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PROCEEDI NGS
(August 28, 1997; 9:30 a.m)

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: Pursuant to the
direction of the Illinois Pollution Control Board I
now cal |l Docket PCB 97-233. This is the matter of
the Citizens Opposed to Additional Landfills and
Harvey C. Pitt, versus the Greater Egypt Regional
Envi ronnental Conplex a/k/a Gere Properties, Inc.
and the Perry County Board of Commi ssioners for and
on behal f of the County of Perry.

May | have appearances for the record,
pl ease. For the Petitioners?

MR, BLEYER: Yes, ny nane is Ken Bl eyer,
B-L-E-Y-E-R M address is 608 South Park Avenue
in Herrin, Illinois, 62948.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: Thank you. For
t he County?

MR, HELSTEN: Good norning, M. Wllace.
Chuck Hel sten on behalf of the Perry County Board
of Commi ssioners, Perry County. M address is 100
Park Avenue, a different city than M. Bl eyer
t hough, the sane street, different city. It is
Rockford, Illinois, 61105.

MR SMTH M nane is Jerry B. Smith,

KEEFE REPORTI NG COVPANY
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P.O Box 89, Du Quoin, Illinois. | represent Cere
Properties, Inc., who is the applicant.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: Thank you. Let
the record reflect that there are no other
appear ances at today's hearing.

This hearing was duly noticed in the "Du
Quoin Evening Call," giving | egal notice that the
heari ng woul d commence at 9:30 at the Du Quoin City
Hal | on today's date.

The purpose of this hearing is a
Third-party Pollution Control Facility Review filed
pursuant to the Environnental Protection Act. The
general practice is to allow the parties to present
testinmony or evidence as they so are inclined, and
to all ow nenbers of the public to give short
statenents for the record for the Board's
consi derati on.

The briefing schedul e has al ready been
set at a prior hearing officer's order. So

believe that's all the prelimnary comments |

have.
kay. M. Bleyer?
MR, BLEYER: Thank you, M. Hearing
O ficer and Counsel. Today |I do not intend to cal

KEEFE REPORTI NG COVPANY
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any witnesses. | merely wish, at this point in
time, to restate the basis of ny objections.

First, I would nake clear that | stand on
the petition that has been filed that led to the
calling of this hearing. 1In addition, | restate ny
objection, and it was previously of record, having
to do with jurisdiction, which | only make that as
a matter of record today. | know there will be no
rulings on that at this point in tinme.

Agai n, we object on the basis of
jurisdiction because of the fact that a certain
| andowner, the evidence di scl osed, was not given
adequate notice. | realize the Pollution Control
Board entertained this particular issue previously
and determ ned that based upon a decision of the
appel l ate court that M. Smith's review of the
assessor's records constituted a valid search and
gave himsufficient notice as to who to notify.

I would contend that that is an incorrect
readi ng of the case just opposed with these
particular facts in light of the fact that the
assessor's records that M. Smith's used were not
the nost current set of assessor's records. So for

that reason we intend to continue to pursue the

KEEFE REPORTI NG COVPANY
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jurisdiction issue and reinstate that at this
time.

In addition, we also wish to raise again
our objection as to the fundanental fairness of the
proceedi ngs that we have had thus far in |ight of
the fact that there were ex parte comunications
between, at a mininmum the Gere attorney and the
County's attorney, which was a direct violation of
the no ex parte comunication order entered with
both of those attorneys present but, neverthel ess,
was flagrantly viol ated.

As a result of those comunications
bet ween those attorneys, there were noted
nodi fications in the decision that was reached by
the County Board. Those nodifications were in line
wi th the conmuni cati ons between these attorneys
which was to the exclusion of the public, to ne,
and to the client that | represent.

We do not feel that the proceedi ng that
we previously had on the remand of this particul ar
petition and application constituted a ful
di scl osure of the communications in the exact form
that they occurred between the parties. | would

suggest that the record is not conplete on that for
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a variety of reasons.

First, the only persons that were asked
at the hearing bel ow whet her or not they had, in
fact, engaged in these conmuni cati ons were M.
Stanton, who was the State's Attorney, and M.
Alvis (spelled phonetically) who is the applicant
hinsel f. But we know, based upon the record that
has al ready been made, that M. Smith was invol ved
in these comunications but he never testified.

