IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

STATE OF OKLAHOMA
exrel. SCOTT PRUITT,

in his official capacity as Attorney General
of Oklahoma;

STATE OF ALABAMA,

by and through LUTHER STRANGE,

in his official capacity as Attorney General
of Alabama

501 Washington Avenue

Montgomery, AL 36130;

Case No.

STATE OF ARIZONA, by and through
TOM HORNE, in his official capacity
as Attorney General of Arizona

1275 W. Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007;

STATE OF GEORGIA, by and through
SAMUEL S. OLENS, ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF THE STATE OF GEORGIA
40 Capitol Square SW

Atlanta, GA 30334;

STATE OF KANSAS ex rel. DEREK
SCHMIDT, in his official capacity as
Attorney General of Kansas

120 SW 10" Avenue, 2™ Floor
Topeka, KS 66612;

STATE OF NEBRASKA, by and through
JON C. BRUNING, ATTORNEY GENERAL
OF THE STATE OF NEBRASKA

2115 State Capitol

P.O. Box 98920

Lincoln, NE 68509;

BILL SCHUETTE, ATTORNEY GENERAL
OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN,

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N



ON BEHALF OF

THE PEOPLE OF MICHIGAN;

G. Mennen Williams Building, 7th Floor
525 W. Ottawa St.

P.O. Box 30212

Lansing, MI 48909

STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, by and
through, WAYNE STENEHJEM, ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF THE STATE OF

NORTH DAKOTA

State Capitol

600 E. Boulevard Ave., Dept. 125

Bismarck, ND 58505;

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

ex rel. ALAN WILSON, in his official
capacity as Attorney General of South
Carolina

Rembert Dennis Building

1000 Assembly Street, Room 519
Columbia, SC 29201;

STATE OF TEXAS, by and through

GREG ABBOTT, ATTORNEY GENERAL
OF THE STATE OF TEXAS

300 W. 15th Street

Austin, TX 78701;

STATE OF UTAH, by and through

JOHN SWALLOW, ATTORNEY GENERAL
OF UTAH

Utah State Capitol Complex

350 North State Street Suite 230

SLC, UT 84114;

STATE OF WYOMING
123 Capitol Building
200 W. 24™ Street
Cheyenne, WY 82002,
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Plaintiffs,
V.

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY,

N N N N N N N N

Defendant.

COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE AND DECLARATORY RELIEF

Plaintiffs, the States of Oklahoma, Alabama, Arizona, Georgia, Kansas, Michigan, Nebraska,
North Dakota, South Carolina, Texas, Utah and Wyoming, ' bring this action against
Defendant the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) to compel
compliance with the Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA™), 5 U.S.C. § 552, et seq. As set
forth below, under FOIA, the States sought records from EPA concerning the agency’s
implementation of a specific federal Clean Air Act (“CAA”) program, 42 USC § 7401 et
seq.. In violation of FOIA, EPA has denied the States’ request. As grounds therefore,
Plaintiffs allege as follows:

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

1. The Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this action and personal

jurisdiction over the parties pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 552(a)(4)(B) and 5 U.S.C. §

" At this time only the Attorney General of Oklahoma is admitted to practice before this
Court. On behalf of the States of Alabama, Arizona, Georgia, Kansas, Michigan, Nebraska, North
Dakota, South Carolina, Texas, Utah and Wyoming, the Attorney General of Oklahoma, pursuant
to LCvR83.3(c), will be filing with the Court a Motion for Relief from LCvR83.2. Because the
Attorney General of Oklahoma is the lead Plaintiff and will be filing all pleadings in this matter, the
other State Attorneys General respectfully seek relief from the requirement that they each be required
to be admitted pro hac vice.



552(a)(4)(A)(vii). This Court also has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §
1331 and 5 U.S.C. §§ 701-706.

2. Venue is proper in this district under 5 U.S.C. § 552(a)(4)(B).

PARTIES

3. Plaintiffs are the State of Oklahoma with an address of 313 NE 21st Street,
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105; and the States of Alabama, Arizona, Georgia, Kansas,
Michigan, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Carolina, Texas, Utah and Wyoming. Bill
Schuette, Attorney General of Michigan, is bringing this action on behalf of the People of
Michigan under Mich. Comp. Law § 14.28, which provides that the Michigan Attorney
General may "appear for the people of [Michigan] in any other court or tribunal, in any cause
or matter, civil or criminal, in which the people of [Michigan] may be a party or interested."
Under Michigan's constitution, the people are sovereign. Mich. Const. art. I, § 1 ("All
political power is inherent in the people. Government is instituted for their equal benefit,
security, and protection.").

