supposed unconsututionality of
HB 2127 as a detense to one of those future lawsuits. OAG will intervene to detend the

consttutionality of HB 2127 at that point. Ripeness is jurisdictional.

Foui#, the Ciues’ claims under Artcle I, Section 19 of the Texas Constitutonal are facially
invalid tor the addinonal reason that the Cites are not ciuzens and has no nghts under that provision.
The Court lacks jurisdiction over taciallv invalid claims. The Ciues’ constututonal claims under Arucle

I, Section 19 have no basis in law,

Fir#h, the Ciues” claims are tacially invalid because HB 2127 does not violate the Texas
Consutution. The Legislature mav expresslv preempt municipal ordinances, orders, and rules, and did
so in HB 2127, The Court lacks jurisdiction over tacially invalid claims. The Ciues™ consututional

claims have no basis in law.

Standard of Review

Rule 91a of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure allows a party to move to dismiss a cause of
action when 1t has no basis in law or fact. Tex. R Civ. P 91a.l. A cause of action has no basis in law
if the allegatons, raken as twue, together with inferences reasonably drawn trom them, do not enttle
the claimant to the relief sought.” Tex. R. Civ. P. 91a.l. Texas courts have described two situatuons in
which a claim has no basis in law: ‘1, the petition alleges too few facts to demonstrate a viable, legally
cognizable right to rehiet; and 2. the peunon alleges additional facts that, it true, bar recovery. See
Stallworth v. Avers, 510 SW.3d 187, 190 ‘Tex. App.—Houston [lst Dist] 2016, no pet... Plainufts’

peuton presents both grounds for dismussal for lack of a watver of the OAG’s immunity from suit.
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In assessing whether a cause of action has any basis in law or fact under Rule 91a, “the court
mav not consider evidence 1n ruling on the mouon and must decide the moton based solelv on the
pleading ot the cause of action.” TEX. R, CIV. P. 91a.6. “The rule does not imit the universe of legal
theories by which the movant mayv show that the claimant 1s not entitled to reliet based on the facts

as alleged.”™ Be#led 1 Quilling. Selainder. omids, Winilett & Moser, P.C. 595 SNW.5d 651, 655 "Tex. 2020,

“As a procedural matter .. . a jurisdictional challenge, including one premised on sovereign
immunity, ‘mav be raised by a plea to the jurisdicnon[.]™ Toni or Shach Shores v Suaiioin, 390 SAV.3d
544, 350 ‘Tex. 2019, If there 1s no subject matter jurisdiction, the claim has no basis in law and thus
“Rule 9la can be used to obtain dismussal.”™ Thidodearn 1. Tals, 338 SW.3d 166, 169 Tex.
App.— Houston [l14th Dist] 2018, no pet... Accordingly, a challenge to subject matter jurisdiction
based on soverelgn or governmental immunity may be raised by anv disposiuve moton, including a
motion under Rule 9la. CiA or Dallas 10 Saicher, 494 SW.3d 722, 72425 Tex. 2016.. A Rule 91a
moton used to challenge a trial court’s subject-matter junisdiction etfecuvely consututes a plea to the
wrisdiction. CAoor At 1o Tiderty Mot Lo, 451 SAW.5d 817, 822 n.l “Tex. App—Ausun 2014, no

pet. ..

Atall umes, “[tJhe plainuft bears the burden to establish the trial court’s jurisdicuon.” Heckzai
o Willianrson Comity, 369 SA\W.3d 157, 150 Tex. 2012 . ~Governmental immunity from suit defeats a
trial court’s subject matter jurisdiction.” Tex. Dep ¥ or Tivizip. 1. Joiei, § SN.3d 636, 637 ‘Tex. 1999
Texy Dep't or Paks < Wikdlire v Mirainde, 133 SA.5d 217, 225-26 Tex. 2004, Governmental entites
are not only presumed immune trom suit, [eddock Ch. Water Control & Dupior, Diste v Clach & ki,
ILILC, 442 SN.5d 297, 3000 ‘Tex. 2014, but there 1s in fact a “heavy presumption in favor of

immunity,” Gty of Galrestoir 1. State, 217 S\W.3d 466, 469 Tex. 2007
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Subject matter jurisdiction is essental to the power of a court to decide a case, and without
subject matter jurisdiction a court cannot render a vahd judgment. Ten Lo o7 Brw, v Texe o die Control
B, 852 S\W.2d 440, 445 ‘Tex. 1993 .. Subject matter jurisdiction mav not be presumed and cannot be

warved. Cont7 Copee Prod. Co. 1. Cazarez, 937 SW.2d 444, 448—49 n.2 ‘Tex. 1996,. Whether a court has

subject matter jurisdiction 1s a question of law, Hog . Nueees CA., 133 SW.3d 43,48 ' Tex. 2004, wwhich
mav be challenged through a plea to the junsdiction, Hawde Ch. 7 Sikes, 136 SW.3d 635, 638 Tex.

