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)
EGON KAMARASY,

)
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RESPONDENT’S POST-HEARING BRIEF

I

INTRODUCTION

TheCountyof Jackson(“County”) seeksto imposecivil penaltiesfor three(3) alleged

violationsoftheAct.

Mr. Kamarasydeniesthathis actionsviolatedthePollution ControlAct.

II

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURALBACKGROUND

Forthesajçeof brevity, therespondentrefersto and incorporateshereinthe Factualand

ProceduralBackgroundsectionof his MemorandumSupportingPetition to Contest

AdministrativeCitationfiled at the hearingon November22, 2004. It accuratelystatesthe

evidencethatwasadducedatthehearing.

Don Terry, a solid waste inspectoremployed by the Jackson County Health

Department,with seventeen(17) monthson thejob’ andno priorrelevantexperience(Tr. 7 — 8,

18 — 19), testifiedthatheconducteda five-minuteinspectionof thesite2 on March 25, 2004,

1 At the time of the inspectionof the site involved in this caseand on the dateof his written reportthat was
admittedinto evidence,Mr. Terry hadbeena solid wasteinspectorforonly approximatelyeight(8) months.
2 “The site” shall meanand refer to the propertyowned by the respondentthat is identified in the

AdministrativeCitation.
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andtook two photographs(Tr. 15; P 12) that wereintroducedinto evidence.(P 24 - 26). The

inspectionwasdoneonly visual,andno testingorsamplingwasdone(Tr. 30)

Baseduponthis cursoryinspection,Mr. Terry prepareda written reportandconcluded

thatatleastten (10) violations of theAct hadoccurred.(P 14) Thoughon direct examination

hestatedthat this, reportaccuratelyreflectedthecondition of thesite andhis observations(Tr.

17),on cross-examination,Mr. Terry admittedthathe sawno dumpingoccurringat thesiteand

only assumedthat thematerialhe observedhadbeendumpedthere.(Tr. 25 — 27) He did not

know theorigin of thematerial,exceptfor what Mr. Taylorhad told him. (Tr. 25 — 27, 29)

And, his intervieWwith Mr. Taylorduring apreviousvisit indicatedthat thematerialin thepile

wasbrushandlavnlscapewastethathadbeencutandgatheredfrom therespondent’sfarm. (Tr.

27 — 28)

Interestir~gly,in this case,the complainantissuedno written violation notice to the

respondent,asit had done in Januarywith respectto thesite involved in AC 04-63. (Tr. 41 —

42,61)

OnMarch~30,2004,theCountyfiled theAdministrative Citationagainsttherespondent

in this cause. Although containingmore legal conclusionsthanfacts, the Administrative

Citationcharges~therespondentwith three(3) violationsof the Act: (1) thatthe respondent

causedorallowedopendumpingthatresultedin litter at the site in violation of 415 ILCS §

5/2l(p)(l); (2) that the respondentcausedor allowedopen dumpingthat resultedin open

burningatthesitein violation of415 ILCS § 5/21(p)(3);and (3) that therespondentcausedor

allowedopendi~mpingat the site that resultedin the depositionof generalconstructionor

demolition,orcleanconstructionordemolitiondebrisin violation of415 ILCS § S/2l(p)(’7).

Therespondenttimely filed an AmendedPetition to ContestAdministrative Citation in

which hedenied‘that his conductviolatedtheAct.

At thehearing,Mr. Terry testifiedon direct examinationthat on March 25, 2004,he

observeda ten (10) cubicyardpile that containedash,charredremainsof lumber,mattress

springsandcharredmetal.(Tr. 14 —15)

Page 2
R~spo~4ént’sJo~t~h~riñ~Urief~:



Mr. Terry testifiedfurther “thereare no dwellingson the site” (Tr. 16), but that the

respondentownedlandadjacentto thesite. (Tr. 17 — 18)

Mr. Terry alsotestifiedthathesawno evidencethatthematerialhe found on the site

hadbeentransportedtherefrom elsewhereandthat thechargemadein his investigationreport

(P 14) wasmerelyassumption,notbasedupondirectevidence.(Tr. 25 — 26)

Mr. Terryfurthertestifiedthat duringa visit to the site madeon March 11, 2005, he

spoketo Mr. Taylor,who statedthathewas gettingreadyto burn brushthat he had cut on the

respondent’sfarm. (Tr. 26 — 27)

At first, Mr. Terrytestifiedthathe told Mr. Taylornot to burnthebrush.(Tr. 27) Then,

Mr. Terry testifiedthathe toldMr. Taylorhe couldburn the landscapewaste,but he had to

removethecouch~rmattressfrom thepile. (Tr. 28) Then,whenconfrontedwith the statement

in his reportthat’hehadtold Mr. Taylor that thepile was not to be burnedbecauseburning it

would violate thePollution ControlAct, Mr. Terry admittedthat this waswhathe told Mr.

