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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

PEOPLEOF THE STATEOF ILLINOIS, )
)

Complainant, )

vs. ) PCB No. 97-193 CLERK’S OFFICE
) (Enforcement)

COMMUNITY LANDFILL COMPANY, ) JAN 302004
INC., an Illinois corporation, ) STATE OF ILLINOIS

) Pollution Control Board
Respondent. )

RESPONDENTCOMMUNITY LANDFILL COMPANY’SRESPONSEIN OPPOSITION
TO COMPLAINANT’S MOTION TO FILE THIRD AMENDED COMPLAINT

Respondent,COMMUNITY LANDFILL COMPAINY, INC., (“CLC” or“Respondent”)by

andthroughits attorneys,LAROSE& BOSCO,Ltd., andin oppositionto thePeopleoftheStateof

illinois’ (“People” or“Complainant”)Motion to FileThirdAmendedComplaint,respondsas

follows:

I. Introduction

After nearlyseven(7) yearsofintenselitigation including:acomplaintfiled in 1997, aFirst

AmendedComplaintfiled in 1998, a SecondAmendedComplaintfiled in 1999, and substantive

rulingsonliabilitybothforandagainstCLCinboth2001and2002,Complainantonlynow,in 2004,

seeks leave to file a Third AmendedComplaintnaming Edward Pruim and Robert Pruim,

individually, as respondents(“proposedrespondents”).Complainant’ssole allegationsagainst

proposedrespondentsarebasedon documentsthat theIllinois EnvironmentalProtectionAgency

(“Agency”) hashadin its possessionsince1993, 1995and1996, longbeforetheoriginalcomplaint

wasfiled in 1997.
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TheBoardshoulddenytheComplainant’smotionbecause~1) it isuntimely; 2) allowingthe

amendmentwould beprejudicialto RespondentCLC andthe proposedrespondents;and3) the

Complainanthadpreviousopportunitiesto amendthecomplaintbut failed to do so.

II. Procedural History

OnMay 1, 1997,Complainantfiled itsfirst complaintin thismatter.TheoriginalComplaint

namedCLC asthe sole respondentand containedsix (6) countsallegingviolations relatingto

managingrefuseandlitter, leachateflow, landscapewaste,financialassurance,failureto file asig

modandwaterpollution. Complainantthenfiled aFirstAmendedComplaintonApril 3, 1998;

againCLC was theonly respondent.TheFirst AmendedComplaintincludedfour(4) additional

Countsallegingviolationsrelatingto overheightofthelandfill.

On November24, 1999, overtheRespondent’sstrenuousobjections,Complainantfiled a

SecondAmendedComplaint, againonly naming CLC as respondent.The SecondAmended

Complaintincludedtwelve(12) additionalCountsallegingviolationsrelatingto asbestos,usedtires,

thegascollectionfacility, leachatedisposal,final cover,financialassurance,andfailure to provide

revisedcostestimates.

This casehasbeenthe subjectoftheexchangeofhundredsofdocumentscomprising

thousandsofpages,numerousdepositions,andcross-motionsforsummaryjudgmentbytheparties.

On April 5, 2001, theBoard ruledagainstCLC on CountsV and XII of the SecondAmended

Complaint.CLC filed amotionfor reconsiderationon May15, 2001. OnJuly26, 2001,theBoard

reversedits decisionon CountXII, andfoundin favorof CLC onliability anddismissedthatcount.

TheBoardaffirmed its ruling againstCLC on CountV andorderedahearingonpenalty.

OnOctober2, 2002,theBoardissuedanextensiveorderregardingtheparties’cross-motions

for summaryjudgment.TheBoardfoundin favor ofCLC on CountsXI, XVIII, andXXII ofthe
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SecondAmendedComplaint and dismissedthosecountsagainstCLC. The Board deniedthe

Complainant’smotionfor SummaryJudgmenton Counts1,11, VI, XV, XVII, XIX (inpart)andXX

oftheSecondAmendedComplaint,andorderedahearingon liability on thoseCounts.Finally, the

Boardfoundin favorofComplainanton Countsifi, IV, V, VII, VIII, IX, X, Xffl, XIV, XVI, XIX

(in part)andXXI andorderedahearingon penaltyon thosecounts.

