
 

  

ORAL ARGUMENT NOT YET SCHEDULED 
 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 

 
 
COALITION FOR RESPONSIBLE 
REGULATION, INC.,  ET AL. 
   Petitioners, 
 
   v. 
 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 
   Respondent. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
No. 09-1322 (consolidated with 
Nos. 10-1024, 10-1025, 10-1026, 
10-1030, 10-1035, 10-1036, 10-
1037, 10-1038, 10-1039, 10-1040, 
10-1041, 10-1042, 10-1044, 10-
1045, 10-1046, and 10-1049) 

   
 
COALITION FOR RESPONSIBLE 
REGULATION, INC., ET AL. 
   Petitioners, 
 
   v. 
 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 
   Respondent. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 
 
 
No. 10-1073 

   
 
COALITION FOR RESPONSIBLE 
REGULATION, INC., ET AL. 
   Petitioners, 
 
   v. 
 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 
   Respondent. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
No. 10-1092 (consolidated with 
Nos. 10-1094, 10-1134, 10-1143, 
10-1144, 10-1152, 10-1156, 10-
1158, 10-1159, 10-1160, 10-1161, 
10-1162, 10-1163, 10-1164, 10-
1166, 10-1172, and 10-1182 ) 
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SOUTHEASTERN LEGAL 
FOUNDATION, INC. ET AL. 
   Petitioners, 
 
   v. 
 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 
   Respondent. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 
 
No. 10-1083 (consolidated with 
No. 10-1099) 

   
 
AMERICAN IRON & STEEL 
INSTITUTE, ET AL. 
   Petitioners, 
 
   v. 
 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 
   Respondent. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
No. 10-1109 (consolidated with 
Nos. 10-1110, 10-1114, 10-1115, 
10-1118, 10-1119, 10-1120, 10-
1122, 10-1123, 10-1124, 10-1125, 
10-1126, 10-1127, 10-1128, and 
10-1129) 

   
 
SOUTHEASTERN LEGAL 
FOUNDATION, INC., ET AL. 
   Petitioners, 
 
   v. 
 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 
   Respondent. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 
 
No. 10-1131 (consolidated with 
Nos. 10-1132, 10-1145, 10-1147, 
10-1148, and 10-1199) 
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GEORGIA COALITION FOR SOUND 
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY, INC. 
   Petitioners, 
 
   v. 
 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 
   Respondent. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
No. 10-1200 (consolidated with 
Nos. 10-1201, 10-1202, 10-1203, 
10-1205, 10-1206, 10-1207, 10-
1208, 10-1209, 10-1210, 10-1211, 
10-1212, 10-1213, 10-1215, 10-
1216, 10-1218, 10-1219, 10-1220, 
10-1221, and 10-1222) 

 
MOTION TO REALLOCATE OR, ALTERNATIVELY, TO  

EXCEED PAGE LIMITS FOR STAY MOTIONS 
 

These cases involve 78 petitions for review of four interrelated rules 

promulgated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) that together impose 

an unprecedented Clean Air Act (CAA) regulatory program on stationary sources 

that emit greenhouse gases (GHGs) such as carbon dioxide.  The movants herein1 

each intend to file motions to stay the effectiveness of this complex of 

interconnected rules pending the Court’s consideration of the merits, based on the 

                                           
1 The movants are (1) the National Association of Manufacturers, et al. group of 
petitioners  (see Nos. 10-1127, 10-1166 and 10-1218), (2) the Coalition for 
Responsible Regulation, Inc., et al. group of petitioners (see Nos. 09-1322, 10-
1073, 10-1092, and 10-1132), and (3) the State of Texas, et al. group of petitioners 
(see Nos. 10-1041, 10-1128, 10-1182, and 10-1222).  The three movants 
collectively include over 25 individual parties.  By making this motion, movants 
do not seek to expand or limit the rights of any other parties to file any motions, 
responses, or replies that they may wish to file.  However, the relief requested in 
this motion is intended to extend to any other party who ultimately joins one of the 
above movants in their respective motions for stay. 
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wide-spread irreparable harm that the EPA rules will otherwise cause.  Each 

