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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS,

Complainant,

)
)
)
)
Vs. ) PCB No. 03-191
) (Enforcement-Land)
COMMUNITY LANDFILL COMPANY, INC., )
an Illinois corporation, and )
the CITY OF MORRIS, an Illinois )
)
)
)

municipal corporation,

Respondents.
to: Mr. Mark La Rose Mr. Bradley P. Halloran
La Rose & Bosco Hearing Officer '
200 N. La Salle Street, #2810 Illinois Pollution Control Board
Chicago, Illinois 60601 ' 100 W. Randolph,
' Chicago, IL 60601
Mr. Charles Helsten . Mr. Scott Belt
Hinshaw & Culbertson 105 East Main Street
100 Park Avenue Suite 206
Rockford IL 61105-1389 Morris, Illinois 60450

NOTICE OF FILING

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that we have today, February 9, 2007, filed with the Office of
the Clerk of the Illinois Pollution Control Board, by electronic filing, Complainant’s Motion to
Set Hearing Date or Alternatively for Severance of Claims, a copy of which is attached and
herewith served upon you.

BY: JAN
"~ (CHRISTOPHER GRANT
ssistant Attorneys General
Environmental Bureau
188 W. Randolph St., 20" Flr.
~ Chicago, IL 60601
(312) 814-5388
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS,

Complainant,

PCB No. 03-191
(Enforcement-Land)

VS.

)
)
)
)
)
)
COMMUNITY LANDFILL COMPANY, INC., )
an Illinois corporation, and )
the CITY OF MORRIS, an Illinois )
municipal corporation, )
' )
Respondents. )

COMPLAINANT’S MOTION TO SET HEARING DATE OR ALTERNATIVELY FOR
SEVERANCE OF CLAIMS '

NOW COMES Compléinant, PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, and respectfully
requests that the Illinois Pollution Control Board (“Board”) set a date for hearing on remedy in
this matter. In the altemative, Complainant request that the Board order severance of
Complaiﬁant’s claims against Respondent CITY OF MORRIS (“Morris”) from its claims against
Respondent COMMUNITY LANDFILL COMPANY (“CLC”’) in order that hearing may go
forward against Respondent Morris without further delay. |
I INTRODUCTION

In this case, the State of Illinois is addressing serious and ongoing violations of the
Illinois Environmental Protection Act (“Act”), 415 ILCS 5/1 et seq., and the Board’s financial
assurance regulations. The complaint in this matter was filed with the Board on April 17, 2003.

On July 21, 2005, Complainant moved for summary judgment, which was granted by the
| Board on February 16, 2006. The Board reaffirmed its decision on June 1, 2006 in its denial of

the Respondents’ request for reconsideration. During the entire pendency of this matter, and
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continuing until the date of filing this Motion, no compliant financial assurance has been in place
for the closure of the Morris Community Landfill (“Landfill”), or for maintenance and repair
following closure. Conditions at the Landfill continue to degrade,‘ in violation of the Board’s
regulations, and creating a threat to the welfare of the citizens of Illinois.

The Board has consistently refused to grant any relief in this case, including an order for
the Respondents to correct the violations, until<it considers evidence relating to Sections 33(0)
and 42(h) of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act (“Act”), 415 ILCS 5/33(c) and. 5/42(h)
(2004).. Complainant has repeatedly requested that this hearing be expedited.
II. HEARING ON REMEDY IS CURRENTLY INDEFINITELY STAYED

On September 22, 2006, Respondent Community Landfill Co. (“CLC”) filed a Motion to
Cancel Hearing, requesting that the Board strike the October 24-27, 2007 hearing date because of
the illness of Mr. Edward Pruim, a corporate ofﬁcef of Respondent CLC. Attached to CLC’s
Motion was a letter from Timothy S. Wollner, D'.O'., essentially stating that preparing for hearing
would detrimentally affect Mr. Pruim’s health. |

CLC claimed, in essence, that Mr. Pruim’s unavai]ability denied it a fair opportunity to
prepare its case and that it needed Edward Pruim’s testimony. The City of Morris (“Morris™)

_file a Response in support of cancellation, also claiming that Edward Pruim’s testimony was an

important element of its case. CLC’s Motion was granted by the Hearing Officer and affirmed
by the full Board on Interlocutory Appeal.