W al so know that the Board Menmbers had
some invol vement based upon testinony prior to the
| ast hearing but yet they never testified. | would
submt that those persons should have been called
and those persons should have testified to nake
this record conplete. As it is now, | do not
believe that the Pollution Control Board's order
has been nmet either in the spirit it was witten in
nor inthe literal interpretation of it.

Apart fromthe fundanental fairness
issue, | believe that the Petitioner has done a
nore than adequate job raising suspicion as to
whet her or not the manifest weight of the evidence
woul d support the conclusions reached by the County

Board with respect to Parts 1 through 9 of Section

KEEFE REPORTI NG COVPANY
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39.2 (a) of the Act.

The reason | state this point is because
of the testinony that was offered at the hearing
bel ow this one at which time engi neers who were
hired by nmy client canme forth and testified that
this may or may not be a good site, but certainly
at the present tine there was insufficient
i nformati on, even for persons of their credentials,
to ascertain whether or not this site would be safe
and usable for the purposes that are alleged in the
application itself.

Having stated this, | would al so point
out that the County's own engi neer that was hired
to review this particular application submtted a
report in witing, and that particular report nmade
it vividly clear that he and his firmwas not
convi nced that the County had sufficient
i nformati on, based upon the application put to it,
in order to ascertain that the site was, indeed, of
a quality and nature to pass the test inmposed under
39.2 (a), Sections 1 through 9.

So, therefore, in conclusion, the
Petitioners and | would ask that the Pollution

Control Board either remand this case back or
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di smss the application based upon the
jurisdictional defect in this case, the failure to
comply with the remand order, at least in the

full est way possible.

Final ly, because of the proof that exists
that Section 39.2 (a), Sections 1 through 9, the
applicable parts, were not indeed satisfied with
t he mani fest wei ght of the evidence supporting the
deci sion reached by the County Board. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: M. Hel sten?

MR, HELSTEN: Thank you, M. \Wallace. |
will address primarily M. Bleyer's statenents
concerning the fundanental fairness aspects of this
heari ng.

M. Bleyer, both in his petition and
today, states, without particularity, sonething
nmore shoul d have been done on the renmand hearing as
far as fleshing out or flushing out, however you
want to put it, these supposed ex parte contacts
between the County and Gere. Quite frankly, I
don't know what nore we coul d have done at the
April hearing than was done, and | will explainto
you why we did what we did in follow ng the

Pol | uti on Control Board order, what | call the
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substantive order of Decenber 5th, 1996.

There was a subsequent order, as you
know, M. Hearing Oficer, in January. | believe
it was January 23rd, 1997, which states on its face
that it vacates the prior order. | think it
vacates it procedurally but not substantively.
That's why | will refer back to the substantive
mandat e, the Decenber 5th, 1996 order

That order contains, | believe, ny review
| ast night indicated six pages of decision on the
i ssue of fundanental fairness. Al eight
references within those six pages to the ex parte
contact issue were to the issue of contacts between
the County's attorney and CGere's attorney because,
let's face it, that was the new novel twi st of this
case.

M. Bleyer made sone new |l aw. He took
Land Conp and took it one step further. None of us
that practice in this area thought, in our wldest
dreans, and | am being very candid here, that
contacts between an attorney hired for a siting
aut hority and an applicant woul d be considered to
be ex parte contacts. That's what you hire an

attorney for.

10
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Qoviously, in its wisdomand based upon
the legitimte concerns, the Pollution Control
Board, the Board saw differently. W analyzed and
scrutini zed both the Decenber 5th order and the
January 23rd order in detail many times to
det erm ne what needed to be done to conply with the
order. It was clear, in our opinion, the thrust of
t he order because, as | said, M. Wllace, of eight
references in less than five pages to the issue of
contacts between attorneys, what the Board wanted
to know is what were the contacts between the
County and the applicant's attorney.

| don't think, since we did not have
subpoena power under the siting, the local siting
ordi nance, that | could subpoena or conpel M.
Smith to testify. That |leaves me with the only
ot her avenue of fleshing this matter out, which is
to call M. Stanton, the ex State's Attorney, to
testify as to every contact he had with M. Snmith
which is as good, in ny opinion, as calling M.
Smith. He is a forner elected official. He is an
Oficer of the Court. He is under oath.