movant has its own suite of legal theories, harms, and perspectives to offer.  Given 

the number of cases at issue, however, the potential for burdening the Court with 

multiple stay motions, responses, and replies is extreme.  In order to conserve both 

the parties’ and the Court’s resources, movants seek to reallocate the pages they 

would otherwise be permitted for stay motions across all of the related cases, with 

the net result that they will file fewer motions while decreasing the overall number 

of pages that could theoretically be devoted to such motions.  Movants have 

engaged in lengthy negotiations with respondent, intervenor- respondents, and 

others over the course of approximately four weeks but have been unable to 

achieve consent to this motion.  Respondent indicates it intends to oppose this 

motion. 

Specifically, each movant has filed four separate petitions for review (one 

for each of the four inter-related rules) and, without leave of court, could file up to 

four separate stay motions for each individual party of up 20 pages long each.  See 

Fed. R. App. P. 27(d)(2).2  Because the three movants collectively include over 25 

individual parties, the total number of pages theoretically available to these 

                                           
2 The National Association of Manufacturers, et al. group of petitioners only 
intends to seek a stay in Nos. 10-1127, 10-1166 and 10-1218.  Therefore, as 
described below, it only seeks 60 pages. 
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individual parties would number in the thousands.3  Instead, movants merely seek 

to condense and reallocate their pages to permit each to file a stay motion that 

would cover all of the rules they seek to stay, in order to avoid a piece-meal 

approach that could otherwise result in eleven or more separate and unique motions 

filed by movants. 4  The relief request is as follows: 

National Association of 
Manufacturers, et al. 

One motion for stay, not to exceed 60 
pages, to cover all three matter Nos. 10-
1127, 10-1166 and 10-1218 in lieu of 
multiple separate motions 
 

Coalition for Responsible 
Regulation, Inc., et al. 

One motion for stay, not to exceed 80 
pages, to cover all four matter Nos. 09-
1322, 10-1073, 10-1092, and 10-1132 in 
lieu of multiple separate motions 
 

State of Texas, et al. One or two motions for stay, not to 
exceed 80 unique pages total, to cover 
all four matter Nos. 10-1041, 10-1128, 
10-1182, and 10-1222 in lieu of 
multiple separate motions 

 
Alternatively, an increase in the otherwise applicable page limits would be 

independently justified based on the complexity and broad reach of the four-

                                           
3 Movants are, of course, not saying that they would file thousands of pages of 
motions.  However, if the relief they request herein is not granted, they will be 
forced to prosecute their stay motions within the confines of the default page 
limits, which will require them to file multiple individual motions in order to 
address all of the multiplicity of relevant issues and protect their interests. 
4 The State of Texas, et al., would like the flexibility to file two separate motions 
covering its four petitions for review, but the two motions would not exceed 80 
pages total. 
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pronged regulatory program that is subject to review in these cases.  The rules at 

issue comprise 575 pages in the Federal Register.  By EPA’s own calculation, over 

six million stationary sources could ultimately be impacted by the regulation of 

GHG emissions in the United States.  Exceeding the otherwise applicable page 

limits for stay motions is especially appropriate given that each movant would 

receive no more pages, total, than it otherwise would be entitled to as described 

above. 

BACKGROUND 

Under the auspices of the Clean Air Act, EPA has launched a pervasive 

scheme for regulating GHG emissions in the United States in the guise of four 

separate but interrelated rules known as:  the “Endangerment Rule”;5 the “Tailpipe 

