
TEXAS AL OHOLlC BEVERAGE § BEFORE TI-IE TE AS 
COMMISSION § 

§ 
VS. § 

§ 
1 KINGDOl\.of GROUP INC. § 
D/B/A HO TE L CAPRI § ALCOHOLIC 
PERMIT/LICENSE NO(s) . MB712504, CB & § 
LB &PE § 
DALLAS COU TY , TEXAS § 
(SOAB DOCKET NO. 458-10-1889) § BEVERAGE COMM ISSION 

ORDER 

CAME ON FOR CON IDERATION this 21st day of April, 2010, the above-styled and 
numbered cause. 

After proper notice was given, this case was heard by Administrative Law Judge Laura 
Kuchinsky. The hearing convened on the 251h day of January, 2010 and adjourned the same day . 
The Administrative Law Judge made and filed a Proposal For Decision containing Findings of Fact 
and Conclusions of Law on the 22nd day of March, 2010. The Proposal For Decision was properly 
served on all parties who were given an oppo rtunity to file Exceptions and Replies as part of the 
record herein. On March 23, 2010, Respondent's Attorney filed Exceptions to the Proposal for 
Decision. Staff filed a Reply to Respondent's Exceptions on March 23, 2010. On March 26 , 2010, 
the Administrative Law Judge replied to Respondent's Exceptions and Staffs reply to Exceptions 
and recommends no change to the Proposal for Decision. 

The Assistant Administrator of the Texas Alcoholic Beverage Commission, after review and 
due consideration of the Proposal for Deci sion and Exhibits, adopts the Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law made by the Administrative Law Judge . 

IT IS T HERE FO ORDERED, by the Assistant Administrator of th Texas Alcoholic 
Beverage Commission, pursuant to rules adopted by the commission foun d in Title 16, Texas 
Administrative Code §33.24, your conduct surety bond is hereby FORFEITED. 

IT IS FU RTHER ORDERED that service of this Order shall be made to the surety 
company , bank or savings institution holding the bond, certificate of deposit or letter of credit 
securing performance of the holder of the permit on the date it becomes final , and the amount of the 
bond payable to the state be remitted to the commission, not later than 10 days from the date the final 
order is served. 

This Order will become final and enforceable on the 17th day of Ma , 2010, 
unless a Motion for Rehearing is filed before that date. 

SIGJ ED this the 21st day of April, 2010, at Austin, 
Texas. 

Sherry K-Cook, Assistant Administrator 



Texas Alcoholic Beverage Commission 

C i' R IFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that 1 have served copies of the above Order on the parties shown below in the manner 
indicated on the _ day of April, 20 IO. 

Judith L. Kennison 
. 'J r ORNEY FOR PETITIO 
TABC Legal Section 

JLKJcb 

Honorable Judge Laura Kuchinsky
 
Administr ati 'e Law Judge
 
State Office of Administrative Hearings
 
Dallas, Texas
 
VIA FA CSIl'~nLE: (214) 9 -6-8611
 

First Indemnity of America Insurance, Co.
 
SURE TY, BANK OR SAVI GS INSTIT T ION
 
119 Littleton Rd.
 
Parippany, NJ 07054
 
VIA REGULA R A'IAIL 

Timothy E. Griffith 
ATTORNE ,OR RESPO I DENT 
101 East Park Blvd., Suite 600 
Plano, I X 75074 
VIA FACSIMILE: (469) 742-9521 

1 Kingdom Group, Inc. 
RESPONDE T 
d/b /a Hotel Capri 
4138 Travis 5t. 
Dallas, 'IX 75204 
VIA REGULA R ~fA IL 

Judith L. Kennison 
ATTORNE Y 'OR PEIn 10 ER 
TABC Legal Section 

Licensing Division 

Dallas District Office 
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Chi 
Cathleen P rslev 

Adminis rive La J dg 

March 22, 2010 

Alan Steen 
Administrator 
Te Alcoholic. B verage Commi ssion 
5806 Mesa Drive 
Austin, Tex as 78731 

l OJ\' VS. 
RJ 

Dear Mr. Steen : 

Please find enclosed 
and underlying ration le. 

for Dec ision in this case . It con lOS my r co men rion 

Exceptions and rep lies may be filed by ny party in 
CODE § 155.507(c), B SO AH rule which m y be foWld at ~WWW--'-''''''''''0=.=.l'''''''''':';='&=== 

. AD. I}J. 