We put himon the stand, and in detailed

chronol ogi cal fashi on went through each contact

11
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that he had with M. Smith fromthe tine of the
closing of the evidentiary record through the

cl osing of the public coment period 30 days |ater
and even up and to the vote which the Board
subsequently took on what | call the remand of this
application, what | call the second vote.

| think it was clear by that record that
the contacts that M. Smith and M. Stanton had
were purely non substantive. They were sinply on
timng i ssues, M. Smth asking M. Stanton when
are you going to rule, can you give us any
i ndication, will there be conditions.

Now, admttedly, and this is why, |
think, M. Bleyer's clients can't have it both
ways. On the one hand they say, well, you didn't
put on enough. But on the other hand, they say,
oh, in the stuff you put on it shows that there was
a deni al of fundanental fairness and ex parte
cont act s.

There were contacts between the
applicant's engineer and M. Stanton, but it is
also clear, and this is why | think we sustained
our burden and there is no fundanmental fairness

problemin this case, it is also clear that the

12
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suggested conditions that M. Stanton received from
M. Andrews, which was the consultant for Cere,
were not passed on to the Board.

M. Stanton said | insulated the Board
from those comunications. Wat M. Stanton did
and | think properly so and intuitively, was sent
those on to the County's experts, which M. Bleyer
just, 1 think, I guess dignified by saying, gee,
| ook at the County's own engi neers. They had
concerns about this landfill.

So, again, you can't have it both ways.
If they are good for the criticisnms that the
County's engi neers and consul tants, oversi ght
consul tants, are good when they make criticisnms of
the application, |ikew se, they have to be good, I
t hi nk, when the applicant’'s engi neer submts
conditions. W send themon to them W l|let the
techni cal experts tell us what to do.

As you know, M. \Wallace, a County Board
is not made up of technical experts. There are no
geol ogi sts or hydrogeol ogi sts or geotechnica
experts in nost cases and doctorates in chemstry
and envi ronmental science sitting on these boards.

That's why M. Stanton, as he explained in the

13
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hearing, said | sent all of this on to our
consul tants.

| asked himspecifically was the Board
aware of your conversations with M. Andrews. No
| sent that stuff on directly to our consultants.
So we think that the contacts between M. Stanton
and M. Smith, as indicated in the transcript which
this Board will review, the April 23rd hearing,
show that they were non substantive contacts.

Now, what el se could we have done? The

only other type of contacts were -- possible
contacts then were between -- oh, if | could back
up. | also asked M. Stanton, | said, as the

attorney for the County Board, as the person that
was really supervising and presiding over this, are
you aware of any other contacts between County
Board Menbers and the applicant, the applicant's
attorneys, or the applicant's engineers. The
guestion and answer in the record was, no, | am
not .

Again, | don't think I can call -- there
is no authority for ne to call the applicant's
attorney and put himon the stand. That was the

best way and the only way, under the |law, that we

14

KEEFE REPORTI NG COVPANY
Belleville, Illinois



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

had available to conply with the Board's order. |
think we fully complied with it. But as a back up
since M. Alvis was here, that day | elected, and
am gi ving you ny stream of consciousness, | said,
well, | can cover the other issue about other
potential contacts between the applicant and the
County Board.

M. Alvis, as was indicated during the
hearing, is the sole sharehol der, the president,
the CEO of the applicant. He is the person, as was
established in the brief amount of testinony, that
was in charge of this operation. | put himunder
oat h and said, okay, now, did you have any contacts
with the County Board Menbers or anybody else in
your organi zati on have any contacts with the County
Board Menbers. He said, no.

| think that fully conplies with the
Pol l ution Control Board's order and shows that
there were no contacts that denied the objectors
group here or M. Pitt fundamental fairness. |
suppose if we want to put a rest to the entire
matter we -- M. Smith can get up and nake a
prof essi onal statenent that over and above what was

testified to at the April 23rd, 1997 hearing that

15
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he had no further contacts and that puts the end to
t hat .