Rule”;6 the “Reconsideration Rule”;7 and the “Tailoring Rule”.8  Taken together, 

these four rules will effect the most extensive, far reaching, and burdensome 
                                           
5 Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases under 
Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act, 74 Fed. Reg. 66,496 (Dec. 15, 2009). This rule 
is also known as the “Endangerment Finding.”  
6 Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average 
Fuel Economy Standards, 75 Fed. Reg. 25,324 (May 7, 2010).  This rule is also 
known as the “Car Rule” or “Light Duty Vehicle Rule.” 
7 Reconsideration of Interpretation of Regulations that Determine Pollutants 
Covered by Clean Air Act Permitting Programs, 75 Fed. Reg. 17,004 (April 2, 
2010).  This rule is also known as the “Johnson Memo Reconsideration Rule,” the 
“PSD Interpretive Rule,” the “PSD Triggering Rule,” or the “Timing Rule.” 
8 Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring 
Rule, 75 Fed. Reg. 31,514 (June 3, 2010). 
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regulatory regime in the 40 year history of the agency that, for the first time, will 

control the energy use of virtually every economic sector of the American 

economy.  A brief overview of the relevant CAA provisions, as well as an 

illustration of how the four rules at issue are interrelated, is set forth below.  

The Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 7401-7671q, regulates emissions of 

statutorily-defined air “pollutants” from various types of sources – including, 

among other things, stationary sources in Title I, and mobile sources, such as cars 

and other vehicles, in Title II.  GHGs are not explicitly listed as pollutants under 

the CAA.  However, in 1999, a petition was filed asking EPA to regulate GHG 

emissions from mobile sources.  The agency denied the petition on the grounds 

that it did not have authority under the CAA to grant it.  In 2007 the Supreme 

Court reversed and remanded that decision in Massachusetts v. EPA, 549 U.S. 497 

(2007), holding that the broad definition of “air pollutant” in Section 202(a) of the 

CAA, 42 U.S.C § 7421(a), could encompass GHGs.  The Court went on to hold 

that EPA was required to assess whether GHG emissions endanger public health or 

welfare.  Id. at 532 – 35.  Importantly, the Court did not conclude that EPA must 

make an endangerment determination, nor did it decide that EPA must regulate 

GHG emissions from either mobile or stationary sources.  

The remand ordered by the Supreme Court in Massachusetts was the 

impetus for EPA’s current GHG rulemaking program.  EPA’s initial regulatory 
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endeavors were focused on mobile sources, leading eventually to the promulgation 

of the Endangerment Rule and Tailpipe Rule.  Those rules, respectively, 

determined that GHG emissions from mobile sources endanger human health and 

welfare and set GHG emission standards for cars and light duty trucks.9   

At first glance, those two rules in isolation might appear limited in scope, 

since they are superficially confined to Section 202(a) (which only applies to 

mobile sources).  However, as described below, EPA has chosen not to limit the 

effect of its GHG controls to cars and trucks.  Instead, in the Reconsideration Rule, 

EPA made the explicit and fundamentally flawed link from its Title II regulation of 

mobile source GHG emissions to stationary source impacts under the Title I 

“Prevention of Significant Deterioration” (PSD) program.  Specifically, it asserted 

that when the Tailpipe Rule’s regulation of light-duty vehicle GHG emissions take 

effect for the first time on January 2, 2011, GHGs will become a pollutant “subject 

to regulation” under the CAA, triggering the PSD program and permitting 

requirements under Title V of the CAA.  See 75 Fed. Reg. at 17,004, 17,007. 

There are at least three significant ramifications to being subject to the PSD 

program.  First, no construction may begin on a new source or modification until 

                                           
9 The Tailpipe Rule also includes a rule promulgated by the National Highway 
Transportation Safety Administration (NHTSA) under the Energy Policy 
Conservation Act.  See 75 Fed. Reg. 25,324.  Movants have not petitioned to 
review the NHTSA rule, nor would any stay motion impact that rule. 
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the requisite PSD permit is obtained.  See 42 U.S.C. § 7475(a).  As will be 

described in detail in the stay motions, this process is already extensive, costly, and 

very time-consuming and will become even more so – and potentially prohibitively 

so – if GHGs are added to the PSD program on January 2, 2011.  