2004,

“When a plea to the jurisdiction challenges the pleadings, [the court] determine[s] if the pleader
has alleged facts that atfirmauvely demonstrate the court’s jurisdiction to hear the cause.” Tex. Dep't

ot M

i, 133 SW.3d 226. It the pleadings affirmatvelv negate the existence ot jurisdiction, then a
plea to the jurisdicuon mayv be granted without allowing the plainutts an opportunity to amend.” Id.
at 227, For a plaindft to overcome a defendant’s asserton of sovereign immunity, “the plainutf must
atfirmauvelr demonstrate the court’s jurisdiction by alleging a valid warver of immunity.” Dall. Area

Rapid Transit v. Whitlev, 104 3 \W.5d 340, 342 “Tex. 20035
Argument and Authorities
I. The UDJA does not waive the State’s sovereign immunity to suit.

The State has sovereign immunity. The Cites have not sutticiently pled facts to show an

exception to sovereign immunity applies. Therefore, all of the Ciues’ claims are barred by sovereign

IMMUnNItY.

The Cites bring claims under the Unitorm Declaratory Judgment Act “UDJA™, only. The
UDJA provides a narrow waiver of sovereign immunity tor declaratory judgement actions that
challenge the constututionality of a statute, but onlv applies to “the relevant governmental entiues.”

For claims challenging the validity of statutes the Declaratory Judgment Act requires that the relevant
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govermments entities be made parties, and 3\“31‘&.\1111111\ (0] NS agains 08¢ entities.
governmental entties be made parties, and thereby wa nmunity to claims against tl 1tit

tioi, 469 S\W.3d 69, ‘Tex. 20151 Texi Dep 't or P Sarety 1.

Pated 1o Tex, Drl"l # //714/Lf/1\///’\ e Rr’\/ b
Selazeer, 304 SW.3d 896, 904 Tex. App.—Austn 2009, no pet... Declaratorv-judgment claims
challenging the validity of a statute mav be brought agamst the relevant governmental enuty. 15564 1.

Mexieair American Iegistative Canens - NLATLCT. 647 SW.5d 681, 698 “Tex, 2022, NALCT.. Tex. Dep ¥

of Lraisp. 1. Serzif, 355 SN.3d 618, 621-22 & n.3 ‘Tex. 2011 2 Tex. Edue. dgeney v Teeper, 893 S.\W.2d

432,446 ‘Tex. 19940 Gaut i Abdott, 574 SW.5d 625, 655-34 “Tex. App.—Austun 2019, no pet...

[v¢]
(j:

The State is not a relevant government entty. “[Tlhe State is not automatcally a proper
defendant in a suit challenging the consututonality of a statute merely because the Legislature enacted

AMALC, 647 S5 at 698, ~In discussing the UDJA's waiver for claims challenging the validit
of statutes, we have explained that the waiver extends to the relevant governmental enuues. The
identty ot the relevant governmental entty for waiver purposes necessarily depends on the statue
being challenged.” Id. at 697 n. ~ ‘quotation and citaton omitted.. The State 15 not an approprate
government entry because it has no enforcement authority over HB 2127, St MATLC, 647 SAV.5d at
698 ‘the State had no authority to entorce the challenged election statute.. The Cites have not even

alleged that the State has anv enforcement authority.

Consequently, the State retains its sovereign immunity, and the Cites’ claims against the State

do not have basis in law. The Court should dismiss the Crues” claims agamst it

I1. The Cities’ alleged injury is not traceable to the State.

Subject matter jurisdiction requires that the party bringing the suit have standing, that there

be a live controversy berween the partes, and that the case be justciable.” ¢ Baror Tex. 1o Gonsesy,
8§91 S\W.2d 243, 245 Tex. 1994.. = A court has no jurisdiction over a claim made by a plainutt who

4., 369 S\W.3d 137, 130 Tex. 2012, The Texas

lacks standing to assert 1. Heckseir oo Williansion C
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Consttution’s separation of powers “prohibit[s] courts from issuing advisory opinions because such
15 the function of the execunve rather than judicial department.” Tex, - da ' o7 B, 832 S.W.2d at 444
The distinctive feature of an advisory opinion is that it decides an abstract question of law without
binding the parties.” 1.