Sincerely, 

LKJlan 
r:::n closure 

Xc: 

Lau uchlns 
Administrative L w Judge 

63." forest Par Road , Suire 1 0" • IhU • T~ 75235 
(21	 ) 9~16 ax (2 1 ) 956-8611 

:/ / .soah. scate.ce.us 
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DAL LAS CO l I TEXAS T n.c:......,..u GS 

PR PO FO DE ISION 

Staff f 111CTex as Alcoholic Beverage Comm ission (Staffor Pe titioner) see forfeiture of a 

$5,000 conduct sur ety bond posted. by I Kingdom Group c. dlbJa Hotel C pri (R 

PLD'S UAnt to Respondent's settlement a eements d w ivers resulting jn T Alco olic ~v ge 

Commission (Commission) orders show Respond n committed three violatioas oi tbe Texas 

Alcoholic Be a' ilge Code in 2009. Respondent erted that its conduct s bond shoul not be 

forfei ed because the evidence do nor show final jUdie lions of the viol lions. The 

Administrative Law JUdge (AU) inds lha t me emmissiou'a 0 .nst Respondent est lish 

'final determi nations of'Respondenr 's three Code violations as discussed below and recommeeds that 

Respond ent's $5,000 conduct sur ty bond be for feited. 

Y. PROCE Dv .....,.... H OR , NO E, r D J 

Jurisdiction and no tice were not contes ted d arc ser out in th indings of F ct and 

Conclusions of Law. The hearing in this atter ccnve ed 1 nuary 25, 010, before AU ura 

KuchinskY, 31633 Forest ParleRoad, uhe I50-A, Dallas , Texas 75235 Petitioner w s repr enred 

by judith Ke nnison. SI tTAttorney . who appeared by telephone . Respondent app eared through its 

attorney, Timothy E . Gri ffith. 
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A. l eg Si s d.rd 

TEX. ALeO. BEV. CODE A . (Cod ) § I 1. 11 requires it surety bond or mi eel beverage 

permit bo lder in the amount of 5.000. conditioned on th permi t holder's compliance with holic 

beverage III t ff m y seek forfeiture ofa conduct surety bond wh en, am g ther things, ther is 

(fa fin adjudicati on th t the Ii ensee or permittee has commi tted three viol tio coholic 

Beverage Code since epternber I. 1995." 16 TEx. ADMDI. CODE 3 .2 (j)(1). The issue in this 

bearing is whether the criteria for forfeiture 0 the bo d, as established by C e J J.11 and 1 T 

ADMIN. Cons § .24{jxn.h ve been isfied.' 

B. ~U I!lUIlLa ry or~t.f'f1 fl vidence and Ar'gulmezu 

St s exhibits include copy of cspondcnt's permit, conduct surety be • viol tion 

history, senlemerrt agreements. and ornmissicn orders. Responden t ho lds a Mixed Beverage 

Permit, including a Beverage Carta e Permit, C ter 's Permit, nd M; Be era Late Hours 

Permit, permit number 7 ]2 04 (Permit), tor the premises loe ed ai 201 ville Avenu D 1 • 

Dall County, Tex . R sponden 's th p . ciple, lKingd Group 

Inc., and the surety, First Indemnity of Americ Ins nee C mp y, arc bound to p Y the State of 

Te the am ount f S ,000, i f Respondent vio lates a state law re ating ec bolic bey ge =>_ 

On March 2 . 2009. po dent, through its president, signed a "Settlement A ement and 

Waiver," hich recites that, on January J 1. 009. Respondent permitted consump tion of co olic 

bever ge during pro hibited hours in violation of the Code. Also. on July 30,2009. Resp ndent, 

through its attorn ey, Timothy E. Gri ffith , sign ed a "Se lemenr greement an Waiver," hic h 

recites t [on..Jun e 28, 1009, R spend t permitted consurn p 'on of alcoho lic beverage(s) during 
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prohibited ho in viol tion of the Code, and that. 0 July 3, 2009, Responden t tor Ieobclic 

beveragets) w y from licensed premises ' vio la tion of e COOt!. Respon eat's A greem ts also 

stated: 