Tayloron March:~11, 2004.(Tr. 28)

Mr. Terrytestifiedthatno tireswerein thepile. (Tr. 28)

Mr. Terr~/statedthathesawno openburningon March 25,2004,only what he believed

to beevidencethatafire hadoccurredpreviously.(Tr. 29)

Mr. Terry testifiedthat thepile of materialsatthesitemeasuredten(10)cubic yards.

(Tr. 38)

Finally, ~ Terry testifiedthathecouldseethissmall pile with the nakedeyefrom the

public road, GreehRidgeRoad(Tr. 38),but admittedhehadto exit from thepublic road and

travel north somedistanceto apointwhereheenteredtherespondent’spropertyand passed

throughagateto reachthesite.(Tr. 38 - 40) He hadno warrant.(Tr. 39) Hedid not havethe

respondent’spermissionto enteronto theprivateproperty.(Tr. 42)

Basedupbnthis evidence,theCountyaskedtheBoardto find three(3) violations of the

Act andto assess~afine in the amountof OneThousandFive Hundredand no/lOO Dollars

($1,500.00)for eachviolation.
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Therespondentdeniesviolating theAct andspecificallydeniescausingany pollution.

(Tr. 60)

The siteis rural, unimprovedlandthat is usedto pasturehorsesandfor hay production.

It is partof therespondent’s200-acrefarm. (Tr. 59) Exceptfor therespondent’sresidence

thereareno otherresidencesnearbyandtheland is locatedwithin theunincorporatedareaof

JacksonCounty.(Tr. 59 - 60) Therespondent’shomeis adjacentto thetract of landon which

thesiteis located.(Tr. 59)

The respondenttestifiedthat he did not believethat he was violating the Pollution

ControlAct in havingaburnpile for household,landscapeand agriculturalwastegeneratedby

his householdand:on his farmon whichthesiteis situated.(Tr. 60)

All of thematerialsshownin the inspector’sphotographsof the site camefrom the

respondent’sfarm and home. (Tr. 61, 62) The respondentdeniedthat any window air

conditionerwas everin thepile. (Tr. 63) Therespondentadmittedthat old furniturefrom his

homehadbeenhiirnedin thepile (Tr. 63),but all otherstuff in thepile that waseverburned

waslandscapeand agriculturalwastethat was generatedon the respondent’shorsefarm, such

asfenceposts,brushandfallen trees.(Tr. 62—64) Metal fencepostswereput in theburnpile

to removepoisorrivyandothervines.(Tr. 64) No tireswereeverburned.(Tr. 71)

Mr. Taylor removedthemattress,shownin oneof Mr. Terry’s photographstakenon

March 11, 2004,prior to burningthe pile. (Tr. 61, 70 - 73) Mr. Taylor testifiedthata couch

anda mattressthat were in the pile on the siteon March 11, 2004 had beenstoredby the

respondentin a“l~an-toagainstthebarn”. (Tr. 72)

Mr. Taylor also testifiedthat therewasa metal pieceof a sink in thepile that was

burned,butno air conditionersor laminatecountertops. (Tr. 72)

Thepile shownin Mr. Terry’s photographsis locatedmore than500 feetfrom the

public roadandWas not visible or observablefrom thepublic road. (Tr. 62) Onehadto exit

from thepublic road,travel approximately200 feetalong a privatelane, thenpass througha

gate,andtraverse‘another300 feetto reachthesite. (Tr. 62)

:
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Therespondentgaveno permissionto the complainantto enteronto his property.(Tr.

60)

• III

ARGUMENT

A. The’ complainantviolated the Fourth Amendmentby entering onto the

respondent’sland for the purposeof inspectingfor illegal debris piles without either the

respondent’sconsentorobtainingasearchwarrant.

