
RECE~VI~D
CLERK’S OFFICE

JERSEYSANITATION CORPORATION, )
an Illinois corporation, )

)
Petitioner, )

) PCBNo. 97-2
) (Enforcement)

SEP 28 2004
STATE OF ILLINOIS

Pollution Control Board

NOTICE OF FILING AND PROOF OF SERVICE

Theundersignedcertifiesthatan original andninecopiesof theforegoingMotion
for Extensionof Time to File Responseto Motion for Sanctionswere servedupon the
Clerk of the Illinois Pollution Control Board, and one copy to eachof the following
partiesof recordin this causeby enclosingsame,in an envelopeaddressedto:

Dorothy Gunn,Clerk
Illinois PollutionControl Board
JamesR. ThompsonCenter
100 W. RandolphSt., Suite 11-500
Chicago,IL 60601

Carol Sudman
HearingOfficer
Illinois Pollution ControlBoard
1021 N.’ GrandAvenueEast
Springfield, IL 62794

JaneMcBride
Office of AttorneyGeneral
500 SouthSecondStreet
Springfield, IL 62706

with postagefully prepaid,and by depositingsaid envelop~in a U.S. PostOffice Mail
Box in Springfield, Illinois before5:30p.m. on September24, 2004.

HedingerLaw Office
2601 SouthFifth Street
Springfield, IL 62703
(217)523-2753phone
(217)523-4366fax
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RECEWED
CLERK’S OFFICE

SEP 28200kBEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD STATE OF ILUNOIS

Pollution ContrOt BoardPEOPLEOFTHE STATE OF ILLINOIS, ))
Complainant, )

)
v. ) PCB97-2

) (Enforcement)
JERSEYSANITATION CORPORATION, )
an Illinois corporation, )

0)

Respondent. 0 )

MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE RESPONSETO MOTION FOR
SANCTIONS

NOW COMESRespondent,JERSEYSANITATION CORPORATION,throughits

undersignedattorney,andmovesthisBoard,throughits hearingofficer, for anextensionoftime

to anduntil October6, 2004,within which to file its responseto the“Motion for Sanctions,

Requestto CloseRecord”filed by Complainant. In supportof this motion, Respondentstatesas

follows:

1. Complainanthasfiled amotion contendingthata“sanction”should be imposed

againstRespondentto prohibit Respondentfrom filingaclosin.gbrief. In short,Complainant

seeksa“death penalty”sanctionagainstRespondent.

2. RespondenttakesComplainant’smotion very seriously. Themotion includes

mischaracterizationsofthe record,of theparties’respectiveactions,and of thehistoryof this

case.Complainant’sinstantmotion, in fact, is only themostrecentin a long historyof attempts

to inflict additional“punishment”uponRespondent,a long history thathasalreadyresultedin

theneedfor Respondentto appealfrom improperpermit conditions,thento successfullydefend

this Board’sruling in theappellatecourt. Muchof the instantenforcementcase,in fact, is no

morethanComplainant’sattemptto circumventthis Board’sandtheAppellateCourt’s earlier

ruling. Moreover,Complainanthasrelied uponsharppracticesin pursuingthis enforcement



action,includingsubmittinga newexpertopinion,neverpreviouslymade,justdaysbeforethe’

hearingin this matter,andincluding thesubmittalof a 138pageclosing brief—nearlytwice this

Board’spagelimit! Complainant’sinstantmotion hasbeenpresentedeventhoughto datethis

BoardhasneverallowedComplainantto file theoverstuffedbrief, and eventhoughthehearing

officer hasdirectedRespondentto submitits responsivebrief with amotion for leaveto file

instanter.

3. Respondentrequiresadditionaltimeto fully marshallits argumentsand citationsin

oppositionto Complainant’sinstantmotion. A numberof previously-scheduledmattershave

interferedwith Respondent’sdraftingof theresponseto date,includingcourtappearances,

appellatecourtdeadlines,andcircuit courtpleadingdeadlines.

4. In addition,overtheupcomingweekcounselfor Respondentwill be responsiblefor

filing two additionalappellatecourtpleadings,both of which will requireresearchandrecord

review;counselalsohasscheduledtheclosingdiscoveryactivitiesin a TruthIn LendingAct

classactionlawsuitpendingin theU.S. District Court.

5. In consequenceof thesecompetinglitigation activities,Respondentrequests‘a

reasonableextensionof lessthantwo weeks,to anduntil October6, 2004,to respondto

Complainant’smotion.

6. The extensionrequestedhereinis necessaryto provideRespondentadequate

opportunity to addressthegroundsraisedin Complainant’smotion, andto meetComplainant’s

argumentswhich seekto wholly precludeRespondentfrom directingaclosing briefto this

Board. Allowanceof this motion shouldhaveno prejudiceon Complainant,but denialwill

depriveRespondentof ameaningfulopportunityto respondto Complainant’smotion.
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WHEREFORERespondent,JERSEYSANITATION CORPORATION,requestsan

extensionof time,to anduntil October6, 2004,within which to submit its responseto the

“Motion for Sanctions,Requestto CloseRecords”submittedby Complainant.

Respectfullysubmitted,

JERSEYSANITATION CORPORATION,
Respondent,

By its attorneys
HEDINGER LAW OFFICE

0 By:

HEDINGERLAW OFFICE ~
2601SouthFifth Street
Springfield, IL 62703 .

(217) 523-2753phone
(217)523-4366fax

Thisdocumentpreparedon recycledpaper


