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THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROLBOARD CLERK’S OFFICE

AUG 28 2003
CITIZENS AGAINST LANDFILL )
EXPANSION(CALE), ) STATE OF ILLINOIS

) Pollution Control Board
Petitioner, )

)
v. ) PCB 03-236

) (Pollution ControlFacility
AMERICAN DISPOSALSERVICESOF ) SitingAppeal)
ILLINOIS, INC., andLIVINGSTON )
COUNTYBOARD, )

)
Respondents.)

RESPONDENTAMERICAN DISPOSALSERVICESOFILLINOIS, INC.’S
OPPOSITIONTOPETITIONER’SMOTION TO COMPEL

NowcomesRespondentAmericanDisposalServicesofIllinois, Inc. (“American”), by and

throughoneof its attorneys,DouglasE. LeeofEhrmannGehlbachBadger& Lee,andopposes

Petitioner’sMotion to Compel(“Motion”). In supportthereof,Americanstatesasfollows:

I. Introduction

While theIllinois PollutionControlBoard(“theBoard”)providespartiestherightto engage

inpre-hearingdiscovery,thatright is notunlimited. Discoverydirectedatsubstantivecriteriais not

permittedbecausethe Board’srole in reviewingthe substantivecriteriais limited to therecord

beforetheCountyBoard. See415ILCS 5/40.1(a);LandandLakesCo. v. Illinois Pollution Control

Board, 252 Ill. Dec.614, 319 Iii. App. 3d 41, 743 N.E. 2d 188 (3rdDjSt 2000). While Petitioneris

entitled to discoveryof facts relevantto discreteissuesofjurisdictionand claimedfundamental

unfairness,Petitioneris notentitledto subjecteitherRespondentto afishingexpedition.See35 Ill.

Adm. Code101.616(a). ThatPetitioneris engagedin suchexpeditionis evidentfromits Motion~to

Produce,whereit admitsthat its fundamentalfairnessclaim is based,at leastin part,on “anysuch

otherbasesoffundamentalunfairnessasmayhereafterbediscoveredandestablished.”

Boardrulesestablishthatahearingofficermustmanagethehearing“to ensuredevelopment



ofaclear, complete,andconciserecordfor timely transmissionto theBoard.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code

101.610. Thisdutyis especiallysignificantin a landfill sitinghearing,forwhichthelegislaturesets

a specifictime frameforBoarddecisionandfor whichthecourtshaveclearlyheldthattheBoard’s

roleis oneofreviewofthelocalgovernment’sdecisionon thecriteria,basedupontherecordcreated

atthe local hearing,onamanifestweightoftheevidencestandard.SeeLandandLakes,supra.

Thus,to theextentinformationsoughttobediscoveredbyCALE, from eitherRespondent,is

informationrelevantto thestatutorycriteria,theHearingOfficer shoulddenyPetitioner’srequestto

produce.SeeSectionll.A. below. To do otherwiseis to presenttheBoardwith adifferentrecord

thantheonepresentedto theCounty,aresultdirectlycontraryto thatenvisionedbythelegislaturein

establishingthelandfill sitingreviewprocess.

In additionto seekingtheproductionofevidenceconcerningthe criteria,Petitionercastsa

widenetin its attemptto requiretheproductionofnewevidenceundertheguiseofjurisdictionand

fundamentalfairness.TheHearingOfficershouldnotbemisledby suchattemptsbut shouldfocus

insteadon thespecificjurisdictionalandfundamentalfairnessclaimsmadeby Petitioner. To the

extentCALE attemptsto discovernew evidenceregardingany claimedjurisdictional defects,

Americanassertsthat all informationrelevantto theBoard’sdecisionon this questionhasbeen

produced.SeeSectionll.B. below.