1 Responden t] C ow ledg that the Commission will make finding 
that the above Ii ted violation(s) occurred; r[R espondent] am w iving 
my right to have an attorney, aiving rn right to hew w iving 
my right to a re -heari d w ' ving my right to ppe ; lh hove 
vio lation( ) will become part 0 my ndent 's] license/permit 
history; and this agreem t m y result in th forfei ture ofany con I 
sur ety ,bond J [Respondent] ha ve on life .2 

Subsequently, on March 30, 2009, in Docket No. 84 39, the ommission iss ued an order 

wherein Lh Commission m de fin ings of facl and conclusions of Jaw, including find in th 

Respondent violated the Cod e sec tio n as agree d in Respondent " M eh 24. 2009, A CCUlClI. 

Similarly. on J ugu t 5. "009, in Docket 0.587 00, the Comm ission issued ord wh . 1 the 

Commission m de findi ngs of fact and con clusions of! • inc luding th e fi ing that espond t 

viol ted th Code sections as agreed in Respondent 's July 30, 2009, greement. The Commi .on ' 5 

March 3D, 20 , and August 5, 2009, Ord TS g inst Respo ndent concern " II ri ts and privileges 

granted und the permi t/license." Both Orders sess civil penalties license suspension terms 

against Res dent's Permit in ccordance ith the terms of'Re ent ': A eem en dAt M.an::h. 

24~ 2009" d July 30 , 2009. 

Sua:amJIrY. of Respo d t ~ vide ee a d 

Respondent argued th t Stafr s vidence d es not "how "fin I j udication" of three Code 

violations under 16 TEX. ADMIS. CODE § 3 .24(;)( 1), d, therefo re, Its conduct surely bond should 

not be forfeited. Responden t r lied on RUlhuford OJI Corp . v, Gen ral Land Office, 776 S .W.2d 

232 (Tex. App. - Austin 1989, no wri t ) and Big D Bamboo, Inc. v, Stat . 567 S.W.2d 9 1 (T ex. 

2 TABC x,1. Re nl also ..clcno.....ledge d it co ld resCl/1d J ~ cr eemenu wilhi.D three lendar d a~ from dll. k 
of Respondent 's sign.rur~ ; there i! no cv'idcocc R~po Dd~ nl resc inded rhese 1ST e mell lS. 
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Civ. App.v-Beaurnonr 197 8, no rit ). e ndent so erted th three c urts htl e revers the 

Commission's orde rs requiring the forfeiture ofcond t surety bo ds based D und lYUJg 5C le en 

agreements in he foHo ing cases: 

(I)	 Alfonso Cabanas d/b /a La Est, ila Sports Bar v, Alcoholic Beverag« 
Commiss ion , 19Jnl Judici JDistri t, District Co urt COWlty,' 

(2)	 North hy East En' rtainment Ltd. dIh/o PI tinu 1/. di 11 Cab ret v, Texas 
Alcoholic Beverage Comm ission , 44111 Sf te Civil District Co . ;" and 

(3)	 Hurrsell Ray Whitefield d/b/a Boar S Nest v, Texas Alco lie Beverage Co mission. 
'" Judici J Distri ct, Dis . r COUr1 of Er th ounty, rex . 

D.	 A D Iy i 

For the reas ons discussed in he: nal is below, II ~ AU finds that Res pon ent co mmitted 

three 'Vio lations o f the Alcoholic Be g Code since Septemb J. 1995, and those viol 'were 

final adjudications as required under 16 TEX. ADMfN. CODE § 33.2 (j) (J , 

Firs t, the plain lang u ge 0 Respond nt's A IS sho s that R pendent waived i righ t 

to bearing concerning its Code violations, eed th t thc violat ions will become part of its Permit 

hisfory, and agreed th t the Comm ission will make finding th t these vio lations occ ed, The 

preponderance of the evidence shows that Respondent committ d thr 

September 1, 1995. follows : (1 ) on January 3 J. :2009, Respondent permi tted consumption of an 

alcoholic b v ge durin prohibit . h urs in viol 'on of the Code; (2) on J c 28, 2009, 

Respondent permi ned consumption of n leo olic beverage durin g prohibited hours in viol tion of 

I Copies of PI:aiDtifI's On uW Petition ;;and u trici orrier $ i &Jl~ on J, nu ry 16, 2009. 