At the request of the Hearing Officer, CLC provided an upd\ated medical evaluation'from
Daniel A. Rowan, D.O., on January 31, 2007. In summary, Dr. Rowan’s letter states that Mr.

Pruim continues to be physically unable 'to participate in legal proceedings, and that his medical




Electronic Filing, Received, Clerk's Office, February 9, 2007

condition should be evaluated again in several months. There is presently no date set for hearing
.on the sole issue of remed};, and no way of predicting when Edward Pruim’s physicians will
declare him fit for hearing preparation and testimony.
III. THE BOARD SHOULD NOT ALLOW A CONTINUED DELAY
Edward Pruim’s medical condition should not be allowed to indefinitely delay final
resolution of this case. He is not a party, but merely a stockholder and officer of Respondent
CLC. His testir;lony was not disclosed by either CLC or Morris in response to Awitness
interrogatories served as early as 2004. Moreover, his participation and/or testimony is not so
necessary or unique that his absence at hearing will prejudice either Respondent.
a. Edward Pruim Was Not Personally Involved witli Financial Assurance Matters
The subject matter at hearing will be the appropriate remedy for the Respondent’s failure
to provide compliant closure/post closure financial assurance for the Morris Community Landfill.
However, it appears that Edward Pruim was not involved in CLC’s arrangements for financial
assurance. Attached as Exhibit ‘A’ are CLC’s responses to Complainant’s First Set of
Intenogatqries. The response to Interrogatory 4 (Exhibit A, p.3) provides:
4. Identify all officers, employees or agents of Responde:ﬁ CLC who negotiated,
solicited or arranged for financial assurance pursuant to the requirement of
Permits No. 2000-155-LFM and 2000-156-LFM.
ANSWER:
R. Michael McDermont [CLC Engineer/Consultant], Mark. A. LaRose [CLC
counsel] and Robert Pruim.
CLC’s sworn Response clearly demonstrates that Robert Pruim, not Edward, was the

CLC officer responsible for arranging financial assurance.

b. Robert Pruim Can Adequately Represent Respondent CLC
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Robert Pruim, not Edward Pruim, is President of CLC, and has verified all of CLC’s
discovery responses in this matter. Clearly, he possesses a comprehensive understanding of this
case, and financial operations of the corporatipn. Such understanding should be presumed: CLC
is a small, closely held company, with only twé shareholders, Robert Pruim and Edward Pruim.

At deposition in People v. Community Laﬁdﬁll Co., PCB 97-193 (now consolidated with
PCB 04-208), Robert Pruim testified about his ahd Edward Pruim’s responsibilities during the
period from 1990 to 1997.

Q. What are your responsibilities as president of the company?

Mpr. LaRose 1990 to 1997?
Mr. Grant: Sure.

A. Secure customers for the landfill, paying bills, collections, just typical corporate
functions.

Q. And what would your brother’s responsibilities be?
A. Pretty much the same.

Q. Would you say that you share responsibilities.in running the company---?
"A. Yes.

Q—is that accurate? Board of directors, who are currently the directors of the company

Mr. LaRose: 90 to 97?
Mpr. Grant: No, currently

A. Probably ‘all along has been the two of us, Ed and Bob.

(Deposition Transcﬁpt Excerpts attached as Exhibit ‘B’.)

There is no evidence that the joint responsibilities of Robert and Edward Pruim changed
in any way after 1997. Moreover, Robert Pruim confirmed that they were the sole members of

the CLC Board as of the date of deposition (October 29, 2003), indicating that the Pruim’s joint
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management had continued through that date. There is no evidence that Edward Pruim was ever
the ‘Chief Financial Officer’ of CLC, as previously claimed by the City of Morris, or that such a
position existed. Having shared the same tasks as Edward Pruim, Robert Pruim can certainly
assist in CLC’s preparation for hearing on the sole issue of the proper remedy to address the
company’s violations. Also, based on Robert Pruim’s involvement in arranging financial
assurance, and prior testimony about joint operation between the two stockholders, Morris’ stated
concern that they would be ‘whipsawed’ by Edward Pruim’s absence has no rherit.
c. Edward Pruim is Not a Necessary Witness for Morris