This is sort of -- again, M. Bleyer nade
new | aw. What he is trying to do is the old story
about Marilyn Monroe, where in the black evening
gown, where peopl e have always said, well, gee, we
wi sh we could see her wi thout that on. Mst people
said, no, there is nore nystery, there is nore
i ntrigue when you are left to your inagination as
to what is underneath there.

It is the same thing here. M. Bleyer,
very cleverly, is using the Marilyn Monroe
Doctrine, which is | don't want to really know
everything that is there. | just want to
criticize. This is very ingenious. This is a good
objector's tactic. Al | want to do is criticize
and rai se questions and intrigue and specul ati on
about things which I think are unanswered. | don't
want to know what happened. | would rather raise
i ntrigue, innuendo, doubt, those kinds of things,
in the hopes that the Board will again remand this
matter.

On the issue of conditions, | think when

you lay, M. Wallace, the record in the underlying
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hearing on top of the record of the April 23rd
heari ng, which also went into how the conditions
were arrived at, because the Board indicated to us
that they wanted us to go through how each of the
additional conditions were arrived at, and M.
Stanton went through that.

W traced the genesis of those ideas and
they were not based upon ex parte contacts with the
applicant. They were based upon ot her
consi derations. A Board Menber, for exanple -- one
Board Menber said, | want this in there. The
County's expert said, put this in there. So
think we have laid that issue to rest that the
conditions were not based upon ex parte contacts
bet ween the County and the applicant which was the
thrust. That's really the gravanen, | think, of
the Board's concern, as indicated in the order of
Decenber 5th.

However, as the Board says in that very
order, even if the conditions were influenced by
these type of ex parte communications, they wll
only be set aside and this proceeding will only be
set aside if the conditions devel oped substantially

prejudi ce any party involved here. 1 don't know
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how t hey coul d substantially prejudice the
objectors and the adjoining | andowners when if you
| ook at those conditions they are actually

suppl enents to the conditions that the applicant
proposed to put on this facility when it -- when
the hearing on the application originally took

pl ace. These are nore stringent conditions.

VWhen | first becane involved in this case
on remand to the present date, | still amat a |oss
to figure out how, when you add additional, nore
stringent conditions as to health, safety and
wel fare, that prejudices anybody. |f anything,

t hat enhances the health, safety and wel fare
saf eqguards that were placed on this application and
on the applicant's proposal

So even if we get to the issue of -- even
if there is an answer of yes on the issue of, well,
yes, there were ex parte contacts and they may have
i nfl uenced the special conditions, you don't get
over the next hurdle, | don't believe, which is
were those -- do those conditions materially
prejudi ce or substantially inpact in a negative
manner any of the parties here. The only parties

that they inpact are the applicants, because they
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put a nore onerous burden than originally
prescribed for the landfill.

Again, | only wanted to focus on the
fundanental fairness issue, M. Willace. W took
the Board's order seriously. W |ooked at it many
times. That's why we even asked for the -- filed
the notion for clarification so that we were
exactly sure what the Board wanted us to do. W
fulfilled that mandate. W did everything that --
oh, one other point.

M. Bleyer says the Board Menbers were
not put on the stand. The Board Menbers were not
put on the stand because, again, that's a catch
22. You are dammed if you do, and you are damed
if you don't. Here is what | nmean by that. Nunber
one, it was not necessary because M. Bl eyer had
al ready taken depositions which were the basis of
his petition for the remand the first time around,
whi ch fleshed out what conversations the Board
Menbers had. So there is no need to duplicate
t hat .

Nunber two, had | put themon, | know
what M. Bleyer's next argunment woul d have been

As an objector's attorney it would have been, well,

19
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you know why they voted the way they did and
approved this, they were nad at nme because | put
them on the stand and | put themthrough
cross-exam nation in the April hearing, and this
hearing is fundamental ly unfair because it was
based upon their anger, based upon their enotions
and they were reacting. 1t was based upon their
enotions. | had to avoid that. Besides the fact
there was no need to put them on when M. Bleyer
did a very thorough, a very conpetent job of asking
t hem questi ons about the nature of their contacts
were when he took their depositions to formthe
basis of this remand. So there was no need to
duplicate

W think, M. Wallace, that we have
conplied to the extent allowed under the law, to
the extent that we could call parties, we have
answered every issue. The other bugaboo that --
and, again, M. Bleyer seized on emantra (spelled
phonetically) and run with it on behalf of his
clients were M. Karnes' statenent that conditions
were asked for and conditions were net. The | ast
thing I would say is that M. Bleyer put a rea

spin on sonething, took an innocent statenent and
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put a real spin on it and inplied that those
conditions are the special conditions to siting.