OnDecember5, 2003, Complainantfiled themotionpresentlybeforetheBoardwhereinit

requestedleaveto file its Third AmendedComplaint. Complainant’sproposedThird Amended

ComplaintnamesEdwardPruimandRobertPruim,theprincipalsofCLC, asadditionaldefendants.

The People’sproposedThird AmendedComplaintitself was filed on December30, 2003 and

containsnineteen(19)counts.1FortheBoard’sconvenience,achartsummarizingthecurrentstatus

oftheCountsin theSecondAmendedComplaintis attachedasExhibit A.

OnlyCountIV (Failureto ProvideandMaintainAdequateFinancialAssurancePursuantto

theApril 20, 1993 Permit)andCountVII (DepositingWasteinUnpermittedPortionofLandfill) of

theproposedThirdAmendedComplaintcontainany specificallegationsagainstEdwardPruimor

RobertPruim. Paragraph22 of Count VII allegesthat “[o]n or about January17, 1995, the

RespondentssubmittedaSolidWasteCapacityCertificationto illinois EPA,signedbyRespondent

EdwardPruim,reportingthat therewasno remainingcapacityin ParcelB asof January1, 1995.”

(CountVII, ¶ 22oftheproposedThirdAmendedComplaint.) Paragraph23 ofCountVII alleges

1 CountXIX oftheSecondAmendedComplainthasbeeneffectivelybifuicatedby the
Boardandwill beheardin parton theissueofliability andin parton theissueofpenalty.
Complainant’sproposedThirdAmendedComplaintcontainsnineteen(19)counts,for which
hearingshavebeenorderedon liability on seven(7) countsandonpenaltyon twelve(12) counts.
CountXII oftheSecondAmendedComplaintwasdismissedby theBoardonJuly 26, 2001 after
reconsideringits April 5, 2001 order. Evenif theBoardgrantsComplainantleaveto file its
third amendedcomplaint,CountXII shouldnotbeincluded.
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that “[ojn or aboutJanuary15, 1996,theRespondentssubmitteda Solid WasteLandfill Capacity

Certificationto Illinois EPA, signedby RespondentRobertPruim,reportingthattheRespondents

bad receivedover 540,000 cubic yards for depositin ParcelB betweenJanuary1, 1995 and

December31,1995,” (CountVII, ¶ 23oftheproposedThirdAmendedComplaint). Paragraph21

of’ CountIV allegesthat“[r] espondentsEdwardPruimandRobertPruimfailedto increasethetotal

amountof financialassuranceto $1,342,500.00within 90 daysaftertheAgencyapprovedits cost

estimateonApril 20, 1993.” (CountIV, ¶ 21 oftheproposedThird AmendedComplaint).

III. Argument

TheBoardshoulddenythePeople’smotion to file its Third AmendedComplaintbecause

it is untimely, prejudicial,and theComplainanthad severalpreviousopportunitiesto amendthe

complaintbut did not.

The courtsproperlyrecognizethat theright to amendpleadingsis not absolute.Hall v.

NorthwesternUniversityMedical Clinics, 152 ill.App.3d 716,722, 504N.E.2d781, 785 (1St Dist.

1987); TransWorld Airlines, Inc. v. Martin Automatic,Inc., 215 Ill.App.3d 622. 575 N.E.2d592,

(2’~Dist. 1991).In determiningwhetherto grantleaveto amendacomplaint,it iswell-settledunder

Illinois law thatcourtshavefourfactorsavailablefor theirconsideration:(1)whethertheproposed

amendmentwouldcurethedefectivepleading;(2)whetherotherpartieswouldsustainprejudiceor

surprisebyvirtueoftheproposedamendment;(3)whethertheproposedamendmentis timely; and

(4)whetherpreviousopportunitiestoamendthepleadingcoui4beidentified.UniversalScrapMetal.

Inc. v. I. SandmanandSons,Inc.,337Ill.App. 3d 501,508, 786N.E.2d 574, 581 (1StDistrict2003);

LoyolaAcademyv. S&S RoofMaintenance,Inc., 146 ill.2d 263, 273, 586 N.E.2d 1211, 1215-16

(1992);Enzenbacherv.Browning-FerrisIndustriesofIllinois, Inc.,332Ill.App.3d 1079, 1086,774

N.E. 2d 858, 863 (2~Dist. 2002).Only threeof thefour factorslistedaboveapplyto theproposed
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Third AmendedComplaint.The Complainantdoesnot allegethattheproposedThird Amended

Complaintis anattemptto curea defectivepleading.Theremainingthreefactorsweighheavily

against allowing the amendment:(1) the proposedamendmentis untimely; (2) previous

opportunitiesto amendthe pleadingcan be identified; and (3) to allow the Third Amended

Complaintto be filed would be extremelyprejudicial to RespondentCLC andto theproposed

respondents.