4. Defendant is an agency of the United States Government and is headquartered
in the Ariel Rios Building, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Washington D.C. 20460.

Defendant has possession, custody and control of records to which Plaintiffs seek access.



BACKGROUND

L. FOIA AND FEE WAIVER REQUESTS

5. FOIA requires agencies of the federal government to release requested records
to the public unless one or more statutory exemptions apply. See 5 U.S.C. § 552(b).6.

6. When making a FOIA request, the requesting party must “reasonably describe
suchrecords” requested. 5 U.S.C. § 552(a)(3). EPA’s FOIA regulations state that requesting
parties:

should reasonably describe the records [they] are seeking in a way that will

permit EPA employees to identify and locate them. Whenever possible, [the

requestor] should include specific information about each record sought,

such as the date, title or name, author, recipient, and subject matter. If

known, [the requestor] should include any file designations or descriptions

for the records [requested]. The more specific [the requestor is] about the

records or type of records [requested], the more likely EPA will be able to

identify and locate records responsive to [the] request.
40 C.F.R. §2.102

7. FOIA also mandates fee waiver or reduction when “disclosure of the
[requested] information is in the public interest because it is likely to contribute significantly
to public understanding of the operations or activities of the government.” 5 U.S.C. §
552(a)(4)(A)(iii).

8. Congress intended that the assessment of fees not be a bar to private
individuals or public interest groups seeking access to government records. Both FOIA and

the legislative history of the relevant FOIA provision call for a liberal interpretation of the

fee waiver standard. “Documents shall be furnished without any charge or at a charge



reduced below the fees established ... if disclosure of the information is in the public interest
because it is likely to contribute significantly to public understanding of the operations or
activities of the government and is not primarily in the commercial interest of the requester.”
5 U.S.C. § 552(a)(4)(A)(ii1). (“A requester is likely to contribute significantly to public
understanding if the information disclosed is new; supports public oversight of agency
operations; or otherwise confirms or clarifies data on past or present operations of the
government.” 132 Cong. Rec. H9464 (Reps. English and Kindness)).

0. FOIA’s fee waiver provision is to be liberally construed in favor of waivers
for noncommercial requesters. Forest Guardians v. DOI, 416 F.3d 1173, 1178 (10th Cir.
2005).

10. A recent study found that EPA disproportionately denies fee waiver requests
from noncommercial requesters who seek records so as to understand whether EPA is
faithfully complying with applicable law. According to the Competitive Enterprise Institute’s
(“CEI”) study, 92 percent of the time EPA grants fee waiver requests from noncommercial
requesters who are supportive of EPA’s policies and agendas, but denies a majority of fee
waiver requests from noncommercial requesters who are critical of EPA. See EPA Gives Info
For Free to Big Green Groups 92% of Time, Denies 93% of Fee Waiver Requests from
Biggest Conservative Criticc Competitive Enterprise Institute, May 14, 2013,
http://cei.org/news-releases/epa-gives-info-free-big-green-groups-92-time-denies-93-fee-

waiver-requests-biggest-con.



II. THE CLEAN AIR ACT

11.  The CAA establishes “a comprehensive national program that makes the States
and the Federal Government partners in the struggle against air pollution.” General Motors
Corp. v. United States, 496 U.S. 530, 532 (1990). At the same time, the CAA recognizes that
“air pollution prevention . . . and air pollution control at its source is the primary
responsibility of States and local governments.” 42 U.S.C. § 7401(a)(3); see also id. §
7407(a) (“Each State shall have the primary responsibility for assuring air quality within the
entire geographic area comprising such State . . . .”). Under the CAA, one way that the
control of air pollution is achieved is through the States implementation of national ambient
air quality standards (“NAAQS”) (CAA §110). The CAA directs EPA’s Administrator to
promulgate NAAQS and provides for the adoption of State Implementation Plans (“SIPs”)
to achieve and maintain those standards. The “primary” NAAQS prescribe maximum
acceptable concentrations of various pollutants in the ambient air, which, “allowing an
adequate margin of safety, are requisite to protect the public health.” CAA § 109(b)(1). The
statute provides that the primary NAAQS for each targeted pollutant be based on “air quality
criteria” that “accurately reflect the latest scientific knowledge useful in indicating the kind
and extent of all identifiable effects on public health...which may be expected from the
presence of such pollutant in the ambient air, in varying quantities.” CAA § 108(a)(2).