Therespondentarguedin hisMemorandumSupportingAmendedPetition to Contest

AdministrativeCitation(“Resp.Memo”) that a searchoccurredwithouta warrantandin the

absenceofexigentcircumstancesthatmight excuseawarrantlesssearch.(Resp.Memo,6— 8)

The complainantarguesin its post-hearingbriefthatthe inspectorstatedthathecould

seethepile ofmaterialfrom thepublic road and that the respondenthad notmet its burdenof

persuasionthat’ exigent circumstancesdid not exist to justify a warrantlesssearch.

(Complainant’sPost-Hearing/ClosingArgument,9)

Howevex~’itis the burdenof the complainantto show the exigentcircumstancesthat

justify warrantleS~searches.It is not the burdenof the landownerto show that no exigent

circumstancesexisted.

And, while the inspectortestifiedthat he could see thepile from the public road, the

respondentflatlyic~ontradictedthat assertion.Theinspector’sown testimonycastsdoubt on the

credibility ofhis statementthat thepile wasvisible from thepublic road, sincetheinspectorhad

to drive off thepublic road,onto aprivatelane,andthrougha gateto reachthepile.

In any event,evenif thepile wasvisible from thepublic road,therewasno showingthat

thepile would or’rnight disappearwithin thetime it might take to obtain a warrantto enterthe

premisesandcondUctasearch.In fact, theinspectorclaimsthepile was presentmorethan two

weeksearlierwhenhe madea similar, warrantlessentry and searchof the respondent’s
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premisesfor violationsof thePollution ControlAct. Thecomplainantpresentedno evidenceof

exigentcircumstancesto justify thewarrantlesssearch.

Theso-called“broadauthority” to enteronto private propertyto conductsearchesthat

is claimedby the’ complainantin this caseis defiedby the cases,theIllinois Constitutionand

thePollutionControl Act itself. The inspector’sauthorityin this areais strictly limited by

constitutionaland’statutoryguidelines.It is, indeed,not“broad” asthecomplainantassertsin

its closingargument,but is sharplyconstrainedby constitutionallimitations.

The chargesshould be dismisseddue to the illegal entry upon and searchof the

respondent’spropertyby thecomplainant,which violatednot only theIllinois Constitution,but

alsothe Pollutioh’ ‘Control Act itself, which expresslyimportsconstitutionallimitations into its

statutoryframework.

B. The.preponderanceoftheevidencedoesnot showthat therespondentcausedor

allowedopendumpingon thesite.

The resptrndentfirst assertsin his MemorandumSupportingAmendedPetition to

ContestAdministrativeCitation that sincenoneofthe stuff in the pile was “garbage,sludge

from awastetreatmentplant, watersupplytreatmentplant,or air pollution controlfacility”, the

complainantmuSt~meanto incorporateall the items in the pile underthe catch-allphrase

“discardedmatefi’al” andthat, while that phrasecouldbestretchedto meanalmostanything,

theIllinois legislaturesurelydid not intendtheBoardto considervegetativematter,suchastree

branchesand landscapewaste,set out in a farmer’s burn pile, as the kind of “discarded

material” thatcreatesorconstitutesan “open dump”. (Resp.Memo 8). Then,he arguedthat

opendumpingrequirescreatinga “disposal site” and that any interpretationof the phrase

“disposal site” that includedeveryhomeowneror farmer who burneda pile of leavesor

brancheswould renderthePollution ControlAct so broadasto be arbitrary andunenforceable.

(Resp.Memo 8 -~:9)

Third, the’respondentcontendsthat the “open dumping” elementof the violations

chargedrequires‘a showingthat the materialplacedon the site “enteredthe environment”,
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emittedinto the air, or dischargedinto thewatersin somedemonstrableway. Therespondent

assertedthat thepile of materialsdid not constituteadisposalsite sincethe complainant’s

evidencedid not show thattherespondentplacedthematerial on his own landin sucha way

that it, or anyconstituentthereof,wasenteringthe environmentor emitting into the air or

discharginginto thewaters.(Resp.Memo 9 — 13)

The com~1ainantrestatesits denial that any actualpollution or entering into the

environmentis requiredfor somethingto constitutea disposalsite, which is a prerequisitefor a

findingof “opendumping”. (Complainant’sPost-Hearing/ClosingArgument,10)

But, thecomplainant’spositionfails to explainwhy a violation of thePollution Control

Act doesnotrequiresomeform of pollution andrenderssuperfluousand nugatorylanguage

that thelegislatureincludedin thedefinitionof thetermsinvolvedin thiscase.