A, The ProposedThird AmendedComplaintis Untimely

TheBoardmustconsiderwhethertheproposedamendmentis timely. UniversalScrap

Metal, Inc. v. J. SandmanandSons,Inc.,337ill.App.3d 501,508,786N.E.2d 574, 581 (1StDistrict,

2003),In Tongatev. WyethLaboratories,220Ill.App.3d 952,580N.E.2d 1220,(1StDist. 1991),the

courtheldthatthetrial courthadnot abusedits discretionby denyingplaintiffsmotionforleaveto

file theiramendedcomplaintwhereit camefive weeksbeforetrial, afterdiscoveryhadbeenclosed,

andthe casehadbeenpendingfor nineyears. 220 ill.App.3d at 970, 580 N.E.2dat 1233. The

Illinois SupremeCourthasrecognizedthe importanceof filing amendmentswithin thepleading

stage.LoyolaAcademyv. S&SRoofMaintenance,Inc., 146Ill.2d 263,275,586N.E.2d1211, 1217

(1992). In thepresentmatter,the originalcomplaint wasfiled onMay 1, 1997, almostseven(7)

yearsago. Two additionalamendedpleadingswerefiled in 1998 and 1999. Theparties’ cross-

motionsfor summaryjudgmenton seventeen(17) countsoftheSecondAmendedComplaintwere

ruledonby theBoardonOctober4, 2002,fifteen (15)monthsago,andontwo (2)counts,thirty (30)

monthsago.In addition,discoveryclosedonNovember25, 2003.No additionalinformationwas

gleanedby Complainantin themeantime.Thiscaseis clearlybeyondthepleadingstage.TheBoard

shouldconsiderthat Complainant’smotion is untimelyanddenyit on that groundalone.
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B. Complainant hashad PreviousOpportunities to Amendthe Pleadings

TheBoardmustalsoconsiderwhethertheComplainanthadpreviousopportunitiesto amend

thepleading.UniversalScrapMetal, Inc. v. J. SandmanandSons,Inc., 337Ill.App.3d 501,508, 768

N.E. 2d 574,581 (15tDist. 2003).InUniversal,theFirstDistrict AppellateCourtrecentlystatedthat

“a plaintiff generallyis not allowedto file anamendedcomplaintif thefactstheplaintiff seeksto

addwereknownat thetime oftheoriginalpleading.”337Ill.App. 3d 501, 509,. 786 N.E.2d 574,

581.

Inits motionto file itsproposedThirdAmendedComplaint,Complainantstatesthat“[b] ased

on theadditionalinformationreceivedsincetheSecondAmendedComplaintwasfiled, Complainant

nowseeksto file its ThirdAmendedComplaint.” (Complainant’sMotion to File ThirdAmended

Complaint,¶4).WhileComplainantdoesnotelaborateonwhat“additionalinformation”itreceived,

areviewoftheproposedThirdAmendedComplaintrevealsthatonly CountIV (Failureto Provide

andMaintainAdequateFinancialAssurancePursuantto theApril 20, 1993Pennit)andCountVII

(DepositingWastein UnpermittedPortionofLandfill) containanyallegationsdirectedspecifically

towardeitherEdwardPruim orRobertPruim.

In regardto CountVII, Paragraph22 in Complainant’sproposedThirdAmendedComplaint

alleges:

“On or about January17, 1995, the Respondentssubmitted a Solid WasteCapacity
Certificationtoillinois EPA,signedbyRespondentEdwardPruim,reportingthattherewas
no remainingcapacityin ParcelB asof January1, 1995.”

(ProposedThirdAmendedComplaint,CountVII, ¶22).

Paragraph23 ofCountVII in Complainants’sproposedThirdAmendedComplaintalleges:

“On oraboutJanuary15, 1996,theRespondentssubmittedaSolidWasteLandfill Capacity
Certification to Illinois EPA, signedby RespondentRobert Pruim, reporting that the
Respondentshadreceivedover540,000cubicyardsfordepositin ParcelB betweenJanuary
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1, 1995andDecember31,1995.”