• Cop ies or lain ti Ori~J Pctlrion. E Paste MOtion 10 Suspend 'rABC Order, diJaic l court order fcoun ry not 
identified] signed on Jan ry J .200 • .Ind TADC d iS I order si ed on pril J , 200 . 

S Cop ies of P/.lintitr s First Amcoded Ori in] PeCinoQ:aod RequtSt (or Expedited A I IIld dis ·C( ceurr's Snal 
judgment si ned on June J4 . 200 '1. 
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the Code; and (3) on Ju ly 3, 2009, Respondent stor alcoholic bey (s a y m licensed 

premises vi I LiOD of 'he ode, 

S on Y. St s evide ce shows tha t in a p oceeding before he Commission,6 on M rch 

3D, 2009, and Augus1 5, 2009, in Do et urn 5 43 39 tiv ly. the 

Commission determined the legal rights, duties, or p ivileges of Re ndent wi respec t to its 

Permit er opportunity for djudicarory hearing. which Respo dent aived thro u its 

Agreements, The Commission's Orders 55 pen lues gainsr R ndent concemin its legal 

rights, duties, or priv ileges under its Permit in the form of civil penalties d susp ension terms 

pertinent to "to all igh ts nd priv ileg granted und the perm it/license." The Commission's 

Orders const itute a S te agency's determina tion of contested case? under the dministrative 

Procedure Act ncerning Respond ent 's le al ri ts, d ties, or pri vileges ith resp t to its Permit 

after Respondent waived its opportun ity for adj udicatory hearm " 

Third, to b a final dete rmination. a te gem y's deci ion or order th t is dv e to p 

in a cont case must be in writing or stated on the reco and must incl ude findings of (; el and 

conc lusions of 1 VI ~ In this C:lSC, the Commission's Orders gainst Respondent, dated M h 30, 

200~, and August 5, 2009, in Docket umbers 584339 and 587400 resp ectively, contain fmdin 0 

fact, conclusions of! w. and order civil penalties suspension terms gainstR Ild l is Pennie. 

The Commission's Orders find Respondent commi t ed the Cod violations recited by ondcnt 

in its Agre ments and find th I Respondent VI ived its oppommi to eati ng to adjudicate those 

Code violations. These finding>: offact M C suppo ed by relevant conclusions of law, Accord " gly, 

v 'r Coo AN~ . § 200 1.003(J) and ( 7). Uoder d\l~ Adm!Jlj$D1Illvc Procedure ....ct, a "comested 

7 Respondenr argued tJlIC R pondencdid nor contest t uadedyi viall oom these lo'1oltDam '" not .dju· ~d , 
"Coerested C se" i .ldrnini,tr rive 1; IS a term 1M<! b SU N Te , requirins I PIIlY to lie the0ppOrlrJ nlf)' f or I })c,.ui%lll 
prior to .. ~ute asency's det rrniJunon of "' POlI't)" S rielm , duties, or privi e 1:$. j'ec TEX. G OV' T Co DE .....NN. § 
2001 .00)( 1). 

• M.t' TE)( oovr co ( ANN. § 1001 I.n , 
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the Orders in Docket 'um bers 58 3 9 d 5 7 00 h ve final and bindin effect against' 

Respo ndents ' P it d constitute a fin I de ermination of'Respo dent 5 Code violations. There is 

no evide e that Respondent appe ed either Commi..sion Order. 

espondent argued that its Code viol rions were not fin Jadj dicati wi thin the m eaning 

of 16 TEX. ADMiN. OD § 33 .24{j)(I). In Rutherford Oil Corp., the co tion of 

p wers concemi g j udici ~ udication d cncyadjudi ion, Rut rford 

at 234-3 .5 . e court noted that "51 agen ies usu ally employ hearin t construe orce 

regu l tory requirem en " Id. at 234 . The court held th t S e agency, e General d Office, 

could tadj udi teprop and I d rights, "no power is more properl 'or certainly s tt cd Yo 

the j udicial department than lh 1which determin controverted righ t 10 pro erry." Ruth rford Oil 

Corp., 776 S. W.l d t 234-) . Accordingly, the co urt of pp 15 inRut} rford Oil Corp. the 

trial court to reinst te n injun tion prehibi in the General d Office from conducting a h '08 

on the b is tb the General Land Office had no authority to adjudic te I ed mine l right . 