.The City of Morris twice supplemented its Response to Complainant’s witness
interrogatlories. However, at no time prior to October 2, 2006, did the City of Morris ever notify
Complainant that it wo.uld call Edward Pruim as a witness. Moreover, to the date of filing this
Motion, Morris has not properly identiﬁed the subject matter of any t-estimony it would seek from
Edward Pruim, nor specified any ‘unique’ testimony he may offer apart from Robert Pruim.
Notably, although Morris téok four depositions during discovery, it did not depose Edward
Pruim. However, five days after CLC filed its Motion to Cancel Hearing on the basis of Mr.
Pruim’s medical condition, Morris added Edward Pruim to the final witness and document list
required by the August 17, 2006 Hearing Officer Order.' As demonstrated above, Robert Pruim

can adequately testify on behalf of the Respondent Corporation. The Board should recognize

!'In its October 22, 2006 Order, the Board found that CLC had properly named Edward
Pruim as a witness through submission of its final witness list. Complainant believes that the
Board was referring to the City of Morris’ disclosure on October 2, 2006. Neither Respondent
named Edward Pruim in response to Complainant’s Supreme Court Rule 213(f) witness
interrogatories. Complainant believes that naming a witness for the first time in response to a
hearing officer witness list request, 22 days prior to hearing, neither complies with the Board’s *
discovery rules nor provides sufficient notice to the opposing party.

5
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Morris’ claim for what it is: a blatant attempt to delay final resolution of this case - a case where
its liability has already been established.
IV. CLOSURE & POST CLOSURE CARE IS OVERDUE
" The Landfill is now in a deteriorating condition as a result of the lack of financial
assurance. On December 8, 2006, the State of Illinois w'as compelled to initiate an action in the
Circuit Court of Grundy County for immediate injunctive rellief.. This newly-filed case (06 CH
184) stems from the alleged failure of CLC and the City of Morris to install and operate a
compliant landfill gas collection and control system. As shown by the attached affidavit of
‘Matthew Cookingham (Exhibit C), inspections in 2005 and 2006 discloged direct venting of

landfill gas to the atmosphere, failure to operate a flare or other landfill gas collection and control
device, non-functional gaé extraction wells, and the presence of strong landfill gas odors. In its
Circuit Court case, the State has alleged over thirty violations of the Act, the Defendants’
CAAPP Permit, and r;egulations contained in 35 Ill. Adm. Code, Part 220, S_ubpért B.

In the absénce of financial assurance, and as the Landfill continues to deteriorate, the
State will be required to engage in additional enforcement litigation to address violations directly
related to féilure to provide adequate maintenance and long-term care. However, the Board has
consistently refused to order the Respondents to proilide financial assurance until after hearing
evidence on the factors described in 415 ILCS 5/33(c) and 5/42(h). It is just such.hearing that the
Complainant now seeks to schedule.
V.  MOTIONTO SEVER

If the Board continues to find that Edward Pruim’s assistance is necessary in preparation

of CLC’s hearing, its should now sever the State’s claims for relief against CLC and the City of
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Morris. Because the pertinent regulations require both owners and operators to maintain
financial aséurance, each is individually respohsible for compliance’.

The City of Morris cannot claim that it requires Edward Pruim’s assistance.to prepare for
héaring as their interests are obviously adverse. Nor can the. City legitimately claim that Edward
Pruim’s testimony is necessary for a fair hearing on remedy for its own violations. Implicit in the
Board’s earlier findings is the fact that the ‘City of Morris, and Community Landfill Company,
were each required to ensure that closure and post-closure financial assurance was maintained for
" the Morris Community Landfill. Since no l.ate‘r than December 5, 2002, when the Illinois
Supreme Court denied the Respondents’ Petition for Leave to Appeal the adverse ruling in the
Appellate Court® , the City has known that no compliant financial assurance was in place. The

decisions, actions, and/or omissions of one officer of CLC have no relevance to the City’s failure

to act thereafter. Moreover, as shown by Exhibits A and B, Edward Pruim had no role in the
provision of financial assurance for the Landfill. To the extent that the City seeks to elicit
testimony regarding CLC’s faiiure to provide financial assurance (if that is even relevant to its
defense), Robert Pruim, President of CLC, cah adequately serve.