To theextentCALE attemptsto discovernewevidencebaseduponclaimsof fundamental

unfairness,theHearingOfficermustnot allow thePetitionerto engagein afishing expeditionbut,

rather,mustfocus on Petitioner’sspecificclaims of fundamentalunfairnessas it appliesto the

County’s hearingprocessanddecision,in light of thewealthofBoard andcourtdecisionson the

questionofwhatdoesanddoesnot constitutefundamentalunfairness. To do otherwiseis to deny

theBoard aconciserecordofrelevantinformationuponwhichto baseits decision.
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Theonly argumentPetitionerarticulatesregardingclaimedfundamentalunfairnessis thatthe

CountyBoardmemberspre-judgedthestatutorycriteriabecausetheywereoverlyconcernedabout

themoneytheCountywould receivefrom theexpansion.In theMotion, for example,Petitioner

claims the processwas fundamentallyunfairbecausemanymembersof the siting authoritypre-

judged or failed to judge whether American had satisfied the statutory criteria “due to an

overpoweringdesireto obtainthe $162million hostfee thatwaspreviouslynegotiated.”

Onthebasisofthisproposition,Petitionerseeksto discoveramyriadofinformationrelated

to eachCountyBoardmember’sindividualreviewoftherecord,attendanceatthehearing,reasons

for approvalof the expansion,and pre-filing contacts. The HearingOfficer should denysuch

attemptsto invadethe mind of the CountyBoard decisionmakersas it is wholly antitheticalto

fllinois’ landfill siting processandtheyearsofcaselaw thatserveasthebasicfoundationfor this

process. In oneoftheearliestBoardcaseson landfill sitingreview,theBoardwiselyrecognized

that

localauthoritieswill notbeheldto bebiasedsimplybecauseofafinancialbenefitwhichthe
county or municipality might derive from site approval. “County boardsand other
governmentalagenciesroutinelymakedecisionsthataffecttheirrevenues.. . Publicofficials
shouldbeconsideredto actwithoutbias.” E&E Hauling, [116Ill. App. 3d 586,451N.E.2d
555, 71111.Dec. 587 (

2
fld Dist. 1983)].

[I]n their adjudicatoryrole, thedecisionmakersare entitledto protectionof theirinternal
thoughtprocesses.This principleofnot invadingthemind oftheadministrativedecision
makerhasbeenarticulatedin Ash v. IroquoisCountyBoard, supra;in Citizensto Preserve
OvertonPark,Inc. v. Volpe,401 U.S. 402(1971),andin UnitedStatesv. Morgan, 313U.S.
409 (1941).

SeeDiMaggio v. SolidWasteAgencyofNorthern CookCounty,PCB89-138 (1990).

SoundlyadoptedbytheIllinois courts,thisearlyBoardprinciplestill servesasthefoundation

for landfill sitingreview. SeeE&E Hauling, Inc. v. PCB,supra,affirmed,E&E Hauling, Inc. v.

Pollution Control Board, 107 Ill. 2d 33, 481 N.E.2d 664, 89 Ill. Dec. 821 (1985); Waste
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Managementoflllinois, Inc. v. Pollution ControlBoard, 175 Ill. App. 3d 1023,530N.E.2d682, 125

Ill. Dec. 524 (
2

nd Dist. 1988), appealdenied,125 Ill. 2d 575, 537 N.E. 2d 819, 130 Ill. Dec. 490

(1989). Furthermore, to the extent Petitioner claims bias on the part of any one of the County

decisionmakers,suchclaimhasbeenwaivedbecauseit wasnotmadeto theCountyBoardprior to

its decision.SeeWasteManagementv. Pollution ControlBoard, supra.

Thesebasicprincipleshavebeenspecificallyembeddedin landfill-sitingcaselaw throughout

itshistory, andtheHearingOfficer shouldavoidPetitioner’soverreachingattemptsto invadesuch

basicprinciples. SeeFairviewAreaCitizensTaskforcev. Illinois Pollution ControlBoard, 198 Ill.

App.3d541,555N.E.2d1178,1441ll.Dec.659(3’~’Dist.1990), appealdenied,133 lll.2d554,561

N.E.2d689, 149 Ill. Dec. 319 (local siting authority canproperlyconsidereconomicbenefitto

communityasafactorin approvalofsite,so longasstatutorycriteriaaremet); City ofRockfordv.