(ProposedThirdAmendedComplaint,CountVII, ¶ 23).

Thedocumentsreferredto in Count VII of theproposedThird AmendedComplainthave

beenin theAgency’spossessionsinceJanuary,1995 andJanuary,1996 respectively.Theywere

availableto Complainantfully twenty-eight(28) and sixteen(16) monthsrespectivelybeforethe

original complaintwas filedby Complainant.By thetime Complainantfiled its SecondAmended

Complainton November24, 1999,therecordshadbeenin theAgency’spossessionfornearlyfive

(5) andfour (4) yearsrespectively.Onlynow, eight(8) andnine(9) yearslaterrespectively,does

theComplainantseekto amendthecomplaintbasedon thesedocuments.

Similarly, in regardto CountIV, Paragraph21 in Complainant’sproposedThirdAmended

Complaintalleges:

“RespondentsEdwardPruim and RobertPruim failed to increasethe total~amountof
fmancialassuranceto $1,342,500.00,within 90 daysafterthe Agencyapprovedits cost
estimateonApril 20, 1993.”

Obviously,anyallegedfailureto increasetheamountoffinancialassurancewithin 90 days

afterApril 20, 1993,wasknownto Complainantin approximatelyJuly, 1993,more than ten (10)

yearsago. Thiswasknownto theComplainantfor nearlyfour(4) yearsbeforeit filed theoriginal

complaintin May, 1997,whichhasalreadybeenamendedtwice.

CountIoftheproposedThirdAmendedComplaintalsocontainsseveralgeneralallegations

againstEdwardPruimandRobertPruimwhichwereknownto theAgencyatthetimetheComplaint

wasfiled onMay 1, 1997.TheseallegationsincludethatEdwardPruimandRobertPruim: served

asofficersanddirectorsofCLC; signedandsubmittedp~rmitapplicationsandreports;arrangedfor

suretybondsandletterof credit;andensuredCLC’s compliancewithpertinentenvironmentallaws
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andregulations(Complainant’sproposedThird AmendedComplaint,CountI). Thesegeneral

allegationswereall knownto Complainantat thetime the original complaintwas filed through

documentsin theAgency’sownfiles.AnyassertionbytheComplainanttothecontrary,i.e.thatthis

is “additional information”,canonlybeconsidereddisingenuous.

Complainanthasofferedno goodreasonfornothavingpleadedthesemattersin theoriginal

pleading,let alonein thefirst andsecondamendedpleadings,asis requiredunderillinois law.~it~t

NationalBank& Trust Co. ofEvanstonv. Sousanes,66 Ill.App.3d 394, 396, 384N.B.2d30,31 (1st

Dist. 1978).It hasofferedno goodreasonsimplybecauseit cannot.Complainant’sonly excusemust

bethatit simplydid notbothertO go throughits own filesuntil nearlysevenyearsafterit hadfiled

theoriginalpleading,whichhasabeadybeenamendedtwice.Not only didComplainanthaveample

opportunityto amendthepleading,thedocumentssupportingtheallegationscontainedin the

proposedThirdAmendedComplaintwerein theComplainant’s own files at thetimethat all the

pleadingswere filed. Basedon considerationofthis factoralone,theBoardshouldconsiderthat

Complainanthashad ample opportunity to amendits own complaint basedon recordsin its

possession,andthereforedenyComplainant’spresentmotionto file aThirdAmendedComplaint

solelyonthat ground.

C. Prejudice and Surprise to CLC and theProposedIndividual Respondents

Complainant’smotion containsthebold andinaccurateassertionsthat its proposedThird

AmendedComplaintwill not delayresolutionofthis matterandthat is doesnot believethat

additionaldiscoverywouldberequired.(Complainant’sMotionto FileThirdAmendedComplaint,

¶7). Onthecontrary,if thiscourtallowsComplainant’sproposedThirdAmendedComplaintto be

filed,proposedrespondentsEdwardPruimandRobertPruimwouldhaveeveryrighttoprotecttheir
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interests,andwould do everythingpossibleto do so.Proposedrespondentswouldseekto conduct

full written and oraldiscoveryin orderto ascertainwhat informationComplainantpossessesand

exactly how Complainant intends to prove its allegationsagainstthe individual proposed

respondents.Complainant’sassumptionthat no additionaldiscoverywould beneededis simply

untrue.