I would ask the Board to carefully review
the testinony in the record, both in the underlying
hearing, M. Bleyer's depositions, and in the
suppl enental hearing on April 23rd, because when
read carefully it is clear what M. Karnes was
referring to. The conditions he was referring to
were in the host agreement. That was negotiation
of the host agreenent between the Board and the
applicant. They had nothing to do with the
conditions that were inposed upon siting. That's
appl es and oranges. That is a separate issue.

The i ssue of the host agreenent is what
benefits in the event siting is going to be
granted, would be afforded to the County. That was
a separate issue but, again, M. Bleyer, being the
good advocate he was, saw the word conditions, and
said, | can put a spin on that. | can say that
t hose conversations related to the special
conditions which were attached to the application

Again, | think a close reading, and
woul d respectfully request and commend the Board to

a close reading of the transcript of the origina
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hearing and M. Bleyer's depositions of the Board
Menbers and the suppl emental siting hearing on
April 23rd that will show that the statenent
condi tions asked for and conditions nmet refer to
t he host agreenent and had nothing to do with the
condi ti ons based upon siting. The conditions

pl aced upon siting are not tainted and they, in
fact, enhance and not detract from health, safety
and wel fare safeguards at this site. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: M. Snmith?

MR SM TH  Thank you, M. Wllace. |
think it is ironic, when | read the Board' s remand
order addressing the issue of where did these
conditions come fromand why were they put in the
resol ution by the County Board, because those
conditions were established by the Board really to
appease the issues and questions and conpl aints
that were raised by Cole and by M. Wal ker

It was a good faith effort on the part of
the County Board to satisfy and address the
conpl ai nts concerni ng drai nage, flooding,
etcetera. Then for the Board to think that myself,
t he applicant, negotiated those conditions or

sonmehow suggested themto the County Board or
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somehow proposed themis ridicul ous.

| totally support M. Stanton's testinony
concerning ex parte contacts between himand ne.
There were none concerning conditions. The m nor
contacts we had concerned when are you going to
make a decision, when is this going to happen
Because tinme went on and on. Unbeknownst to us it
was taking nore tine because they were devel opi ng
these conditions with their experts.

| think it is -- as far as nme and M.
Stanton negotiating conditions, that never
occurred. As far as me discussing conditions with
him it never occurred. Keep in mnd he
testified. |1 aman active attorney in Perry
County. He was State's Attorney. | saw David
Stanton probably four or five tines a week at the
courthouse on ot her cases and other hearings. W
di scussed a |l ot of things, but we never, never
di scussed that.

It is hard not to have ex parte contacts
in a county of our size when the two attorneys
i nvol ved one is an active, practicing attorney in
private practice and the other is a State's

Attorney. | thought David Stanton handl ed that
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very well because, yes, we see each other all the
time. But never, never was there any contact
bet ween nysel f and the County Board, between nyself
and M. Stanton, concerning conditions or putting
t hose conditions on.

W& woul d have been nore than happy not to
have any conditions. The conditions, as M.
Hel sten testified, were restrictions on us. If and
when the landfill is constructed it will cost us
t housands of dollars, but the County Board did it
in good faith to make sure that the landfill was
constructed in a safe manner to satisfy the
conplaints of Gere and M. Wl ker. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: M. Bl eyer, do
you care to say anything further?

MR BLEYER No, | said all | need to
say.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: Ckay. Just a
coupl e of questi ons.

On the jurisdiction issue you raised, M.
Bl eyer, does that relate to -- you nmentioned an
appel l ate court case. | amnot sure which one you
were referring to.

MR BLEYER: There is a case involved, |
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believe, that was cited and di scussed in the
previous hearings. | believe it is the Bishop
case.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE:  Ckay.

MR, BLEYER: You might take a look. It
has been referenced before.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: Ckay. | follow
what you were saying now. The jurisdiction issue
is the relevance of notice to which individual or
i ndi vi dual s?