To the extent not contradicted by state laxw, Texas courts “look to the more extensive
jurisprudental experience ot the federal courts on the subject [of standing] for anv guidance 1t mav
vield.” Id. To have standing, each plainutt must meet three elements: 1. the planuft must have
sutfered an injury in fact—an invasion of a legally protected or cognizable interest thatis both concrete
and particularized and actual or imminent, not conjectural or hypotheuncal: 2. there must be a causal
connection berween the imjury and the conduct complained of—that is, the injury must be fairly
traceable to the challenged action of the detendant and not the independent actuon of a third parte
not betore the court: and ‘3. 1t must be likelv, and not merelv speculauve, that the inury will be
redressed by a tavorable decision. Tyai . Dersoor Wikdlire, 304 TS, 333, 36U-61 71992 0 Biranis, 33

SW.3d at 305 ‘referencing Lwan.: Heckrzain, 569 S\.5d at 135,

Under this precedent, the Ciues lack sanding to sue the State. Because the State has no
enforcement authority over HB 2127, the Cinies” alleged injuries are not traceable to the State, and a
court order against the State would not redress the Ciues™ alleged harm. “Though we have not been
presented with the precise 1ssue, our courts of appeals have generallv held that challenges to the
consututionality of a statute are not properly brought against the State in the absence of an
“enforcement connection’ between the challenged provisions and the State itselt.” A ATC, 647 S.W.3d
at 696-97. ~As the State 1tself has no enforcement authority with respect to election laws, and the
State 1s the only defendant agamst which the Guuerrez Plamutts seek a declaration regarding the
consututionality of those laws, the Guuerrez Plainutts have failed to meet the traceability element ot

standing.” I, at 68 1. Likewise, the State itselt has no entorcement authority with respect to HB 2127,
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and the Cites challenge to the constumuonality of HB 2127 is not properly brought against the State

<

because there 13 no entforcement connection between the challenged provisions and the State itself.

Theretore, the Ciues have no standing to sue the State. The State retains 1ts immunity from
suit, and the Cides™ claims against the State do not have a basis in law. For those additonal reasons,

the Court should dismiss the Ciues™ claims agamst the State.

III.  The Cities’ claims are not ripe.

“Ripeness, which requires a plainutt to have a concrete injury before bringing a claim, 1s a
threshold 1ssue that implicates subject matter junsdiction.” Eagk O/ & Gas Co. . TRO-XUILP., 619
SW.3d 699, 706 Tex. 2021, “internal quotation marks omitted.. “Under the ripeness doctrine, we
consider whether, at the ume a lawsuit is filed, the facts are sufticiently developed so that an injury has
occurred or 1s likelv to occur, rather than being contingent or remote.” Id. A case 1s not ripe when
determining whether the plamutt has a concrete injury depends on conungent or hvpothetical tacts,
or upon events that have not vet come to pass.” Waew Lidep. Scb. Disto 1. Gibeoin, 22 SW.5d 849, 832

Tex. 2000 .,

or judicial

o
=
—
i
o
gt
v
o
o
o
gt
o
=g

In assessing ripeness, "a court is required to evaluate both the fitnes

decision and the hardship to the partes ot withholding court consideration.”™ Pesn 72 De/ Rio, 66 S.\W.3d

259,250 “Tex. 2001, ‘citing .- 1000t [ abs 1 Gaidier, 387 TS, 156, 149 71967 ... The constmitonality of
HB 2127 in the abstract 1s not tit tor judicial review. Ordinances will be tound preempted ornoton a
case-by-case basis, and municipalities mav raise HB 21275 alleged unconstmtonality as a defense in
such cases, which will concern concrete ordinances and statutes. HB 2127 does not itself preempt any

ordinance, and the Citv of Houston does not idenufy anv ordinance it believes mayv be preempred.

Thus, withholding a ruling in this suit will not impose signitficant hardship on the Ciues.
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Thus, questions concerning the constitutionality HB 2127 are not ripe for review. Therefore,
the State retans 1ts immunity from suit, and the Ciues’ claims against the State of Texas do not have
a basis in law. For those addidonal reasons, the Court should dismiss the Cites’ claims against the

State.