Countyof Winnebago,186 Ill. App. 3d 303, 542 N.E.2d 423, 134 Ill. Dec. 244 (
2

nd Dist. 1989),

appealdenied,128Ill. 2d 672, 548 N.E.2d 1067, 139 Ill. Dec. 511 (boardmembersarenotrequired

to avail themselvesoftheopportunityto reviewtherecord);E& EHauling,Inc. v. Pollution Control

Board,supra(fundamentalfairnessdoesnotrequirepersonalattendanceofBoardmembersat siting

hearing);E &EHauling, Inc. v. Pollution ControlBoard,supra(countyboardis notdisqualifiedas

decisionmakerbecausecountywill receiverevenuesfrom the landfill). Seealso Woodsmoke

Resorts,Inc. v. City ofMarseilles,174111.App. 3d 906,529N.E.2d274, 124111.Dec.454 (3’~’Dist.

1988) (city is not disqualifiedfrom reviewingapplicationfor siteapprovalof landfill becauseit

stood to gain $8,000,000in wastefees, and city’s plansto annexpropertyis not evidenceof

adjudicativeprejudgment).

Basedupon the above,the HearingOfficer should deny Petitioner’sbroadattemptsto

ascertainthroughdiscoveryfactsregardingbroadallegationsofbiasandprejudgmenton thepartof
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the County Board members.Further, regardingPetitioner’s requesteddiscovery of evidence

concerningpre-filing contacts,unlessaspecificclaim ofprejudgment~f adjudicativefactshasbeen

madebyPetitioner,asit wasmaderecentlyin theBoard’sreviewofalandfill siting decision,buthas

notbeenmadehere,theHearingOfficer shoulddenysuchrequest.SeeCountyofKankakeev. City

ofKankakee,PCB03-31(2003);Section11.B.2 below.

11. Argument

A. PetitionerIsNot EntitledTo DiscoveryDirectedAt TheSubstantiveSiting
Criteria.

As Petitionerconcedesin its Motion, InterrogatoryNos. 6 and19 aredirectedatCriterion3

(specifically,American’srealestatestudy). InterrogatoryNos. 13 and14 aresimilarlydirectedat

Criterion 1 andAmerican’sneedsanalysis. Therecordon thesesubstantivecriteria is closed,

however,anddiscoveryon theseissuesis not permitted. LandandLakesCo. v. Illinois Pollution

ControlBoard, supra. UnderIllinois law, Petitionerdid nothavetheright to compelAmericanto

producedocumentsduringthesitinghearing. Petitioner,however,hadtheright to cross-examine

American’switnesseson therealestateandneedsissuesandit did so. Petitioneralsohadtheright

to introduceits own evidenceandpublic commenton theseissues,which it did. The factthatthe

Board’srulespermitdiscoveryon someissues,doesnotre-opentherecordregardingthesubstantive

criteria. TheMotion asto InterrogatoryNos.6, 13, 14, and19 shouldbedenied.

B. ThroughIts Motion, PetitionerSeeksInformationThatIs NeitherRelevant
Nor CalculatedTo LeadTo InformationRelevantTo IssuesOfJurisdiction
AndFundamentalFairness.

1. TheInformationPetitionerSeeksRegardingNoticeIs IrrelevantTo
TheBoard’sDeterminationOfJurisdiction.

In InterrogatoryNo. 4, Petitionerseeksinformationregardingcommunicationsbetween

AmericanandAmocoorBP Oil from andafterJanuary1, 2002. Americanhasrespondedthatno
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communicationsoccurredrelatedto anyissueraisedin thePetitionforReview. In Interrogatory No.

12, PetitionerasksAmericanto identify all contractsbetweenAmericanandtheownerofthetank

farm. Americanhas responded that no contracts currentlyarein force. Petitionercomplainsthat

American’sanswersarenot fully responsive.

As is set forth in Petitioner’s responses to American’s discovery, Petitioner claims

American’snotice to the owner of Parcel No. 09-33-200-002 wasdefectiveinpartbecauseAmerican

“presumablywouldhavehadcontactsthatcouldhaveprovidedinformation about the correct identity

andaddress of the owner of the property.” SeePetitioner’s Responses to American Disposal’s

InterrogatoriesatNo. 2. WhatAmerican’s employees might or might not have surmisedaboutthe

identity and address of the owner of the tankfarm, however,is irrelevantto whether notice was

properlyserved.