12.  EPA must review each NAAQS at least every five years. CAA § 109(d)(1).

In conducting each such review, EPA must conduct notice-and-comment rulemaking



pursuant to CAA § 307(d). CAA §307(d)(1)(A). The adoption of a new or revised NAAQS
triggers a standard implementation process in which “[e]ach State shall have the primary
responsibility for assuring air quality” within its boundaries “by submitting an
implementation plan for such State which will specify the manner in which national primary
.. . ambient air quality standards will be achieved and maintained . ...” CAA § 107(a).

13.  Incontrast to the NAAQS, the CAA’s Visibility Protection Program is a non-
health based program built around the goal, set forth in Section 169A(a)(1) of the CAA, of
the “prevent[ing] of any future, and the remedying of any existing, impairment of visibility
in mandatory class I Federal areas, which impairment results from manmade air pollution.”
Recognizing that visibility impairment does not rise to the same level of public policy
concern as dangers to public health, Congress made the visibility improvement goal
discretionary. Thus, under Section 169A(f), for purposes of the citizens suit provision of the
statute, the national visibility goal “shall not be considered to be a ‘non-discretionary duty’
of the Administrator.”

14.  In furtherance of the Section 169A visibility goal, the Visibility Protection
Program directs States to develop Regional Haze SIPs to ensure “reasonable progress” is
made toward the visibility goal, including satisfying certain requirements for identifying best
available retrofit technology (“BART”). See 42 U.S.C. § 7491-7492. In 1999, EPA
promulgated Regional Haze Rules that require all States to revise their federal CAA SIPs to

address visibility in nearby national parks and wilderness areas known as Class I areas.



These rules were the subject of several federal court challenges. See American Corn
Growers Ass’n v. EPA, 291 F.3d 1 (D.C. Cir. 2002), Center for Energy and Economic
Development v. EPA, 398 F.3d 653 (D.C. Cir. 2005), and Utility Air Regulatory Group v.
EPA, 471 F.3d 1333, 1338 (D.C. Cir. 2006). In American Corn Growers the D.C. Circuit
made clear that States have great discretion in setting reasonable progress goals and
determining BART. The CAA’s “provisions give [] the States broad authority over BART
determinations.” American Corn Growers, 291 F.3d 19.

15.  Specifically, Section 169A of the CAA provides that the States shall have the
dominant role in making a BART determination, with EPA having only a more limited role.
Second, because visibility improvement is an aesthetic goal, the CAA does not make
improving visibility conditions in Class I areas paramount above all other competing
considerations. Instead, the States are given broad discretion to weigh public interest factors
in determining (a) how much progress towards improving visibility they deem to be
reasonable and (b) whether particular BART controls, or any BART controls at all, should
be imposed on a particular source, based on a balancing of the cost of controls and the
visibility improvement benefits that such controls will produce. EPA may not second-guess
those State judgments so long as the States’ determinations are consistent with Section 169A
of the CAA and are reasonable and rationally supported by the State’s administrative record

reflecting the data and analysis used to come to those determinations.



16.  In addition to making and submitting BART determinations to EPA, CAA §
169A(b)(2), requires EPA to issue regulations requiring States containing Class I areas, or
States whose emissions may reasonably be anticipated to cause or contribute to visibility
impairment in a Class I area, to submit SIPs containing “such emission limits, schedules of
compliance and other measures as may be necessary to make reasonable progress toward
meeting” the national visibility goal. The amount of progress that is “reasonable” is not
defined according to objective criteria, but instead involves a discretionary balancing by the
State of public interest factors, specifically “the costs of compliance, the time necessary for
compliance, and the energy and nonair quality environmental impacts of compliance, and
the remaining useful life of any existing source subject to such requirements.” CAA §
169A(g)(1).