C. Therespondentdid not causeof allow opendumpingthat resultedin “litter” at

thesite.

The respondentdoesnot believe that his act of burning some stuff on his own

homestead,in a locationnot visible from thepublic road, and in a mannerthat did not causea

public nuisance,leanreasonablybecharacterizedascausingorresultingin “litter”.

Therespondentarguedin his MemorandumSupportingAmendedPetition to Contest

AdministrativeCitation that the legislature,by addingthe phrase“that resultedin litter” in

§ 21(p) of the Pollution Control Act, intendedthat not all items left at a “disposal site”

constitute“1itter’~•and, that the Board, in adoptingthe definition of “litter” usedin theLitter

Control Act, put.therespondentand otherson notice that causinglitter underthe Pollution

ControlAct meansexactlythesamething asunlawfullitter undertheLitter ControlAct. (Resp.

Memo,13 — 17) Hethenpointed out that unlawful litter undertheLitter Control Act, in cases

of depositingmaterialson one’sown land, requiresa showingthat the respondent’sactions

createdapublic healthor safetyhazard,a public nuisanceor a fire hazard;and, in casesof

allowing materialsto accumulateon one’s own land, a showing that the accumulation
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constitutesapublicnuisanceor“maybeblown orotherwisecarriedby thenaturalelementson

to therealpropeityof anotherperson”.(Resp.Memo, 17)

No evidencesupportingafinding ofpublicnuisance,publichealth,safetyor fire hazard,

or blowingorscatteringonto therealpropertyof otherswaspresentedat thehearingand none

is containedin therecord. Therefore,therespondentshouldnot be found in violation of the

Pollution ControlAct for his activitiesatthis site.

Not surprisingly,thecomplainantrestatesits argumentthat finding a violation of the

PollutionControlAct forcausinglitter doesnot requirefinding thatthe landownerwho places

materialson his own landcreateda public nuisance,health,safetyor fire hazard,or that the

accumulationof thematerialsconstituteda public nuisanceor blew or scatteredfreely onto the

propertyofothers~(Complainant’sPost-Hearing/ClosingArgument, 10)

But, theresultof thecomplainant’sposition is to emasculateany standardsor limits

from thePollution ControlAct, causeconstitutionalinfirmities of a lack of dueprocess,and

interferewith th’e’Separationof Powersprovisionsbecausethe discretionof the executive

branch,thecomplainantandits inspectors,is unbridledandsubjectto arbitrary andcapricious

application.

Forthis reason,thecomplainant’spositionis infirm andshouldbedisregarded.

D. The respondentdid not causeor allow open dumping that resultedin open

burningatthesite’in violationof theAct.

Theresptindentarguedin his MemorandumSupportingAmendedPetitionto Contest

AdministrativeCitation that openburningof “agricultural waste”, “domicile waste” and

“landscapewaste” doesnot violatethe Pollution ControlAct becausethose activitiesare

exemptedby IEPA regulations.(Resp.Memo, 18— 19)

The complainantarguedthat the cited exemptionsdo not apply to administrative

citationsbrought.under§ 21 of theAct. (Complainant’sPost-Hearing/ClosingArgument,11)

However,thecomplainantcitesno authority for its position.
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But, theciv erreachingoftheAct and thedisrespectfor the law that wifi resultif theAct

is interpretedso ~snot to allow burning of agricultural,householdand landscapewastein the

circumstancesoutlined by the cited IEPA regulationsis sufficient justification for the

applicationofthOseexemptionsto theAct.

The complainant’spositionon this issue,as with the other issuesin this case,far

overreachesthe~asonablelimits of the Act and would seekto createin the Act a supreme

vehiclefor behaviorcontrolwithoutrespectto the legislativeaim ofenvironmentalprotection.

Assessinga hugefine for burning sucha small pile of landscape,agriculturaland

householdwastein an isolated,rural area,asthecomplainanturgesin this case,should not be

countenancedb~’theBoard becauseit will sendthe wrong messageand will encouragethe

complainantto ignore the significantenvironmentalproblemswithin its jurisdiction and

concentratethepowerof theStateuponthehomeownerand small farmerfor burning leaves

andtreebranche~,

B. The respondentdid not causeor allow open dumping on his own land that

resultedin thedd~Sositionof generalconstructionor demolition or cleanconstructiondebris in

violationoftheAct.