Section 3 9.2(b) of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act identifies onlyonesourcefor the

correct names and addresses of those property owners required to be served — “the authentictax

records of the County in which such facility is to be located.” 415 ILCS 5/39.2(b). American was

underno duty,asPetitionersuggestsin its answerto InterrogatoryNo.2,to “makereasonablefurther

inquiries”regardingtheownershipofthetankfarmafterAmerican’stimely servedcertifiedmailings

werereturned. Indeed,asthe Board recentlyhasheld, American’sservicewas effective upon

mailing the notices by certified mail, return receipt requested. See City of Kankakee,supra.

Interrogatory Nos. 4 and 12 arenot calculated to lead to information relevant to the names and

addressescontainedin Livingston County’s authentic tax records. Petitioner’s Motion as to

InterrogatoryNos.4 and 12 shouldbe denied.
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2. The Information PetitionerSeeksRegardingPre-Filing Contacts
BetweenAmericanAnd Members Of The County Board Is Not
CalculatedTo LeadTo InformationRelevantTo WhetherTheSiting
HearingWasFundamentallyFair.

IntheMotion, CALE addressesin narrativepre-filing contacts,contracts,anddocumentsand

objectsto American’slimited answersto Interrogatories7, 10, and 11. InterrogatoryNo. 7 seeks

informationregardingall meetingsbetweenCountyBoardmembersandAmericansinceJanuary1,

2001. This encompassesaperiodof almosttwo yearsbeforethefiling of the siting application.

CALE doesnotrestrictor limit thesubjectmatterofsuchmeetings.InterrogatoryNo. 10 is reallya

refinementofInterrogatoryNo. 7 in thatit seeksinformationfor thesametime periodregarding

communicationsormeetingsbetweentheLivingstonCountyBoardandAmericanrelatingto any

earlierapplication,thependingapplication,hostfees,theproposedexpansion,andoppositionto the.

expansion.This Interrogatory,however,is alsoanexpansionofInterrogatoryNo. 7 in thatit seeks

information related to meetingsand communicationsbetweenconsultantsfor American and

consultantsfortheCountyBoard. InterrogatoryNo. 11 seeksidentificationofdocumentsrelatedto

thesubjectmatterofInterrogatoryNo. 10.

NoneofthethreedisputedInterrogatoriesseeksinformationregardingaspecificpre-filing

eventor contact. Rather,theyarebroadfishing expeditionsintendedto coverall contactsover a

two-yearperiod.This is particularlyimportantbecauseCALEneveralleges,eitherin its Petition for

Reviewnorin its answersto American’sdiscoveryrequests,thatAmericanor its agentseverdid

anything improperto influence the County Board. In fact, CALE’s Answer to American’s

InterrogatoryNo.11 is thatit hasno knowledgeofanyimpermissibleexpartecontactbetweenany

memberof the CountyBoard and any representativeof American. Moreover,whenaskedto

describethe factualandlegal basesfor its claim that membersoftheCountyBoardprejudgedthe
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sitingapplication,CALE lists 18 specificinstancesofbias,noneofwhich areallegedto berelated

to, or resultingfrom, pre-filing contactswith American. Instead,the18 citedinstancesofbiasdeal

generallywith theCounty’s deliberativeprocesses,its relianceuponits owntechnicalconsultants,

andmostsignificantly its desireto receivethehost feesassociatedwith theproposedexpansion.

An applicant’sprior participationand involvement in the legislativeprocessesbeforea

countyboarddoesnotsupportaninferencethattheboardprejudgedtheapplication.E& EHauling,

Inc. vs. Pollution ControlBoard,supra. Thereis apresumptionthat administrativeofficials are

objectiveandcapableoffairly judging aparticularcontroversy. WasteManagementvs.Pollution