17.  Notably, CAA Section 169A is clear that it is the States, not EPA, that make
both the reasonable progress and BART determination decisions. Section 169A(b)(2)(A)
specifically provides that both the reasonable progress and the BART determinations are
“determined by the State.” Section 169A(g)(2) similarly provides that “in determining
[BART], the State” shall weigh the BART factors.

III. STATEMENT OF FACTS

18.  On February 6, 2013, the States of Oklahoma, Alabama, Arizona, Georgia,

Kansas, Michigan, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Carolina, Texas, Utah and Wyoming

submitted a FOIA request to EPA for records concerning EPA’s negotiations with certain

10



non-governmental organizations that have led to binding consent decrees that dictate when
and how EPA must proceed concerning various States’ Regional Haze SIPs. See Exhibit 1.
The States’ FOIA request explained that EPA’s practice of settling litigation via consent
decrees with certain non-governmental organizations is of great concern because such
decrees then define EPA’s regulatory approach to State Regional Haze SIPs without the
States involvement, yet the States must bear the consequences of EPA’s process and
implement these regulatory changes. The States expressed concern that EPA’s actions were
not consistent with the cooperative federalism structure of the CAA or the Regional Haze
program.

19.  The February 6, 2013 FOIA request was submitted after EPA denied the
States’ previous FOIA request for records concerning EPA’s practice of entering into
consent decrees with non-governmental organizations in cases concerning the
implementation of several environmental programs, not just the Regional Haze program.
EPA denied the States’ previous FOIA request asserting that the request was overbroad and
that there was no demonstration that the records would be disseminated to the general public.
At the time EPA denied the States’ previous FOIA request, EPA advised Oklahoma Deputy
Solicitor General Eubanks in a telephone conversation that the States should resubmit FOTA
requests for records concerning individual environmental programs and specific cases and

that EPA would review those requests.

11



20.  The States’ FOIA request makes clear the type, scope and location of the
records sought from EPA. Specifically, the States’ FOIA request asks for any and all
documents sent and/or received by specific EPA offices, including the office of the
Administrator, that discuss or in any way relates to:

(@) any consideration, proposal or discussions with any Interested
Organization (as that term is defined below), or any other non-
governmental organization, including citizen organizations, whose
purpose or interest may include environmental or natural resource
advocacy and policy, concerning:

1. the scope and application of the EPA Administrator’s non-
discretionary duty to take certain actions under the CAA, 42
U.S.C. § 7604(a)(2);

11. the course of action to take with respect to any Regional Haze
SIP required to be submitted to the EPA pursuant to CAA §
169A for any State;

iii.  the course of action to be taken with respect to any
administrative or judicial order, decree or waiver entered, or
proposed to be entered concerning any Regional Haze SIP.

“Interested Organizations” is defined as any one of the following
organizations:

-National Parks Conservation Association
-Montana Environmental Information Center
-Grand Canyon Trust

- Dine Citizens Against Ruining Our Environment
- Dakota Resource Council

- Dacotah Chapter of Sierra Club

- San Juan Citizens Alliance

-Our Children's Earth Foundation

-Plains Justice

-Powder River Basin Resource Council
-Sierra Club

12



-Environmental Defense Fund

-Wildearth Guardians

-Natural Resources Defense Council

-Western Resource Advocates
See Exhibit 1 at 1-3.

21.  Clearly set forth in the States’ FOIA request was a fee waiver request based on
the fact that the States’ request is in the public interest and therefore EPA must waive any
applicable fees associated with fully responding to the request. See 40 C.F.R. § 2.107(1). The
States’ FOIA request clearly sets forth that the requested documents will be made available
to the public at the University, Federal Depository and State Library systems located in each
of the requesting States. See Exhibit 1 at 5. Additionally, the States will analyze the data
presented in the requested records and will produce a report as part of their ongoing review
of EPA’s operations. See id. The report will be disseminated to others in the States as well
as disseminated to the media and Congress as a component of the States’ active involvement
in “State efforts addressing environmental issues.” See id. The States’ FOIA request averred
that none of the requested documents or the resulting report will be used for commercial use
or gain. See id.

22. By letter dated February 22, 2013, EPA denied the States’ fee waiver request,
claiming that the States had “not expressed a specific intent to disseminate the information
to the general public.” See Exhibit 2 at 1.