TherespOndentarguedin his MemorandumSupportingAmendedPetition to Contest

Administrativecitation that the definitions of the terms“general constructionor demolition

debris” and “clt’~nconstructionor demolition debris” requireat leastsome circumstantial

evidencethatsomeconstructionor demolitionactivity was taking place that resultedin the

depositionof theriaterialsin questionandno evidencewas presentedshowing anythingexcept

thatsomeitems from therespondent’sagriculturaloperationand householdwerein thepile at

the site andno cOnstructionor demolitionactivities wereshown, exceptfor thereplacementof

old fenceposts.(Resp.Memo, 19 — 21) The respondentfurtherarguedthat thecomplainant,

whobearstheburdenof proof in showingthat therewas constructionor demolition debris in

thesmallpile onthissite,couldnotdo so. (Resp.Memo,21) It did not.
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Thecomi~1ainantarguesthat the lumberandold fencepostsit contendswere in thepile

meet the definitions of construction or demolition debris. (Complainant’s Post-

Hearing/ClosingArgument,11)

But, the“complainant again ignores the exceptionswithin the Act for burning

agricultural,landscapeandhouseholdwasteandurgesthatevenif theitems mentionedmight be

burnedunderth~Act,theactof depositingthemon one’s own landfor thepurposeof a burn,

is aviolation of ‘the Act. This is an illogical and untenableposition. The Board should not

authorizeit.

F. The’respondentis denieddueprocessoflaw if heis foundto haveviolatedtheAct

for depositingthè~materialsfoundatthesitefor thepurposeof burningthem.

Therespondentarguedin his MemorandumSupportingAmendedPetitionto Contest

AdministrativeCitation thathe waslawfully entitled to burn wastegeneratedfrom his farming

operations,landscapewasteand domicile wasteon his own land, therefore, it would violatehis

dueprocessrightsif theAct is interpretedin suchaway that theactof depositingtheseitems

on his own landfOr thepurposeof disposalby burning constitutesa violation, but thedisposal

by burningis not’a violation becausetherewould be no way for therespondentto reasonably

c~eterminewhetherhis conductwaslawful ornot. (Resp.Memo,22—23)

Becausethecollectingof thematerialfor burningin thiscaseand the actof burningthe

materialswasreally asinglecontinuousact, the Board should find that the collectingof the

materials(1) wasnotan actofopendump,(2) did not causeor result in unlawful litter, and (3)

wasnot an act of•depositingconstructionor demolitiondebris in the senseintendedby the

LegislaturewhenitpassedthePollution ControlAct.
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G. The complainant’s position in this caseand the interpretationsit urgesthe Board

to takeof theAct denydueprocessof law by ignoringor diminishingthe notionsthat some

kind ofdemonstrableenvironmentalharmis requiredto find a violation of the Act: and violate

constitutionprinciplesof Separationof Powersby substitutingtheinspector’s“I know it when

I seeit” definitionoflitter andopendumpingratherthancarefullyapplying the guidelinesset

forth in the Litter Control Act.

Therespondenthereincorporatesexpresslyand reiteratesthe argumentscontainedin

Respondent’sMemorandumSupportingAmendedPetitionto ContestAdministrativeCitation

that show the constitutional infirmities resulting from the complainant’s positions and

interpretationsurgedon theBoard.

Forthose.reasons,no violations allegedby the complainantcanbe foundbasedon the

recordin thiscase~

IV

CONCLUSION

Theadministrativecitation filed againstthe respondentin this caseoverreachestheAct

and,unlessrepr~sedby dismissalby the Board, can foster nothing but disrespectfor an

importantlaw.

Theinspdctordiscoveredthepile atthesite in questiononly by conductingan illegal

searchoftherespOndent’sproperty. Therefore,all evidenceof theexistenceof this pile should

besuppressedanddisregarded.

Thepile of material in questiondid not constitutea “disposal site” or an “open

dump”, as thosetermsaredefinedin thePollution ControlAct.

Therewasno generalconstructionor demolitiondebriswithin thepile: only lumberor

wooditems that camefrom therespondent’sfarm andhomestead.