ControlBoard,175Ill.App.3d 1023,530N.E.2d682, 125111.Dec.524 (2’~”Dist.1988). TheBoard

previouslyrelieduponthesedecisionsto precludealtogetherdiscoveryregardingcertaincategories

ofpre-filing contactsbetweenan applicantandadecisionmaker. TheBoardstated

Thereis no authorityfor applyingexparterestrictionsconcerningPollutionControl
facility siting prior to the filing of an application for siting approval. Because
evidenceofthesecontactsarenotrelevantto thesitingcriteriaandarenotindicative
ofimpermissiblepre-decisionalbiasof thesitingauthority,wefind thattheCounty
HearingOfficer’s failure to allow testimonyconcerningtheseallegationsdid not
rendertheproceedingsfundamentallyunfair. Similarly, the contactsbetweenthe
applicantand the CountyBoard prior to the filing of the siting applicationare
irrelevant to the questionof whetherthe siting proceedings,themselves,were
conductedin a fundamentallyfair manner.

ResidentsAgainstAPollutedEnvironmentv. CountyofLaSalle&LandcompCorporation,PCB96-

243 (1996).

BasedonitsbeliefthatthedecisioninLand& LakesCompanyvs.PCB,supra,“impliesthat

evidenceofpre-filing contactsbetweentheapplicantandtheactualdecisionmaker... mayfactor

into thefundamentalfairnesscalculus,”theBoardqualifiedits previousruling inResidentsAgainst

A PollutedEnvironmentby finding thatpre-filing contacts“may” beprobativeof prejudgmentof

adjudicativefactsin CountyofKankakee.

8



Theholdingin CountyofKankakeeshouldnotbeviewedasoverrulingtheResidentsAgainst

A PollutedEnvironmentbut ratherasqualifyingandexplainingtheearlierdecision.Thefactsofthe

instant casecloselymirror the situation in ResidentsAgainstA PollutedEnvironmentand are

completelyunlike thefactsthatcausedtheBoardto qualifyits earlierdecisionwhendecidingCounty

ofKankakee.InResidentsAgainstA PollutedEnvironment,thepetitionerssoughtbroaddiscovery

relatedto LandcompCorporation’spriorparticipationin theCounty’slegislativeprocess,adoption

of theHostAgreement,amendmentofthe Solid WasteManagementPlan,andthe like. That is

preciselythe kind of informationCALE seekshere,andthe productionof suchinformationby

Americanis not only irrelevantbut also wouldbeonerousin light ofthe fact that Americanand

LivingstonCountyhaveenjoyedanon-goingbusinessrelationshipbaseduponAmerican’soperation

oftheexisting landfill.

In CountyofKankakee,on the other hand, the applicantssoughtto introduceevidence

regardingspecificpre-filing contactsthatwereboth veryclosein time andcontentto the siting

process. Theseincludedevidenceof Town & Country’s attorneydrafting the Siting Hearing

Ordinanceand evidenceof a pre-filing presentationregardingthe applicationmadeby Town &

Countryto theCityCouncil. In light ofthesedirectlyrelatedpre-filing contactsveryclosein timeto

thefiling oftheapplication,theBoardin CountyofKankakeedeterminedthattheevidenceofthose

contactsshouldat leastbeconsideredon theissueofprejudgment.It is noteworthyto pointout that

theBoardultimately foundthatno prejudgmentoccurred.

Accordingly, Americanmaintainsits objectionto discoveryofpre-filing contactsin the

broad,unrestricted,andgeneralfashionCALE attemptshere. Evidenceofpre-fllingcontactsshould

only be admissiblewhentheyarecloselyrelatedin time to thefiling of thesiting applicationand

whenapetitionercanmakeatleastapreliminaryshowing(aswasdonebythepetitionersin County
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ofKankakee)that thesubjectmatterofthepre-filing contactshassomelogicalrelationshipto the

sitinghearingprocess.

Lastly,Americanpointsoutthatdiscoveryregardingpre-4ilingcontactsbetweenthetechnical

consultantsfor thepartiesis entirelyimproperandnot authorizedby any previousdecisionofthe

courtsor theBoard. To thecontrary,thedecisioninLand& LakesCompanyvs.Illinois Pollution

ControlBoard, supra, is unequivocalthat in the absenceof any pre-filing collusionbetweenan

applicantandtheactualdecisionmaker,pre-filing contactbetweenanapplicantandconsultantsfor

thedecisionmakercannotdepriveanyopponentoffundamentalfairness.CALE hasfailedto allege

eventhepossibilityof suchcollusion.