Unlike i utherford Oil Corp. v. Gene al land Office, espo dent did not presen uthori 

that R pendent 's Code violations should have been determined through judici adj udicatio n :md 

did not se k to enjoin the Cornmi sion 's previous detennin lions of espondent' s righ ts conceming 

its Permit. Inste d, ' this c e. Responden greed t I th Commission oul m e findin Oat 

Respondent comm itted the Code violation d pena lties to Respc n ent 's Permit as described 

in Respondent ' Agreements; Respondent did not ppc Jeither Commission Order. 

e court in Big D. Bamboo. Inc. di cussed the definition fa conreste cast: in Or c:r to 

determ ine whether an agen y 's a tion cons tit tes 3 ce ntes ed case. Big D Bamboo, Inc., 567 .W.2d 

at 918 ( .nd mg, ''This , is in our opinion. does not constitute a contested cas ."). In Big D Bamboo. 

Inc. the State ofTexas. ting by and through irs !eoholic Bev ge Commission, filed SUI t :) amst 

Big 0 Bamboo, Inc. and TaHon 1Surety Corporation for the recovery ofS I , J3 ..3 in gross Tee ipts 

liquor taxes due under th Te Pena l Code. Bi D' Bamboo.]. c., S 7 S. W.2d at 916. In reaching 

its opinion, the -court analyzed the meaning ofa. "contested c e" und r the i drninistrative "Procedure 
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and Texas egister ct, which defined contest d case as On in which H e legal ' ts, du ies, or 

privileges are to d. termined by an a ency aftcr oppo rtunity for adjudic 've hearing." Id at 

918 (emph 'is in original). The court aaalyzedth meani g ofthe wo d~ t~rm;n d in relation to the 

agency 's action and found this to mean that the ency's dec i ion must h ve ind ing offi t, Id. 

Based on the facts in that case, the court in Big D Bamboo, Inc. found wr the ount of th !aX 

deficiency or liability assessed by TABC "was not a final determinative or bin ing order Ord e 

with reference to Such deficiency or liability." Id. As discussed above, the previous 0 ders against 

Respondent include app rop riat findings of fact and conclusions of'l 10 orne th omrn i ion' s 

final determinations under the Administra tive Procedure ct concerning esponde l' s Code 

violations. 

The di strict court orders in (1) Alfonso 'ubanas d/b/a La Estr lla Sports Bar v, Texas 

Alcoholic Beverage Commission; (2) Nonb by Eas: Entertainment Ltd d/b/a Platinum JJ Adult 

Cabaret v. Texas Alcoltolic Beverage Commission; and (3)/-/I rrsell Ray Whitefield d/b/a Boar 'J' I!5t 

),I. Texas Alcoholic B erage Comm stan were not given weight by the ALl because those courts' 

decision do not underlying tion le to reverse e Commissi ' Ord other than through 

broad langua , such as finding th t the Commi ion 's Orders e not s ported by sub tan tial 

evidence. Also , e derlying ettlement agreements rh esponden t ed wer the b i for 

the surety bond ti rtei tures in these three cases wen: nor admitted 10 evidence, nor were the 

Commissi on ' s orders th r were appe ted in those cases. Accordingly, it is own what f cts and 

conclusions. ifany, were adopted by th Commission in those CasC5 or wh; the sp ific issue(s) the 

parries argu ed in e distric t courts." 

For the above re sons, the AU recomm ds that Respondent's cond uct surety bon be 

forfeited. 

Q 'No w( ig.ht is j" th copies of Pb WIlif s Or w I Pel lion OJ PI3inrUrs I eded eliuoD, es thcse 
pleilld.jn' $ c~l.I.bli$h mttC .. Jl c~~o . rn fllel" the: capy of PIllin 'If ' s Origirul P C-lib in Nnn h by Ea st Entert. U'I," I'Ir Lrd 
d/b/a Plari'lum I I Adu lt Cabarrt Y. Texas .AlrolloUt:8f"\'uaK ~ CfJ musto« U ~ unnsncu. no n.fi e m.u-k cap . Se« 
Resp. Ex , ~. pp . 9-10. 
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I.	 1 Kingdom Group Inc d/bl Hot I C pri (Responden t) olds Mixed Beven e Perm it, 0 

in lurling a ev ge CartagCl Permit, C 1 's Permit) and Mixed Bevera Late I ours 
p it, Permit o. 712504 (Permit • issued by the Tex Alcoho lic e erage Commission 
(Commission) for the premises loc ed 2018 Greenville venue, Dall , D J Coun ty, 
Texas, 