Thepile ‘itself would not beconsidered“litter” in violation of the Litter Control Act.

Therefore,it cannotbeconsidered“litter” in violationofthePollutionControlAct.
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It wasan abuseofdiscretionto chargethe respondentwith threeseparateviolationsfor

oneallegedlywr~ngfu1act. Theessential“crime”, which therespondent“committed”, if any,

wasto createaburnsiteon his farmto disposeof household,landscape,andagricultural waste

generatedon thefarmby his farmingandnormalhouseholdactivities.

But that openburning chargemust be dismissedbecausethe IEPA regulations

expresslypermit thiskind of burningactivity, providedcertainconditionsare met, which the

respondentobviouslydid meet.

The only wayfor this Board to convict the respondenton any of thesethreecounts

would beto interpretthe legal terms“open dump” and “litter’ so expansivelyand arbitrarily

asto violatetherespondent’sdueprocessright to be able to reasonablyanticipatewhat is

illegal andwhatis not. In addition, the interpretationwould haveto be sobroadasto give the

administrativebranchofthegovernmenttoo much discretionregardingboth the decisionabout

whatis litter andtheamountofpenaltiesto be imposedfor a particularact. This would violate

theConstitutionalprincipleof Separationof Powers.

Therespondentdid not violatetheAct asallegedin theAdministrativeCitation.

This who1~caseinvolves a pile of landscapeandagriculturalwastemeasuringonly ten

(10) cubic yards: Yet, the complainantattemptsto extracta fine in the amount of Four

ThousandFive hundredandno/100Dollars ($4,500.00).

In addition to the legal and constitutionalprinciplesthat precludeany finding that

violationsoftheAct occurredin thiscase,onecannothelpbut be remindedof the age-oldlegal

maximthat servedasadefensefor amythical, younglawyer in the following adage:“There

wasa younglaw~èrnamedRex,with diminutive organsof sex. When chargedwith exposure,

retainedhis composure.:‘de minimusnon curatlex’.”

Thecomplainantmustnotbepermittedto maketherespondent’ssmall burnpile on his

farmin asecluded;ruralareaintoamultiple countcaseundertheAct.
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For all of the foregoing reasons,the administrativecitation in this caseshould be

dismissed.

Datedthis 31stdayof January,2005.

EGONKAMARASY, Respondent

By
‘GregoryA. e ,IARDC#2893061

Attorneyfor respondent

LAW OFFICESOFGREGORYA. VEACH
3200FishbackRoad,
P. 0. Box 1206
CarbondaleIL 62903-1206
Telephone: (618)549-3132
Telecopier: (618)549-0956
e-mail:gveach@gregveachlaw.com

Attorneyfor respondent
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY
MAIL

I, theundersigned,declare:

I amovereighteen(18)yearsof age,employedin theCountyof Jackson,Stateof

Illinois, in which countythewithin mailing occurred,andnot a party to thesubjectcause.

My businessaddressis: 3200FishbackRoad,P. 0. Box 1206, Carbondale,Illinois 62903-

1206.

I servedthefollowing document,Respondent’sPost-HearingBrief (AC 04-64),of

which trueandcorrectcopiesthereofin thecauseareaffixed, by placingthe original and

four (4) copiesthereofin anenvelopeaddressedasfollows:

DorothyM. Gunn,Clerk
Illinois PollutionControlBoard
StateofIllinois Center
100 WestRandolphStreet
Suite1~F-500
ChicagoIL 60601-3218

andone (1) copyin an envelopeaddressedasfollows:

JacksonCountyState’sAttorney
JacksonCountyCourthouse,3d Floor
MurphysboroIL 62966

ATTN. DanielBrenner,AssistantState’s

Attorney

Eachenvelopewasthensealedandwith thepostagethereonfully prepaiddeposited

in theUnitedStatesmail by meatCarbondale,Illinois, on January31,2005.

I declareunderpenaltyofperjurythat theforegoingis trueandcorrect.



Executedon January31,2005atCarbondale,Illinois.

~

LAW OFFICESOFGREGORYA. VEACH
3200FishbackRoad
P. 0. Box 1206
CarbondaleIL 62903-1206
Telephone:(618)549-3132
Telecopier: (618)549-0956
e-mail:gveach@gregveachiaw.com