Instead,CALE allegesthat theCountyBoardimproperlydesiredhostfeesfrom American.

Thereceiptofeconomicbenefitby adecisionmaker,however,cannotlegally be used to support an

inferenceofbiasorprejudgment.FairviewAreaCitizens’TaskForcevs.Illinois Pollution Control

Board, 198 Ill.App.3d 541,555 N.E.2d1178, 144 Ill. Dec.659 (
3

1d Dist. 1990).

In additionto seekingto inquire into “potential bias,” CALE also cites in supportof its

Motion inquiryinto financialinterestofCountyBoardmembers.This is notabasisfor compelling

furtheranswersto InterrogatoryNos.7, 10, 11,however,astheissueoffinancialinterestofCounty

Boardmembers,andeventheirconsultants,is completelyansweredin InterrogatoryNos. 9, 16,and

17. TheMotion asto InterrogatoryNos.7, 10, and11 shouldbe denied.

3. The InformationRedactedFrom The ContractBetweenAmerican
AndJeanneRappIs Not CalculatedTo LeadTo InformationRelevant
To WhetherTheSitingHearingWasFundamentallyFair.

WhenproducingaContractbetweenit andJeanneRapp,Americanredactedtheagreement’s

financial terms. In its Motion, Petitionerclaims theseterms are “highly relevant to issuesof

fundamentalunfairnessandpossiblyto therealpropertyvaluecriterion.” To theextentPetitioner’s
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claimrelatesto Criteria3, it shouldberejected.SeeSection11.A. above.Nordoesanybasisexistto

supportPetitioner’stheorythattheContractis relevantto evidenceoffundamentalunfairness.All

partiesagreethatMs. Rappdid notvoteonAmerican’sApplication. Thepurchasespursuantto the

Contractweredisclosedin Ms. Rapp’s2000and2001 StatementsofEconomicInterest,copiesof

which wereproducedby Petitionerandareattachedheretofor thebenefitof theHearingOfficer.

Any potentialbiasMs. Rappmayhavehadthuswasappropriatelydisclosedandaddressed.The

financialdetailsofthesetransactionsarenotrelevantto anyfundamentalfhirnessissue.TheMotion

asto theredactedContractshouldbe denied.

C. ClarificationBy AmericanMootsPetitioner’sMotion As To Interrogatory
Nos.8And18.

In its Motion, PetitionerstatesAmerican’sanswerto InterrogatoryNo. 8 “doesnot indicate

whetherthereareothersuchcontractswithBoardMembers.”To theextentAmerican’sanswerwas

unclear,Americanstatesit is not awareof any agreement,proposedagreement,understanding,or

contractwith anymemberoftheCountyBoardnotdisclosedin its answerto InterrogatoryNo. 8. In

its Motion,PetitioneralsostatesAmericanfailed to identify the “certainoptionsto purchasereal

estate”referredto in American’sanswerto InterrogatoryNo. 18. To theextentAmerican’sanswer

was unclear,Americanstatestheoptionsreferredto in its answerto InterrogatoryNo. 18 arethe

optionsdisclosedandproducedwith its responsesto Petitioner’sdiscovery. The Motion asto

InterrogatoryNos. 8 and 18 shouldbe deniedasmoot.
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ifi. Conclusion

Forall oftheforegoingreasons,AmericanrespectfullyrequeststhattheMotion bedenied.

Respectfullysubmitted,

AMERICAN DISPOSALSERVICESOFILLINOIS,
INC., Respondent

By EIIRMANN GEHLBACH BADGER& LEE

By~ ~
DouglasE. Lee

DouglasE. Lee
EhrniannGehlbachBadger& Lee
Co-Counselfor RespondentAmericanDisposal
ServicesofIllinois, Inc.