Moreover,if the Board allows Complainant’sThird AmendedComplaintto be filed, the

partieswill be forcedinto participatingagainin continuedandprotractedmotionpractice.Initially,

the proposedrespondentsand CLC would file motionsto dismisson the groundthat the Third

AmendedComplaintdoesnot properlystateaclaim againstthe individual proposedrespondents.

Simply allegingthat EdwardPruim andRobertPruim were corporateofficers with supervisory

capacityis insufficientfor afindingofliability. Deby,Inc. v. CooperIndus.,2000WL 263985(N.D.

ill. Feb.29, 2000). Intheeventthatthismatterwereto proceedundertheproposedThirdAmended

Complaintaftermotionsto dismiss,motionsfor summaryjudgmentwould thenbe filed by both

EdwardPruimandRobertPmim, aswell as by Complainant.In otherwords, if the Boardgrants

Complainant’smotion, this casewill startall over again.

Thesurpriseandprejudiceto CLC andtheproposedrespondentsstemsfrom thesamefacts

aswerepresentedin thetwo previousargumentsconcerninguntimelinessandinformationreliedon

havingbeenavailableto Complainantfor betweeneight (8)andeleven(11) years.Thefactsbehind

theallegationsconcerningEdwardPruim andRobertPruimwereknownto Complainantwhenthe

originalcomplaintwasfiled onMay 1, 1997,almostseven(7) yearsago.

OnOctober2, 2002, theBoardmadesubstantialrulingsboth for andagainstCLC assole

respondenton the parties’ cross-motionsfor summaryjudgmentbasedon the SecondAmended
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Complaint.Thesesubstantiverulingsinclude:rulingsonCountsXI, XVffl, andXXII in favorofCLC

therebydismissingthosecounts;rulingsonCountsI, II, VI, XV, XVII, XIX (inpart)andXX in favor

of CLC, finding thatgenuineissuesofmaterial factprecludedsummaryjudgmentandorderinga

hearingonliability; andrulingsin favorofComplainantonCountsifi, IV, VII, Vifi, IX, X, Xffl, XVI,

XIX (in part)andXXI, andorderinga hearingon penalty.In addition,onJuly 26, 2001,theBoard,

afterCLC filed amotionfor reconsideration,ultimatelyruled in favorofCLC on CountXII of the

SecondAmendedComplaint,therebydismissingthatcount,andin favor ofComplainanton Count

V oftheSecondAmendedComplaintandorderingahearingonthatcount.In summary,atthispoint,

theBoardhasorderedahearingonliability for seven(7) counts,andahearingonpenaltyfor twelve

(12)counts,all againstCLC alone.2

If theComplainantis permittedto file its ThirdAmendedComplaintnamingEdwardPruim

andRobertPram asadditional respondents,thosecountsthat havealreadybeenthe subjectof

summaryjudgmenton liability in favorofComplainantwouldneedto be re-litigatedbytheparties.

Thiswould addacompletelynewlayerto thelitigation. With theexceptionofCountsIV andVII of

theproposedThirdAmendedComplaint,ComplainanthasmadenodifferentiationbetweenCLC.and

theproposedrespondentsasfar aswhichrespondenteachcountis directedto.

TheBoardshoulddenyComplainant’smotionto file its ThirdAmendedComplaintbasedon

afinding thatit would causesurpriseto andwouldprejudiceCLC andtheproposedrespondents.

IV. Conclusion

This matterhasbeenpendingfor nearlyseven(7) years,andhasbeenthesubjectofintense

litigation andtheexchangeofthousandsofpagesofdocuments.Mostincredibly,Complainantseeks

2SeefootnoteNo. 1 andExhibit A.
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to file aThird Amended‘Complaintbasedondocumentsthathavebeenavailableto Complainant

since1993,1995and1996,priorto theComplainantfilling itsoriginalcomplaintin 1997. TheBoard

shouldnotallow Complainantto do so.

WHEREFORE, based on the foregoing, RespondentCommunity Landfill Company

respectfullyrequeststhattheBoarddenyComplainant’sMotion to FileThirdAmendedComplaint,

and find that:

(1) Complainanthashadpreviousopportunitiesto amendthepleadings,andhasfailed

to do so,eventhoughthedocumentsin supportofits proposedThird AmendedComplaintwere

in theAgency’spossessionprior to its filing ~tsoriginal complaint;

(2) theproposedThirdAmendedComplaintis untimely; and

(3) theproposedThirdAmendedComplaintis prejudicialtosoleRespondentCQmmunity

Landfill Company.