Second, in addition to the time and expense of obtaining PSD permits, 

sources subject to PSD permitting must comply with other PSD program 

requirements, including Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for emissions 

of pollutants.   See id. §§ 7475(a), 7479(3).  BACT is not a specific control 

mechanism, but rather an emissions limitation that the permitting authority sets on 

a case-by-case basis, premised on what in its view is “achievable” through the 

application of available technology, production and other processes, fuel 

treatments, and other options, and taking into account energy, environmental, and 

economic cost considerations.  See id. § 7479(3).  EPA to date has offered no 

guidance to industry on what will constitute BACT for GHG emissions. The 

BACT requirement alone could render many projects uneconomical, and the risk 

of the uncertainty surrounding the BACT requirement could impede other projects. 

Third, sources subject to PSD permitting for GHGs are also required to 

obtain Title V operating permits, which list regulatory requirements applicable to 

the source.  See, e.g., 42 U.S.C. §§ 7661a(b), 7661c.  For the most part, the 

authority to issue PSD and Title V permits is delegated to state, local, or tribal 
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agencies, operating under their own legislative and regulatory provisions, which 

have been approved by EPA pursuant to the CAA and EPA’s regulatory 

requirements. 

Given that GHG emissions (especially carbon dioxide, which is a byproduct 

of the combustion of all fossil and many other types of fuels) from stationary 

sources are truly ubiquitous – including emissions from a range of sources from 

household furnaces to power plants – any regulation of GHGs from stationary 

sources has the obvious potential for wide-ranging impacts.  Through the Tailoring 

Rule, EPA has attempted to narrow the impact of stationary source GHG 

regulations by increasing the threshold amounts of emissions required to trigger 

permitting requirements from those specified in the CAA to much higher numbers.  

However, application of that rule is uncertain for several reasons to be explained in 

the stay motions, including significant uncertainties about timely state, local, and 

tribal implementation and the potential effect of challenges to the Tailoring Rule 

by environmental advocacy petitioners. 

Thus, the four rules at issue operate together to implement an overall 

regulatory regime that reaches far beyond cars and light duty trucks to ultimately 

cover a broad array of stationary sources.  The relationship between the four rules 

can be illustrated as follows: 
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Endangerment Rule 
Provides the statutory predicate for regulating mobile source - and 

thus stationary source - GHG emissions 

 
Tailpipe Rule 

Based on the Endangerment Rule, regulates GHG emissions from 
light duty vehicles and, according to EPA, also triggers stationary 

source GHG regulation 

 
Reconsideration Rule 

Provides EPA’s interpretation that the Tailpipe Rule triggers 
stationary source GHG regulation 

 
Tailoring Rule 

Based on the Reconsideration Rule, establishes rules governing the 
timing and emission thresholds for stationary sources GHG 

regulation 

 
EPA itself has admitted that the four rules are interrelated in a recent Federal 

Register notice: 

In recent months, EPA has taken four related actions that, taken 
together, trigger PSD applicability for GHG sources on and after 
January 2, 2011, but limit the scope of PSD. These actions included, 
as they are commonly called, the “Endangerment Finding” and 
“Cause or Contribute Finding,” which were issued in a single final 
action, the “Johnson Memo Reconsideration,” the “Light-Duty 
Vehicle Rule,” and the “Tailoring Rule.”  Taken together, these 
actions established regulatory requirements for GHGs emitted from 
new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines, determined that 
such regulations, when they take effect on January 2, 2011, will 
subject GHGs emitted from stationary sources to PSD requirements, 
and limited the applicability of PSD requirements to GHG sources on 
a phased-in basis. 
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Action to Ensure Authority to Issue Permits under the Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration Program to Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Finding of 

Substantial Inadequacy and SIP Call, Proposed Rule at 16-18 (Aug. 12, 2010), 75 

Fed. Reg. 53,892, 53,895 (Sept. 2, 2010). 

Finally, the Court should be aware that, given the interrelationship of the 

four rules, a motion to coordinate (but not consolidate) all 78 petitions for review 

has already been filed and is pending response.  See, e.g., Motion for Coordination 

of Related Cases, No. 09-1322 (Document No. 1262770) (filed August 26, 2010) 

(the same motion was also filed on the same day in Nos. 10-1073, 10-1092, and 

10-1131).  The instant motion is wholly consistent with the Coordination Motion. 