215 E. First St., Suite 100
Dixon, IL 61021
(815)288-4949
(815)288-3068(FAX)
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• STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS

TO BE FILED WITH THE COUNTY CLERK ~ J1~~
MAR 2 20(1 -

C~tjn~’Clerk -.. 1vL~ttfl ~ t;~t~OIS

3. List the nature of professionalservicesrendered (other than to the unit of government in relation to which the person is
required to file) and the nature of the entity to which theywere rendered if feesexceeding$5,000were received during the

-:preceding calendar year from the entity for professionalservicesrendered by the personmaking the statement.(“Professional
services” meansservicesrendered in the practice of law, accounting,engineering~medicine, architecture, dentistry or clinical
psychology.)

(TYPE ORHAND PRINT)

JEANNE RAPP
(name)

LIVINGSTON COUNTY BOARD’ DISTRICT TWO

• (office or position of employment for which this statementis filed)•

• ‘• •. 21912 N 1710 EAST RD, PONTIAC 61764
(full postoffice addressto which notification of an examinationof this statementshould be sent)

GENERAL DIRECTIONS

The interest (if constructively controlled by the person making the statement) of a spouseor any other party, shall be
considered to be the sameas the interest of the person making the statement Campaignreceiptsshall not be included-in this
statement If additional spaceis needed pleaseattach supplemental listing

1. List the name artd instrumentof ownership in any entity doing businesswith the unit of local governmentin relation to
which the person is rerjuircd to file, in which the ownership interest held by the person at the date of filing is in excessof
$5,000 fair market value or from which dividends in excessof $1,200 were received during the,preceding calendar year. (lit
the caseof real estate, location thereof shall be lIstLd by the streetaddress,or if none,then by legal description) No time or
demand deposit in a financial institution, nor any debt instrumemit shall be listed

BusinessEntity Instrument ofOwnership Position ofManagement

‘None. ‘ • • ‘ ‘ ‘

2 List the name,.zddresm, and type of practici. of any professionalorganization in which the person m4king the statementwas
an officer, director; associate,partner or proprictor or served in any advisory capacity from which incomein excessof $1,200
was derived’ during the’ precedingcalendar year. ‘ ‘ ‘ • • ‘ • ‘

Name Address Type of Practice

• - ‘None- ‘ • • ‘ •

.1



4. List the identity (including the addressor legal descriptionof realestate)of any capitalassetfrom whi.ch.a.ca~italgain of

$5,OQOor morewas realizedduring theprecedingcalendaryear.

Sale of 7 residential lots to Allied Waste Transportation. Tnt. Lots 2, 3, 7, 13.

21, 22, and 23 in Rapp’s Whispering Oaks Subdivision, Livingston County, Illinois as

recorded in Plat Book 12 at page 30 as document No. 457251.

5. List the nameof any entity and the natureof thegovernmentalaction requestedby any entitywhich hasappliedto the
unit of local government in relation to which the person must file for any license,franchise or permit for annexation,zoning
or rczoning of real estate during the preceding calendar year if the ownership interest of the person flliiig is in excessof
$5,000fair market value at the Lime of filing or if income or dividends in excessof $1,200were received by the person filing
from the entity during the preceding calendar year.

See Number 4 -

6. List the nameof any entitydoing businesswith’ the unit of local government in relation to which theperson is required to
file from which income hI-’excess of $1,200 was derived during the preceding calendar year other than for professional
servicesand the title or description of any position held in that entity. No time or demand deposit in a financial institution
nor any debt instrument need be listed.

See Number 4 — no employment relationship

7. List the nameof any unit of governmentwhich employedthepersonmakingthe statementduring theprecedingcalendar
yearother than the unit of government in relation to which the person isrequired to file.

None

8. List the name of any entity from which a gift or gifts, or honorarium or honoraria, valued singly or in the aggregatein
excessof’SSOO, was received during the precedingcalendar year.

None

VERIFICATION

“I declare that this statement of economic interests (including any accompanying schedulesand statements)has been
examinedby me and to the best of my knowledge and belief is a true, correct and complete statementof my economic
interests as required by the Illinois Governmental Ethics Act~I understand that the penalty for willfully filing a false or
incompletestatementshall be a fine not. to exceed$1,000or imprisonment in a penal institution otherthan the penitentiary
not to exceedoneyear,or both fine and imprisonment.”