23.  On March 15,2013 the States timely filed their appeal of EPA’s denial of the

States’ fee waiver request. See Exhibit 3.
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24.  Byemail dated May 2, 2013, EPA stated that it required “a brief extension of
time” until May 15, 2013 to complete its review and respond to Oklahoma’s March 15
appeal. See Exhibit 4. On May 15, 2013, EPA sent the office of the Attorney General of
Oklahoma an email informing Oklahoma that EPA required yet another extension of time
until May 31, 2013 to complete its review and issue a determination of whether Oklahoma’s
fee waiver request should be granted. See Exhibit 5.

25. By letter dated May 31, 2013, EPA denied the States’ FOIA request. See
Exhibit 6. In its denial letter, EPA claims that the States” FOIA request “fails to adequately
describe the records sought,” and therefore the request was denied. Exhibit 6 at 1. EPA’s
denial of the States’” FOIA request is consistent with their apparent protocol to avoid
compliance with FOIA by telling requestors that their FOIA request is overbroad. In a recent
email exchange disclosed by EPA as a result of a FOIA request, an EPA official advises a
Region 6 EPA employee that “standard [EPA] protocol” is to tell all “requestor[s] that they
need to narrow their [FOIA] request because it is overbroad.” See Exhibit 7 at 6.

26.  Further, because EPA denied the States’ FOIA request, EPA refused to act on
Oklahoma’s appeal of EPA’s denial of the States’ FOIA fee waiver request asserting that the
appeal was moot. See Exhibit 6 at 3.

27. The EPA’s May 31, 2013 denial letter constitutes the agency’s final

determination. See Exhibit 6 at 6. Plaintiff has therefore exhausted all administrative
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remedies with EPA and now files this action for judicial review of EPA’s determinations,
which is proper pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(a)(4)(B).

PLAINTIFFS’ CLAIMS FOR RELIEF

COUNT ONE
(Failure to Produce Records)

28.  Plaintiff States re-allege and incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs.

29.  Defendant is unlawfully withholding records requested by Plaintiff pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. § 552.

30.  Plaintiff States properly asked for specific records within the custody and
control of EPA. The States’ FOIA request was not overbroad. The States’ FOIA request
stated with specificity the type of records sought in such a way that would “permit EPA
employees to identify and locate” the requested records. U.S.C. § 552(a)(3), 40 C.F.R. §
2.102.

31.  EPAviolated FOIA’s mandate to release agency records to the public by failing
to release the records as the States specifically requested. U.S.C. §§ 552(a)(3)(A),
552(a)(3)(B).

COUNT TWO
(Improper Denial of Fee Waiver Request)
32.  Plaintiff States re-allege and incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs.
33.  Plaintiff States have demonstrated they are entitled to a waiver of fees

associated with processing their FOIA request because the information sought in the FOIA
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request is in the public interest, will significantly contribute to the public’s understanding of
the operations and activities of EPA and will not be used to further any commercial interest.
5 U.S.C. § 552(a)(4)(A)(ii1), 40 C.F.R. § 2.107(1).
34. EPA violated FOIA and its own regulations when it failed to grant the States’
fee waiver request. U.S.C. § 552(a)(4)(A)(ii)-(ii1), 40 C.F.R. § 2.107(1)(2) and (3).
PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff States respectfully requests that this Court:

1. Order Defendant to immediately process the States” FOIA request;
2. Order Defendant to conduct a thorough search for all responsive records;
3. Order Defendant to promptly disclose the requested records in their entirety

and make copies available to the Plaintiff States;

4. Enjoin Defendant from charging the Plaintiff States fees for the processing of
their requests;

5. Award Plaintiff States their costs and reasonable attorneys’ fees incurred in this
action under U.S.C. § 552(a)(4)(E); and