For the foregoing reasons, the City of Morris’canblaim no prejudice from the Board’s
severance of this Action. However, the State will clearly be prejudiced by failure to either order

both Respondents to hearing or to sever this case. An indefinite delay due to the continuing ill

2 See, e.g., 35 Ill. Adm. Code 811.706 (c), which provides, in pertinent part:

©) The owner or operator of an MSWLF unit shall provide financial _
assurance utilizing one or more of the mechanisms listed in subsection (a) within
the following dates:...

3 202 1. 2d 600 (Dec. 5, 2002).
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health of Edward Pruim will prevent the State from obtaining the relief that is now required - a
court enforceable order requiring the City of Morris to immediately post financial assurance for
closure and long term care of this deteriorating landfill. If hearing against either Respondent |

continues to be delayed by a doctor’s opinion regarding the medical condition of one individual

officer and stockholder, the State will be prevented from effectively enforcing the Board’s
regulations and the Illinois Environmental Protection Act.

In the event that the Board severs this action; it may, in the interest of economy, consider
consolidation of the remaining remedy issues against CLC in PCB 03-191 , with hearing on PCB
97-193/04-208. In that matter, also involving violations and alleged violations at the Landfill, |
Edward Pruim is a named Respondent, but the City of Morris is not a party.

WHEREFORE, Complainant respectfully requests that the Board:

1) Order the Hearing Officer to establisﬁ a date for hearihg on the issue of remedy
against the Respondents;.

2) In the alternative, order this case to be severed for hearing on remedy against each
Respondent, and order the Hearing Officer to establish a date for hearing on the issue of remedy

against the City of Morris;

3) Provide such other relief as the Board deems appropriate and just.
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS,
LISA MADIGAN, Attorney
General of the State of Illinois

BY:

pChristopher Grant
Jennifer Tomas
Assistant Attorneys General
Environmental Bureau
188 W. Randolph St., 20" Flr.
Chicago, Illinois 60601
(312) 814-5388
(312) 814-0609
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1
? 1 BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF )
ILLINOIS, by LISA MADIGAN, )
Attorney General of the )
~State of Illinois, )
Plaintiff, ;
vs. ;PCB No. 97-193
COMMUNITYFLANDFILL CO., an ;
Illinois Corporation, )
Defendant.. ;
This is the deposition of
ROBERT PRUIM, called by the Plaintiff for
examination, taken pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 101.161, 35 Ill. Adm. Code 101.622 and
Supreme Court Rule 206(a) (1), taken before
PEGGY A. ANDERSON, a Notary Public within .and
for the Couﬁty of Cook, State ofyillinois, and
a CertifiedvShorthand.Reporter of said state,
at 188 West Randolph Street, 20th Floor,
Chicago, Illinois, on the 29th day of October
A.D. 2003, at 11:30 o'clock a.m.
EXHIBIT
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brother?
A Yes.
0 What is his current title and has

that remained the same during the same period?
A I believe he's secretary, treasurer;
and it's remained the same.
0 What are your responsibilities as
president of the company?
MR. LaROSE: 1990 to 19977
MR. GRANT: Sure. |
BY THE WITNESS:

A Secure customers for the landfill,

‘paying bills, collections, just typical

corporate functions.
BY MR. GRANT:

Q And what would yéur brother's
responsibilities be?

A Pretty much the same.

Q Would you séy that you share
?esponsibilities in running the company --

'A Yes.

Q -- 1is that accurate? Board of
directors, who are currently the directors of

the company?
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MR. LaROSE: '90 to 977
MR. GRANT: No, currently.
BY THE WITNESS:

A  Probably all along has been the two
of us, Ed and Bbbi‘
BY MR. GRANT: ‘

Q | Is Community Landfill Company
currently in good standing? By thaf, I mean is
it still registered with the Secretary of State
as a --

A To the best of my knowledge, it is.

0 Have you paid franchise taxes and
whatever corporate fees are:requiréd for this
year, 20037

A I believe we have.

Q Mr. Pruim, you stated that when you
purchased Community Landfill Company, it had an
ongoing relationship with the city of Morris;
is that correct?

A 'Yes.

Q In yéur responsibilities as
president, did you work with the city of Morris
on the operator-owner relationship -- Let me

Strike that.