ARGUMENT 

A.   Judicial Economy Strongly Favors Movants’ Request to 
Reallocate the Pages Available to Them For Stay Motions 

The four rules at issue in these cases are distinct yet interrelated.  In order to 

address the stationary source or other impacts of these rules in motions for stays, 

movants must be able to address thm holistically, for three principal reasons:  First, 

to promote the Court’s understanding of the overall regulatory regime; second, to 

avoid duplication in addressing issues of likelihood of success on the merits and 

irreparable harm that are common to several of the rules; and third, to achieve an 

effective stay.  The latter is particularly important to the movants, as it is not clear 

yet that a stay in any one of the challenges alone would be sufficient to avoid all of 
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the irreparable harm that would otherwise occur.  Thus, permitting the movants to 

file stay motions that cover multiple rule challenges would significantly aid the 

Court in both understanding and resolving the stay motions while at the same time 

reducing the burden on all parties that could ensue from piece-meal motions 

practice. 

Furthermore, movants’ request would achieve the goal of judicial economy 

while actually reducing the number of pages that would otherwise theoretically be 

available to them, through movants’ agreement to condense their respective 

motions.  In contrast, if compelled to proceed according to the default page limits, 

movants (and the individual parties they comprise) would be forced to file separate 

stay motions for each rule they seek to stay.  This approach could lead to eleven or 

more separate stay motions, instead of three or four.  Other petitioners, who have 

not identified themselves as movants at this time, may feel compelled to file their 

own motions to protect their interests, thus increasing the overall burden on the 

Court and parties.   

Movants believe that respondent and intervenor-respondents wish to have 

the Court address the four rules in individual “silos,” without acknowledgement of 

the connection between the rules, the legal theories, and the ensuing harms.  

Respondent and intervenor-respondents may view the ensuing morass of motions, 

responses, and relies as strategically advantageous to them (i.e., “divide and 
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conquer”), but the discordant approach they promote will not assist the Court in 

resolving the stay motions and would be fundamentally unfair to movants given 

the tremendous breadth and significance of the regulatory program at issue. 

B. Alternatively, An Increase In the Page Limits for Stay Motions Is 
Independently Justified 

The Court may view movants’ request, alternatively, as a request to exceed 

the default page limits in the individual cases in which movants intend to file stay 

motions.  Movants are not asking for any more pages than they would otherwise be 

entitled to, total, across all of the rules they seek to stay, and therefore their request 

is better viewed as a reallocation of pages.  Nonetheless, an increase in the 

otherwise applicable page limits would be independently justified based on the 

complexity and broad reach of the four-pronged regulatory program that is subject 

to review in these cases.  The rulemakings at issue are highly complex and hotly 

contested.  The rules at issue comprise 575 pages in the Federal Register.  The 

dockets for each are lengthy, and the list of petitioners is long.   

EPA states that over six million stationary sources could ultimately be 

impacted by the regulation of GHG emissions in the United States.  See, e.g., 

Regulatory Impact Analysis For The Final Prevention Of Significant Deterioriation 

[Sic] And Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule (EPA, May 2010) at 7 – 8 

(available at http://www.regulations.gov/search/Regs/home.html#documentDetail? 

R=0900006480aec4d8 ); 75 Fed. Reg. at 31,562.  While EPA has tried to narrow 
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that impact in the Tailoring Rule, the combined effect of the Endangerment Rule, 

Tailpipe Rule, and EPA’s legal interpretation in the Reconsideration Rule is to put 

significant segments of the U.S. economy at risk from unnecessary and irreparable 

consequences.  