~ (date)



W. JeanneRapp
, (name)

• •

••

County Board - • -

(office or p
-

osition of employment fo
-

r which
,

his statement is
‘

filed)

21912 N 1710 East Road, Pontiac, IL --61764
(full post office addressto which notifièation of an examinationof,this statementshould,be sent)

-GENERAL DIRECTIONS

The interest (if constructively- controlled by the person making the statement) ~f a spouseor any other party, shall be
considered to be the sameas the- interest of the person making the statement. Campaign receiptsshall not be included in this
statement.If additional spaceis needed,pleaseattadi supplemental listing. - - -

- ..~, - -

- I.’iist the nameand instrumentof ownershipin’ any entity doing businesswith the unit of local government in relation to
which the person is required to file, in which the ownership interest held by the person at the date of filing is in excessof
$5,000fair market value or from which dividends in excessof $1,200 were received during the preceding calendar ye-ar. (in
the, caseof real estate, location thereof shall be listed’ by thestreetaddress,or if none,thenby legal description.)No time or
demand deposit in a financial institution, nor any d.bt instrument shall be listed

BusinessEntity InstrumentofOwnership PositionofManagement

- - None.-- - -:‘ -- — ‘“ . ‘‘ -- - •- - -

Name

-None

2. List the name, address-andtype of’practice of any professional organization in which the person making the statementwas
an officer, director, associate,partneror proprietor or served in any advisory capacity from which’income in excessof $1,200

was derived during the precedingcalendar year.

• - Address, - Type’ of Practice -

3. List the natureof professionalservicesrendered(other than to the unit,of governmentin relation to which the personis
required to file) and the nature of the entity to which they were rendered if feesexceeding$5,000 were receivedduring the
preceding calendar year from the entity for professional servicesrendered by the personmaking the statement.(“Professional
services” meansservicesrendered in the practiceof law, accounting, engineering,medicine, architecture, dentistry or clinical
psychology.)

STATEMENT OF ECONOMICINTERESTS

TO BE FILED WITH THE COUNTY

(TYPE ORHAND PRINT)

APR 28 2000

None



4. List the idenlity (including the addressor legal descriptionof real estate)of any capitalassetfrom which a capitalgain of

$5,000or more was realizedduring theprecedingcalendaryear.

Sale of 8 residential lots to Allied Waste Transportation, Inc. — Lots 1, 4, 5, 6, 9,

10, 19 and 20 in Rapp’s Whispering Oaks Subdivision, Livingston County, Illinois, as
recorded in Plat Book 12 at Page 30 as Document No. 457251.

5. List the nameof any entity and the natureof the governmentalaction requestedby any entity which hasapplied to the -

unit of local governmentin relation to which Ihe personmust file for any license,franchiseor permit for annexation,zoning
or re2oningof real estateduring Ilic precedingcalendaryear if the owncrshiip interestof the person’ filing is in excessof
$5,000fair marketvalue at the time of filing or if incomeor dividendsin excessof $1,200were receivedby the personfiling
from theentity during the precedingcalendaryear.

See Number 4

6. List the name of any entity doing businesswith the unit of local government in relation to which the person is required to
file from which income i~~xcessof $1,200 was derived during the preceding calendar year other than for professional
servicesand the title or description of any position held in that entity. No time or demanddeposit in a financial institution
nor any debt instrument need be listed.

See Number 4 — - no employment relationship -

7. List the name of any unit of government,which employedthe personmaking thestatementduring the precedingcalendar
year otherthan the unit of governmentin relation to which the person is required to file.

None

8. List the name of any entity from which a gift or gifts, or honorarium or honoraria, valued singly or in the aggregate in
excess of’$500, was received during the preceding calendar year.

None

VERIFICATION

“I declare that this statementof economicinterests (including any accompanying schedulesand statements)has been
examined by me and to the best of my knowledge and belief is a true, correct and complete statementof my economic
interests as required by the Illinois Governmental Ethics Act. I understand that the penalty for willfully filing a false or
incompletestatementshall be a fine not to exceed$1,000or imprisonment in a penal institution other than the penitentiary
not to exceed one year, or both fine and imprisonment.”

(signatiS’reof personmakingthes~.at~1ment)
~OOC

(date)