TOOMEY REPORTING (312) 853-0648
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- AFFIDAVIT OF MATTHEW COOKINGHAM -

I Matthew ‘Cook:irjlgham,‘ __af_’ger belng duly sworn on.roath, state ‘tih_at if cglled upon fq
tgstif)_; in thlS r_r%a.tter, I would compeiéntly testify as foilows: ‘, : o -

.1 recgiv_éd_ a ééchelo_r o_f __Scien_c-e ]f)_egreg in_'Civil_Enginge,IfiI.lg_fr'om._ Valparaiso
University in 1994

2. Thave bgen employed by the Ill_i_nois Environmen.talk Protection Agenc-}l' (“Illinois
EPA”) since May, 1994.

3. | My title is Environmental Protection Engineer for the Illiﬁois EPA Bureau of Air.
As part of my responsibilities, I inspect municipal solid. waste landﬁlis for compliance with
regulations governing th_c coll.lectvi‘on‘ and cont;oi of landfill gas 1 ha‘v.e performed more than one
hundred i;}spé.cfc_i;ons of landﬁll gas c:__c')_lrle_cl:t_ibo:rtl,.anfd: cortl_tr.oi»lsystems at. Illinois landfills, and am
familiar Qith the proper 0peratjon_bf these sys.tle‘nis.i. Iam able to recognize the odor of landfill
8as. - | l

4, | ‘Municipal solid waste and garbagé degrades within landfill to form landfill gas.
Landfill gas éonsists éf methaﬁe, carbon dioxide, sulfur compc;unds,'and.various non-methane
organic cherhit:als. Landfill gas has a noxious, characteristic odor. Exposure to landfill gas can
result in nausea and hvevadaches. | |

5. My current responsib'ilitiés include conducting inspections of various emission

- sources, .including the Morris Cdnununity Landfill, 1501 Ashley Road, Morris, Grundy County,

- Hlinois (hereinafter “Landfill”).

EXHIBIT )

a
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6. The Landfill is. classified as a municipal solid waste (“MSW) laﬁdﬁll. Ilinois
EPA Bﬁreau of Land waste disposal permits list thé City of Morris as permitted owner, and

Community Landfill Co. as permitted operator.

7. On Nov_eniber 19, 2002, Illinois EPA issued ClleangAir Permit Program

.{“CAAPP”) Permit No. 0004069. The CAAPP permit also lists the City of Morris as owner,
. and Commﬁnity Landfill Co. asvoperator. | - |

8. A landfill gas coligétion aﬁd control system is present at 'thg Landﬁli, and consists
'. of vertical \;vells, designed to extract landfill gaé from wasteAdispos’al cells, lateral_ gas collection |
' pipes ér ‘headers’, a main header, and a landfill gas control flare. Aside from the gas control
flare, nd other landfill gas control/destruction device is present at the Landfill. | |

9. I visited the Landfill o'ﬁ July 27, 2005, May 8, 2006, and Oc.tober‘ 18,v 2006. At
each inspection I spoke With Mr.]J amés Pe_lﬁarsh, Site Manager for Communify' Landfill Co.

“10. At the July 27, 2605 inspection, thek gas cont_rol. flare was pfesent at- the landfill,
but was. not cénnected to the landfill gas wells or céllection piping, and was not operating. MTr.
Pein_arsh did not have records of operation of the landfill gas collection and con&ol sslstem at the . -
| landfill, nor records pertaining to the landfill’s CAAPP Penhjt,' He advised me that the City of
Morris w;as in éhafge of the operation of thg Léndﬁll, and directed me to City .Mayor Richard

Kopczik for more information.

" 11.  On July 27, 2005, 1 visited the offices of the City of Morris, and spoke with City

tl

Clerk John Enger. Mr. Enger was not able to provide any records of operation of the Jandfill gas

collection and control system, or records required by the landfill’s CAAPP Permit. Mr. Enger




Electronic Filing, Received, Clerk's Off-i_ce, Ebruary 9, 2007

suggested to me that the landfill’s envirénmental consultants might be in pos_séssion of the
records. . | ,

12. ' dn May 8, 2006, I again visited the Landﬁll for the purpose of inspection. The
gas céntrol flare was present at the Landfill, but was not connected or operating. A strong,
noxi01'1.s b'dor characteristic of landfill gas was present in the vicinity of the flare, and within 50
-yards. of Ashley Roéd.