Therefore, exceeding the otherwise applicable page limits for stay motions 

would be appropriate in order to permit movants appropriately and fully to address 

the totality of EPA’s four-rule GHG regulatory program and the related harms.  It 

would be especially appropriate to do so, given that each movant would receive no 

more pages, total, than it otherwise would be entitled to as described above.10 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the National Association of Manufacturers, et al., 

the Coalition for Responsible Regulation, Inc., et al., and the State of Texas, et al. 

respectfully request that the Court reallocate their motions pages to permit each to 

file a stay motion as follows, in lieu of filing multiple, piece-meal motions: 

                                           
10 Because each of the movants has its own suite of legal theories, harms, and 
perspectives to offer, it is imperative that each movant be permitted file its own 
stay motion.  Absent this motion, each movant (and the individual petitioners it 
comprises) would be able to file separate stay motions, and this motion is not 
intended and should not be used to constrain any petitioners’ rights. 
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National Association of 
Manufacturers, et al. 

One motion for stay, not to exceed 60 
pages, to cover all three matter Nos. 10-
1127, 10-1166 and 10-1218 
 

Coalition for Responsible 
Regulation, Inc., et al. 

One motion for stay, not to exceed 80 
pages, to cover all four matter Nos. 09-
1322, 10-1073, 10-1092, and 10-1132 
 

State of Texas, et al. One or two motions for stay, not to 
exceed unique 80 pages total, to cover 
all four matter Nos. Nos. 10-1041, 10-
1128, 10-1182, and 10-1222 

 
Dated September 3, 2010    Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
For the Coalition for Responsible 
Regulation, Inc., et al. Petitioners: 
 
/s/ Eric Groten 
Eric Groten 
VINSON & ELKINS LLP 
2801 Via Fortuna, Suite 100 
Austin, TX  78746-7568 
(512) 542-8400  
 
John P. Elwood 
VINSON & ELKINS LLP 
The Willard Office Building 
1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC  20004-1008 
(202) 639-6500 
 
Paul D. Phillips 
HOLLAND & HART, LLP 
555 17th Street, Suite 3200 
Denver, CO  80202-3979 
(303) 295-8131 
 
Patrick R. Day 

 
For the National Association of 
Manufacturers, et al. Petitioners: 
 
/s/ Timothy K. Webster 
Timothy K. Webster 
Roger R. Martella, Jr.  
William E. Gerard 
James W. Coleman 
SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP 
1501 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC  20005 
(202) 736-8000 
 
Matthew G. Paulson 
Brian Faulkner 
BAKER BOTTS LLP 
98 San Jacinto Boulevard 
1500 San Jacinto Center 
Austin, TX  78701 
(512) 322-2500 
 
Charles H. Knauss 
David B. Salmons 
BINGHAM MCCUTCHEN LLP 
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HOLLAND & HART, LLP 
2515 Warren Avenue, Suite 450 
Cheyenne, WY  82001 
(307) 778-4209 
 
John A. Bryson 
HOLLAND & HART, LLP 
975 F Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC  20004 
(202) 393-6500  
 
James A. Holtkamp 
HOLLAND & HART, LLP 
60 E. South Temple, Suite 2000 
Salt Lake City, UT  84111 
(801) 799-5800 

2020 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
(202) 373-6000 
 
 
For the State of Texas, et al. 
Petitioners: 
 
GREG ABBOTT 
Attorney General of Texas 
 
DANIEL T. HODGE 
First Assistant Attorney General 
 
DAVID S. MORALES 
Deputy First Assistant Attorney 
General 
 
WILLIAM J. COBB, III  
Deputy Attorney General for Civil 
Litigation 
 
/s/ J. Reed Clay, Jr. 
J. REED CLAY, JR. 
Special Assistant and Senior Counsel 
 to the Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General of 
Texas 
P. O. Box 12548, Capitol Station 
Austin, Texas 78711-2548 
Telephone: (512) 475-0131 
Facsimile: (512) 936-2541 
Email: reed.clay@oag.state.tx.us 
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North Carolina Department of Justice 
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Charles E. James 
Office of the Attorney General, 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
900 East Main Street 
Richmond, VA 23219 

Christopher G. King 
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