2.	 Fin Indemni ty ofAm .ca Insurs e Company issu conduct surety bond Respon em 
in favor of the St te ofTexas in the amount of 5iOOO based 0 the Commi ion 's issuance 
ofR es ndent's Permit, 

3.	 On March 24 . 2009. and July 30, 2009. Respondent. through its repr entstiv . signed 
settlem ent greemen and wai ers (Agreemen ts) wh eby R ondent w ived its righ t to a 
hearing co ernin three Code viol rions, 

4.	 In nd t's Agreements dated arch 2 , 2009. d July JO. 20 9, Respondent agre ed 
th I the Commiss ion will me a finding th t the following violati occ : (1) on 
J uary 31, 2009, Respondent permitted consumption of alco holic beyer ge d rin 
prohibit d hours in violation of the Texas Alcoholic Beverage Cod ( ode); (2) 0 June 2 • 
2009. cadent permitted cons wnption of n alcoholi beverage uring prohibited ho TS 

in vio la ion of the Code; d (3) On July J , 2009, espondent tored alcohol ic beverage(s) 
away from licen ed premi in viol tion 0 th Code. 

5.	 On March 30. 2009, and A u ust 5? 2009, in Docket Numbers 584339 d 5 7400, the 
Commission. s te gency, through its Order i ed on tho respec tive dat es. foun d that 
Respond t violated the Code per Responden 's cements. 

6.	 The Commission's Ordas dated March 30, 2009. d August 5. 20 9, contain ndings of
 
fact, nclusions of law, d assess civi l pen lti nd su p ion provis io against
 
Responden t' s Permit.
 

7.	 Respo ndent did not appea l e Commission 's h 30. 2009, or Au st S, 2009, Orders 
agains t irs Permi t, 

8.	 On epternber 11, 2009, Staffof rhc Commission (Staff or Pe titioner) inform d Respondent 
tb it intended to eek forfeiture of Respondent's S5000 conduct sur ety bond bec ause 
Respondent commitr three Code Violations in 2009. 

9.	 Respond r r uested bearing to de termine if the bond sho uld be forfeited. 

10.	 On January 4, 20 10. Petitioner issued the no tice ofh ring. Th e netic o f'he ring contain ed 
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the tim , d te, and location of the h ' ng ~ the ppJic ble rules d tatutes i -olved; and 
short, p lain tement of e matters asserted, 

11.	 The h ing m this maner ccnvened oa J uary25, 201 0, be fo ura Ku.chinskywith 
SWe Offic.c of drninistrative He in s (SOAH). Petiti oner wasrepres t by Judi th 

J( nison, taff rtorney. Responden peared through its cy, Timothy E. Griffith. 
The ari ng concluded and the record clo ed tht same y. 

IV. CO CLVS10 SOFL W 

1.	 The: C ission has juri diction 0 er this matter under T EX. ALe O. BIN. C OD N, " ch. 5 
and § 11.11, and 16 T + ADMl , CODE 33.24 , 

2.	 SO h jurisdiction to conduct th he ing in this proceeding and to issue proposal f r 
decision ith ndi gs off< d con clusions ofJaw provid by TEX', GOV'TCOOEANN, 

ch, 2003 rd TEX. co. B v , 00 ANN, 5.43(). 

3.	 The orice ofhearin w p vide«! as req uired by the dminis live cedure Act. TEX. 
Govr CODE ANN. §§ 2001.0 1 d 2001.052 , 

4.	 The Commiss ion 's Orders ed M 30 , 2009, nd Au ust • 2009, constitute astate 
ency's final d erm in tions of contested cases COD ernin Respondent's legal right, 

<Juries , or pri vileges with respee to its P rmi t fter Re pendent w .ved its opportuni ty ,111 

ad judic tory heari ng. 

5.	 Based upon the foregoin Findings of F ct d Co nclusio of Law , espondent' s S5,ooO 
con C1 surety bond should forfe ited. T . A tco. BEv. CODE . § 11.11 d 16 TEX. 
AD . . Coos § 3 ,2 (j) . 

SIC	 D ARCH 22r 2010. 