RespectfullySubmitted,

OneofRespondent’sAttorney

MarkA. LaRose
ClarissaC. Grayson
LaRose& Bosco,Ltd.
734 NorthWellsStreet
Chicago,IL 60610
(313)642-4414
AttyNo. 37346
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2
nd amended

complaint
count no.

Allegation Disposition on SummaryJudgment Proposed

3
rd amended
complaint
count no.

I Failureto adequatelymanagerefuseandlitter Orderedhearingon CLC liability I

II Failure to prevent or control leachateflow Orderedhearingon CLC liability II

ifi Failureto properlydisposeof landscape
waste

CLC liable - orderedhearingonpenaltyonly ifi

IV Failureto provideandmaintain adequate
financialassurance

CLC liable - orderedhearingonpenaltyonly IV

V Failureto file requiredsig mod CLC liable - orderedhearingonpenalty only V

VI Waterpollution Orderedhearingon CLC liability VI

VII Depositingwastein anunpennittedportionof
a landfill

CLC liable- orderedhearingonpenaltyonly VII

Vifi Conductingwastedisposaloperationwithout
apermit

CLC liable - orderedhearingonpenaltyonly
.

\Tffl

IX Open dumping .CLC liable - orderedhearingonpenaltyonly IX

X Violation ofSC-3 - overheight CLC liable - orderedhearing onpenalty only X

XI Improperhandling ofasbestos In favor ofCLC; Dismissed

XII Conducting wastedisposaloperation without
a permit .

DismissedagainstCLC in Board’s order on
reconsideration7/26/01

XI
(shouldnotbein)

Xffl Improperdisposalofusedtires CLC liable - orderedhearingonpenaltyonly Xiii



XIV Violation ofpermit condition - movable
fencing

CLC liable orderedhearingonpenaltyoniy XIII

XV Violation ofpermit condition - operationof
gasfacility

Ordered hearingon CLC liability XIV

XVI Violation ofpennitcondition - gassystem-

erosion,ponding, oneinch cracks, etc.
CLC liable - ordered hearing on penalty only XV

XVII Violation ofpermit condition - leachate
disposal

Orderedhearingon CLC liability XVI
.

XVffl Violation ofpermitcondition - final cover In favor of CLC; Dismissed

XIX

.

Failure to provide andmaintain adequate
financialassurance- 10/24/96permit

.

a) CLC liable in part for financial assurance
from $1,342,500to $1,431,360- hearingon
penalty

b) Hearing on liability as to whengas
managementsystembeganoperating

XVII

‘

XX Violation ofpermit condition - operating
permit and]EPA approval

Ordered hearingon liability XVffl

XXI Failure to provide revisedcostestimateby
12/26/94

CLC liable - orderedhearingonpenalty only X1X

XXII Failure to provide revisedcostestimateby
7/26/98

In favor ofCLC; Dismissed



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

• The undersigned,an attorney,on oath states-that shecausedto be serveda copy ofthe
foregoing RESPONDENT COMMUNITY LANDFILL COMPANY’S RESPONSE IN
OPPOSITION TO COMPLAINANT’S MOTION TO FILE TifiR]) AMENDED
COMPLAINT to thefollowing partiesofrecord,byplacingsamein U.S.Mail, postageprepaid,
this 30th dayofJanuary,2004:

Ms. DorothyGunn,Clerk
illinois PollutionControlBoard
JamesR. ThompsonCenter
100 W. RandolphStreet
Chicago,IIL 60601

Mr. ChristopherGrant
EnvironmentalBureau
AssistantAttorneyGeneral
188 WestRandolphStreet,20thFloor
Chicago,IL 60601

Mr. BradHalloran
HearingOfficer
Illinois Pollution ControlBoard
JamesR.ThompsonCenter
100 W. RandolphStreet
Chicago,IlL 60601

Attorneyfor Respondent

MarkA. LaRose
ClarissaC. Grayson
AttorneyNo. 37346
LaRose& Bosco,Ltd.
734N. Wells Street
Chicago,IL 60610
(312)642-4414
Fax (312)642-0434