13. On May 8, 2006, 1 observed a 13-inch pipe discharging landfill gas directly to the
atmosphefe. Mr Pelnafsh told me that high landfill gas pressuré in the pibe prevented hirﬁ from

closing off this source of landfill gas emissions.
, 14.  OnOctober 18, 2006, I again visited the Landfill for the purpose of inspéétion. A
strong, noxious odor characteris’tigof landfill gas was present near the entrance to the Landﬁll,A
. and within 50 yards of Ashley Road. The Gas Contr(’)!l ﬂaré was connected to pipes, but waé not
operating at the time I afrived. Mr. Pelnarsh told me that the pipes connected to an underground -
Ieachaté sto;a'gé tank. Mr. Pelnarsh also advised me that representatives of the City of Morris
‘had directed him not.to operate the flare, but that he was running the flare about 3 hours };'er day
because landfill gas odors were very strong. |

15.  On October 18, 2006, Mr. Pelnarsh advised me that the majority of gas extraction

-

wells at the Landfill were ‘watered in", and nonfunctional, i.e. not extracting any landfill gas

from waste disposal cells.
16.  On October 18, 2006, I inspected gas extraction wells at the Landfill. Many of
the wells had hoses disconnected, were shut down, or not connected to lateral header lines. Mr.

Pelnarsh advised me that the~onfy visible header leading from the landfill surface area to the-
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vicinity of the flare was being used to transport leachate, which is liquid extracted from waste

_disposal cells.

17. At the October 18, 2QO6 inspection the 13-inch pipe, previously observed at my
May 8, 2006 inspection, was open and actively discharging landfill gas directly to the

atmosphcfe. This pipe appeared to lead from the underground leachate storage tank identified by

Mr. Pelnarsh. - | %

18. Based on my inspection and experience with landfill gas’ collection and control
systems, I was able to’ determine that landfill gas from the underground storage tank would be

discharged directly to the atmosphere when the flare was not operating.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT

6 0
—

‘Matthew Cookihgham

~Subscribed and $worn to .

. pefore me this " day of
2006. S
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BEFORE THE ILL]NOIS POLLUTION CON’I'ROL BOARD

PEOPLE OF TI-lE STATE OF ILLlNOIS EXHIBIT

% A

Complamant,

PCB No. 03-191
(Enforcement)

V.

D

)

)

)

| )
COMMUNITY LANDFILL COMPANY, )
INC., an Tllinois Corporation, and the )
CITY OF MORRIS, an Illinois =~ - )
municipal corporation, C o : )
. _ )

)

Respondents L
RESPONDENT COMlV[UNITY LANDFILL COMPANY 'S
RESPONSE TO COMPLAINANT’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND
' REQUEST FOR TIIE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS '

Respondent COMIVIUNITY LANDFILL COMPANY (CLC) by 1ts attorneys Mark A

. LaRose and Clanssa C. Grayson of LaRose & Bosco Ltd pursuant to Illmo1s Supreme Court Rule. . i

213 and 214 and 35 Ill Adm Code 101.616, serves Complamant PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
| ILLINOIS, the followmg Response tothe Complamant s F1rst Set of Interro gatones and Request for |
| the Productlon of Documents ‘1 |
| RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES
1. Identlfy each person Who supphed mformatmn for answers to these mterrogatones. :
- and further state for, whlch mterrogatones each person so 1dent1ﬁed supphed mformatlon
| ANSWER - | | |
Respondent CLC obJects to th15 mterrogatory as 1o Board rule or lllmors Supreme Court

rule requlrcs th1s mformatlon to be prov1ded a.nd smce itis not relevant or calculated to lead to -

the dlscovery of relevant ewdenoe SubJ ect to and without Walvmg these obJecnons the
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. ,jﬁfqrrnation provided in these interrogatories was supplied by CLC.:,

2. Idennfy each and every fact w1tness who may be called by Respondent CLC as a'.

- w1tness.1n any hearmg in thlS matter and state h15 or her area of lmowledge '