IV. Because the Cities lack standing to assert due process rights under Art. I, § 19, the
Court must dismiss its void-for-vagueness challenge for lack of jurisdiction.

The Cines cannot assert any rights under Arncle L, section 19 of the Texas Consutution. Article
L secton 19 states: "No @z of this State shall be deprived of life, liberty, property, privileges or
Immunites, or in any manner disentranchised, except by the due course ot the law of the land.” TEX.

CONST. Art. I, 7 19 “emphasis added..

The Cites are not a “citzens” within the meaning of Artcle I " The Citv's argument 1s a due
process challenge that the City lacks standing to assert because municipalities do not enjov due process
rights.... The Citv has no standing to raise due process and equal protectuon challenges.”™ Proctor 1.

idrari, 972 SAV.2d 729, T34 Tex. 1998 1 dee alin Levies Wonkers Comp. 1. Bi

e Citr, 900 SV.2d 411,

414 Tex. App.—Austn, 1993, reh’e denied, no writ,.-

“Municipal corporatons do not acquire vested rights against the State,” and the Texas
Supreme Court has rejected “a governmental entuty’s due course of law claim under the Texas
Consttuton.” Haoiors Acaden. Lico v Texas Education e, 355 S\W.3d 54, 68 Tex. 2018 1 dee alio Tooke
r. Gty oor Mejie, 197 SW.3d 323, 343 "Tex. 2006, “a governmental entity acquires no vested rights

against the State™ .

- See Conirally 1. Geieral Coustr. Co., 269 US. 383, 391 119263 Naotiie, I.td. 1. Williamsoin Co. Appraisal
Dist 925 SNW.2d 639, 662 “Tex.1996.: Decoir 1. Cityof Eudesas 405 SW.2d 39, 62 Tex. 1966, see
generalh 2 EUGENE MCQUILLIN, MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS 77 419 & +.20 '3d ed. 1988 .
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Thus, this Court should dismiss the Ciges™ void-tor-vagueness arguments for lack of

jurisdiction because the Cites have no standing to raise them, and the claims lack basis in laxw.

V. This Court lacks jurisdiction over all the Cities’ claims that HB 2127 is unconstitutional
because these claims are facially invalid.

The UDJA's walver of immunity for declaratorv-judgment claims challenging the validity ot
statutes 1s not automatc—plainttts must plead a valid consumonal claim to waive immunity.
“Although the UDJA waves immunitv tor declaratorv-judgment claims challenging the validity of
statutes, we have held that immunite from suit 1s not waived if the consututional claims are facially
invald.” M ALC 647 SW.3d at 698, That in 1self 1s a junsdictional question. Idl at 699. "As 1n every
Texas case involving sovereign immunity, this jurisdictional inquiry touches on the merits because ...
courts lack jurisdicuon to proceed it the claim appears “tacially invalid.™ Id.

Home rule ciues are indisputably subject to the State’s power. The verv text ot Artcle NI,
section 3'a; of the Texas Constirution, which grants home rule cites their power, expressly states this

ract

The adopton or amendment of charters is subject to such mitatons as may be prescribed by
the Legislature, and no charter or any ordinance passed under said charter shall contain
any provision inconsistent with the Constitution of the State, or of the general laws
enacted by the Legislature of this State.

Tex. Const. art. NI, 7 5. The Ciues” argument that the Texas Consttution lacks a Supremacy Clause
thus lacks force, given that the verv statute 1t relies on for 1ts grant of power simultaneously imits 1t
See PLNST at 39.

And, indeed, the Texas Supreme Court has treated this clause as though 1t were a Supremacy
Clause: "The Texas Consutution prohibits citv ordinances that contlict with State law.” Hosre 11 Tuniien,

SAWL3d L 2023 WL 3027869, at > Tex. 2023, ‘cting art. X1 7 3.
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Despite the Ciues’” protests that “the Legislature has no power to repeal by statute what the
Consutution and Texans have bestowed,” PL MST at 42-43, the Cites are simply mcorrect. “While
home rule cites have all power not denied by the Constituton or state law, and thus need not look to

the Legislature for grants ot authorty, the Legislature can limit or withdraw that power by general

lawe.” Gty oor Laredo v Laiedo Meichants Lesn, 550 S\W.3d 586, 395 ‘Tex. 2018, The Legislature mav

give and the Legislature mav take awav, "The question is not whether the Legislature 7 preempt a
§ ¢ ] ] ] ¢

;-

local regulation ... but whether it v I

The recognition of the supremacy of State law over a home rule cin’s charter or ordinance
has consistently been atfirmed by Texas courts, most recentlv in Hotze, In Hoge, the Texas Supreme
Court reaffirmed this interpretation of Arucle NI, section 3, noung that “Citv charters and the
ordinances amending them must comply with the Texas Constutution and with state law. A ciy
ordinance is thus unenforceable to the extent that it is inconsistent with a state statute preemptng its

subject matter.” 2023 WL 3027869 at =3.