6. Grant such other relief as the Court may deem just and proper.

Date: July 16, 2013.
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Respectfully submitted,

s/ E. Scott Pruitt

E. SCOTT PRUITT, OBA #15828

Oklahoma Attorney General

Tom Bates, OBA #15672

First Assistant Attorney General

Patrick R. Wyrick, OBA #21874

Oklahoma Solicitor General

P. Clayton Eubanks, OBA #16648

Oklahoma Deputy Solicitor General

Office of the Attorney General of Oklahoma

313 NE 21st Street

Oklahoma City, OK 73105

Telephone: (405) 522-8992

Facsimile: (405) 522-0085

Email: tom.bates@oag.ok.gov
patrick.wyrick@oag.ok.gov
clayton.eubanks@oag.ok.gov

s/ Paul M. Seby

Paul M. Seby

Special Assistant Attorney General
Marian C. Larsen

Special Assistant Attorney General
Seby Larsen LLP

165 Madison Street

Denver, CO 80206

Telephone: (303) 248-3772
Email: paul.seby@sebylarsen.com
Email: mimi.larsen@sebylarsen.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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On the Complaint:

s/ Luther Strange
LUTHER STRANGE
Alabama Attorney General
Andrew L. Brasher
Deputy Solicitor General
Office of the Alabama
Attorney General

501 Washington Avenue
Montgomery, AL 36130
(334) 353-2609
abrasher@ago.state.al.us

Counsel for Plaintiff the State of Alabama

s/ Thomas C. Horne
THOMAS C. HORNE
Arizona Attorney General
James T. Skardon

Assistant Attorney General
1275 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

(602) 542-5025

Attorneys for State of Arizona
James.Skardon(@azag.gov

Counsel for Plaintiff the State of Arizona

s/ Sam Olens

SAM OLENS

Georgia Attorney General
40 Capitol Square SW
Atlanta, GA 30334

(404) 656-3300 (phone)
(404) 463-1519 (fax)

Counsel for Plaintiff the State of Georgia
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s/ Derek Schmidt

DEREK SCHMIDT

Attorney General of Kansas
Jeffrey A. Chanay

Deputy Attorney General, Civil Litigation
Division

120 SW 10th Avenue, 3rd Floor
Topeka, KS 66612-1597
(785)296-2215 Phone
(785)291-3767 Fax
jeff.chanay(@ksag.org

Counsel for Plaintiff the State of Kansas

s/ Bill Schuette

BILL SCHUETTE
Michigan Attorney General
S. Peter Manning (P45719)
Neil D. Gordon (P56374)
Assistant Attorneys General
Environment, Natural Resources,
and Agriculture Division
P.O. Box 30755

Lansing, MI 48909

(517) 373-7540
ManningP@michigan.gov
GordonN 1 (@michigan.gov

Plaintiff on Behalf of the People of Michigan

s/ Jon Bruning

JON BRUNING

Nebraska Attorney General
Katherine J. Spohn

Deputy Attorney General
State of Nebraska

2115 State Capitol

Lincoln, NE 68509
402-471-2682
Katie.Spohn@nebraska.gov
Counsel for Plaintiff the State of Nebraska
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s/ Wayne Stenehjem

WAYNE STENEHJEM

North Dakota Attorney General
Margaret 1. Olson

Assistant Attorney General
Office of Attorney General

500 North 9th Street

Bismarck, ND 58501-4509

Tel:  (701) 328-3640

Fax: (701) 328-4300
maiolson@nd.gov

Counsel for Plaintiff the State of North Dakota

s/Alan Wilson

ALAN WILSON

South Carolina Attorney General
ROBERT D. COOK

Solicitor General

J. EMORY SMITH, JR.

Deputy Solicitor General

Office of the Attorney General
Post Office Box 11549
Columbia, South Carolina 29211
(803) 734-3680
Rcook@scag.gov
Esmith(@scag.gov

Counsel for Plaintiff the State of South
Carolina

s/ Greg Abbott

GREG ABBOTT

Texas Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
300 W. 15th Street

Austin, TX 78701

(512) 936-1342

(512) 936-0545 (fax)

Counsel for Plaintiff the State of Texas
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s/ John E. Swallow

JOHN E. SWALLOW

Utah Attorney General

Utah State Capitol Suite #230

PO Box 142320

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-2320
Craig Anderson

Assistant Utah Attorney General
Office of the Utah Attorney General
195 North 1950 West, First Floor
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116

(801) 538-9600 Phone
craiganderson@utah.gov

Counsel for Plaintiff the State of Utah

s/Jay Jerde
GREGORY A. PHILLIPS

Wyoming Attorney General
Jay Jerde

Deputy Attorney General
123 Capitol Building

200 W. 24th Street
Cheyenne, WY 82002
(307) 777-7841 Phone
jay.jerde(@wyo.gov

Counsel for Plaintiff the State of Wyoming
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