- AN SWER- | | | |

Although Respondent CLC has not yet 1dent1ﬁed all md;wduals it expects to call as o .5 '
w1tnesses at any heanng, 1t expects to call current IEl’A employees Joyce Mume and Blake _

: Hams, former IEPA employee I ohn Taylor, and any thnesses named by Complamant

: _Respondent CLC w1]l supplement this response as requlred

3. Identlfy each and every oplmon w1tness who may be called by Respondent CLC
as a w1tness at any heanng in th1s matter, and state

a) h1s or her area of knowledge

b) the subJ ect matter on wh1ch the opmlon w1mess will testxfy,
' c) the conclus1ons and opmmns of the op1mon w1tness and the bases therefore o

" d) the quahﬁcauons of the opm10n w1tness
- AN'SWER-
; Respondent CLC has not yet 1dent1ﬁed a]l oplmon W1tnesses it expects to call as’

,w1tnesses in any hearmg Respondent CLC wﬂ:l supplement th15 response as requ1red
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‘ 4 . Idenﬁfy" all ofﬁcers';‘emploﬁkees, or ag_ents of Respondent CLC Who'negotiat_ed, '

- solicited or arranged for ﬁnancial assutance pursuarit to the'requirement of Permits N_o} 20'_00;

155-LEM and 2000-156-LFM. -
' ANSWER:

R. Michael McDermont, Mark A. LaRose and Robert Pruim.

: 5 s For all ﬁnanc1al assurance prov1ded or mamtamed by Respondent CLC for the
* Morris Commumty Landﬁ]l ﬁ'om T: anuary 1, 2000 unt11 the present state
1) The a.mount and type of ﬁnancml assurance an'anged for and/or mamtamed

2) The dates that the ﬁnanc1al assurance became effectxve and the dates on whlch o
the ﬁnanc1al assurance was d.1scontinued or cancelled '

3) The amount and type of ﬁnanc1a1 assurance in place at the present [1 . the date
these interro gatones were served upon Respondent]

4) The fee(s) pa1d by Respondent CLC for ﬁnanc1al assurance arranged for and/or
malntamed ,

AN SWER‘

| 1) Frontier Bond Nos

| 158465 31May 2000 31May2005' B $1o,osi,63d.oo : _'
158466 - 31May2000.-3lMay2005 '§,9:o6,ol6:oo -
__9-‘1"507_' 14 June 1996 - 14 June 2005 :'1,4‘39,?‘;50;00 -
2):_ " See aoove fot effective dates. | o
3) 'See above for type of ﬁnanclal assurance:

4) . Respondent CLC Ob_] ects subpart (4) of thls mterro gatory asitis not relevant or calculated
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to lead to the dlscovery of evrdence relevant to the subJ ect matter of thrs complamt

_ 6. Did any person, exceptmg Respondent CLC arrange for and/or mamtam ﬁnancral-

| assurance, as deﬁned herein, related to pernnts 2000-15 5_-LFM and 2000-15 _6-LFM? o

Ifso:

1) Identlfy the amount and type of ﬁnanclal assurance arranged for and/or L
mamtamed : . g

| 2) State the dates that the ﬁnanc1a1 assurance became effect:lve and the’ dates on-
' whrch the financial assurance was d1scontmued or cancelled

3) State the amount and type of ﬁnancral assurance in place at the present [1 e. the .
' date these interro gatones were served upon Respondent], :

4) State the fee(s) pa1d by Respondent CLC for ﬁnanc1al assurance arranged for .
| and/or mamtamed by others

AN SWER
Yes Clty of Morrls, MOl'l‘lS Clty Councll Illmors Envrronmental Protectlon

'Agency, J ohn Kim, Joyce Munle, J ohn Taylor, Chrlstme Roque, Frontler Insurance,

Emerald Insurance Agency coorh

' B ) For cach year fmm 2000 until the Pl‘esent | state the amount pard by Respondent
, CLC to the Crty of Moms for | | ' _
| . a. :-Lease Payme,l}ts; .
b. RoyaIW,PaYments; ) N o A’ -

c. Reimbursement of surety bond expenses incurredvhy the C1ty of Morris.