The Hotze Court recognized, however that “Courts do not invalidate citv ordinances on this

ground, however, if anv other reasonable construction leaving both in effect can be reached.” Ia

‘nternal citations omitted.,. The Hose Court, ke many betfore it, recognized both the validity of

© Seealso Wikoir v ~Liigrer s, 10 SW.5d 665 Tex. 1999 noung thar the Texas Consutuuon allows a home rule
city to be governed, generally, by ordinances adopred pursuant to 1ts municipal charter, bur the legislature can

limit or augment a ciry’s sclt-governance .

Canse No D-1-GN-23-005474: Tl Corvor Hoosigir o0 T Sz S Pave 1L ot 13

The State of Texas’s Moton o Dismiss Based on Lack of Subject-Marrer Jurisdiction

Copy from re:SearchTX



preemption where a state law and a citv ordinance could not be read together without a contlict and

the importance of attempting to give effect to both.”

The Cities do not disagree that contlict preemption both occurs and 1s constitutional—but it
takes this idea a step further, arguing that contlict preempton is the only twpe of preempton that
Texas state law allows. PL MST at 32-45. However, nothing in Texas law suggests that the presence ot

express conflict preemption excludes the possibility of express field preempton.

Theretore, the Cites have not met their burden to wave immunity. Their claim that HB 2127
15 unconsttutional because Article X1 section 3 lacks a Supremacy Clause 1s facially invalid and has
no basis in law. The Court should dismiss the Cities claims for lack of jurisdicton.
Praver
The State asks the Court to grant its motion to dismiss because the Court lacks jurisdictuon

over the Crues claims against it, and the Ciues’ claims against the State ot Texas have no basis in lax,

P Manv cases have attirmed that a home rule ey pu\x ¢r may be limited by the Leaslature when the

s Ciror Hovsroi, 907 SAW.2d 871 Tex, App.
Houston Lst Dist. 1995 | writ denied, Feb. 29\ 1‘)‘)61; Pioctor v <lidiens, 972 S\W.2d 729 Tex.

1998 x27.877.00 C i# Moiey o ULS. 00 Srare, 351 SW.5d 11O Texs App. Fort Worth 2010 0 8

2738 W3d 573 Tex. App. San Antonio 2008 ¢ Ciry of Carrollton v Texas Com'n on Environmental Quality,
170 SAWL3d 204 Tex. App. Austun 2003 ¢ State v. Chacon, 273 SW.3d 375 Tex. App.—San Antonio 20008
City of Santa Fe v Young, 949 S.W'.2d 339 Tex. App.—Houston [14th Dist] 1997 .

legislature does so with unmistakable clarity wJoiz

e v, Chacon,
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Dated August 9, 2023,
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GRANT DORIMAN

Depury First Assistant Attornev General

RATPIMOTINA
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Susie Smith ssmith@scottdoug.com 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
Brian McGiverin brian@austincommunitylawcenter.org | 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
Jordan Kadjar jkadjar@scottdoug.com 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
Michael Adame michael@publicrightsproject.org 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT

Associated Case Party: THE CITY OF HOUSTON

Name BarNumber | Email TimestampSubmitted | Status
Collyn A.Peddie collyn.peddie@houstontx.gov 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
Suzanne R.Chauvin suzanne.chauvin@houstontx.gov | 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
Kristina MBlanco Kris.Blanco@houstontx.gov 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
Lydia S.Zinkhan lydia.zinkhan@houstontx.gov 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
Darah L.Eckert darah.eckert@houstontx.gov 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
Arturo G.Michel arturo.michel@houstontx.gov 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
Mili Grau milagros.grau@houstontx.gov 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
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Associated Case Party: THE STATE OF TEXAS

Name BarNumber | Email TimestampSubmitted | Status

Charles Kenneth Eldred | 793681 Charles.Eldred@oag.texas.gov | 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
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Barney Donalson joedonalson@gmail.com | 8/9/2023 5:11:27 PM SENT
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