. ANSWER:
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* Respondents object to this interrogatory as it is not relevant or calculated to lead to the

- discovery of evidence relevant to the subjectmatter of this complaint. -

o 8. . For each year ﬁom 2000 untll the present state the amount pa1d by CLC as bond
premmm for the Fronuer Bonds as herem deﬁned | ' '
AN SWER" -
Respondents obJect to th1s lmterro‘gatory as iti 1s not relevant or calculated to lead to the

" -dJscovery of ev1dence relevant to the subJ ect matter of th1s complamt

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
1. Any and all documents relatmg to answers to the above mterrogatones and all
: documents 1dent1ﬁed in the course of answenng the above mterrogatones and any and all
documents consulted or rev1ewed in order to answer the aboye interro gatones..
AN SWER | |
See attached documents produced pursuant to Complainant’s Request_for Producti__on of " l

- Documents.

2, . All correspOndence and any and all documents relating to correspondence' 3
between Respondent CLC and any person Whlch relate to proposals quotes costs or, | '
apphcatlons for financial assurance for the Morris Commumty Landfill, from 1999 unt11 the t
present. | |

ANSWER:
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Respondent CLC Ob_] ects to tlns mterro gatory as it is not relevant or calculated to lead to

'the d1scovery of ev1dence relevant to the Sub_] ect matter of th1s complamt |

3 -E‘ | Any and all documents which Respondent wﬂl enter into evidence or othérwiSe :

- useat heariné.in this matter. ,

ANSWER

Respondent CLC does not, at this tlme have a complete hst of documents to be used at .

’ heanng a.nd w111 supplement this producuon request as reqmred

{ .

Attomey for Respondent _
Commumty Landﬁll Comp any

Clarissa C. Grayson

" LAROSE & BOSCO, Ltd.
© 200 North LaSalle Street, Suite 2810

Chicago IL 60601

(312) 642-4414 .
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VFiumCATION |
I Robort Prulm bcmg fi Tt duly <wom on oath dcpo;gs ‘md st‘xt»s as fol lo»;/s:‘
1. : | 1am the Preqdent of Commumty Landfill Corpomtxon, N |
 2.' I have read the torcgomg Respondont Commumtv L’mdﬁll C omnany. s, Answer 1o
‘ Complainant’s First Set of Intcrrogatories and Request for the ‘Production of

- Documents and state that the answers therem arc true And correet o the best of my
know ledxe and bcllef :

"' Robeft Pruim

Csu Bb(‘RIBED A\JD SWORN TO
before me this
May, 2004.

“" ’NOTARY PUBLI
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

. L Clanssa C. Grayson, an attomey hereby cert1fy that I served RESPONDENT .
" COMMUNITY LANDFILL COMPANY’S RESPONSE TO COMPLAINANT’S FIRSTSET
. OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUEST FOR THE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
. by placing copies of same in the Umted States Ma11 ﬁrst-class postage prepald th1s 11® day ofJune -
2004, addressed as follows -

[ ’

Mr. Christopher Grant

- Environmental Bureau -

- Assistant Attorney General -

188 West Randolph Street, 200 Floor
Chlcago IL 60601 o : - v

: Mr. Charles Helsten

Hinshaw & Culbertson -
~ 100 Park Avenue
Rockford, IL 61105

(4

. One of the A’ttpﬁmys_fqr_cgmmpémn Co—
Mark A. LaRose | AR |
Clarissa C. Grayson
LaRose & Bosco, Ltd.

Attorney No. 37346
~ 200 N. LaSalle Street -

~ Suite 2810

. Chicago, IL 60601 |
| (312) 642-4414
Fax (312) 642-0434
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS,
Complainant,

PCB No. 03-191
(Enforcement-Land)

VS.

an Illinois corporation, and
the CITY OF MORRIS, an Illinois
municipal corporation,

)
)
)
)
)
)
COMMUNITY LANDFILL COMPANY, INC., )
)
)
)
)
Respondents. )
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, CHRISTOPHER GRANT, an attorney, do certify that I caused to be served this 9th day
of February, 2007, the foregoing Motion to Set Hearing Date or Alternatively for Severance of
Claims, and Notice of Filing, upon the persons listed on said Notice by placing same in an

envelope bearing sufficient postage with the United States Postal Service located at 100 W.

Randolph, Chicago Illinois.

y)

U_ CHRISTOPHER GRANT