MR BLEYER It is a lady whois -- it is
M. Walker's sister. Mary Jane Hudson is her
nane. The issue is preserved, but | just wanted to
make sure that everybody understood it hasn't died
a death yet. It is still with us.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: All right.

Then on what is comonly referred to as the siting
criteria, are you objecting to the manifest weight
of the evidence on all nine criteria?

MR, BLEYER: Well, not exactly. See,
contend that three of those don't have any
application in this proceedi ng what soever, even
t hough the County Board nade a determ nation that

three of themapply. | raised that before, and the
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Pol lution Control Board didn't agree with me.

I know there has been sone -- this has
been bantered back and forth in front of the Board
before. Perhaps the good rule of thunb would be go
ahead and nake a determination as to those three
criteria. | understand why they did what they did,
but I still contend if you look at it, it doesn't
make any sense.

How can you say that there is evidence to
suggest that this application conplies with the
requi renents of a regul ated recharge zone when they
don't have that contained in the application
There is absolutely nothing in the application to
suggest that. | understand that it is difficult to
suggest that there is no -- there is no non
appl i cabl e box under the statute to mark, and
realize why the Board did what it did. | am
referring to the County Board.

I still contend and | intend to argue
that you sinply cannot mark those boxes yes, albeit
I know that puts a person in a difficult situation
but you can't mark themyes when the reality of the
record and the facts are such that it can't be

true. There is nothing in there on that or for
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that matter, having to do with a solid waste
di sposal plan or having to do wi th hazardous
wast e.

So for these reasons those criteria
shoul d not have been marked yes, but they were
mar ked yes. Now, as for the others, it is ny
contention that based upon the evidence submtted
inwiting by the County's own engi neer and based
upon the evidence that was put on in the form of
witten docunentary evidence as well as the
testinmony at the proceedi ng bel ow that the manifest
wei ght of the evidence does not support the
County's conclusion in the siting decision

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: Al right.

MR, BLEYER: | hope | didn't confuse
you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: No, | follow
you. | just wanted to make that clear. It puts a

different light on what the Board has to put inits
order. | wanted to try to clarify that so the
Board woul d be aware of that. All right. Thank
you.

MR, BLEYER  Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: M. Hel sten
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anyt hing further?

MR, HELSTEN: Not hi ng further

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: M. Snmith?

MR SMTH No, sir.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: Are there any
nmenbers of the audience that wish to nake a
statenment for the record concerning this appeal ?

MR WALKER  Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: Yes, sir
Wul d you state your nane and address, please.

MR WALKER: W/ Iiam Wl ker, Route 2, Box
739, Du Quoin, Illinois, 62832.

| would like to say, too, that | fee
that the jurisdictional issue is not net. M
sister Mary Jane Hudson Sumers received an
official tax notice in July of 1995 and the I|i st
that they used here to notify people was not
obtained until January of 1996. So | feel that she
was not given due notice, having received her
official tax notice at her current address six
nmont hs before this |list was nade up

Then, also, | would like to say that I
bel i eve the mani fest weight of evidence is against

this fromthe fact that there were four engineering
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firnms that have | ooked at this proposal and only
one has said it was safe. The others say it is
ei t her questionable or not feasible at all. It
seens that with 75 percent of the engineering firns
against it would | eave the mani fest wei ght of
evidence in the side of rejecting it. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: All right.
Thank you, M. Wl ker.

Does anyone else in the audience wish to
make a statenent for the record?

Al right. Let the record reflect that
no ot her nmenbers of the audience wish to nake a
statement in this proceedi ng today.

The briefing schedule that was set by ny
order of July 23rd, 1997, are there any probl ens
with that at this point in tinme?

MR, BLEYER | don't have any problem
wWithit.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: All right. The
appl i cant Gere has wai ved deadli ne to Novenber 6,
which is the Board neeting date. The Board
requires that | give them 30 days | eeway to
consider and wite their opinion. So the record is

general ly due 30 days prior to that |ast neeting
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date. The last briefs are due in Septenber 30th,
so | suppose we could adjust things by a few days
if that is necessary.

MR, HELSTEN: On behalf of the County, |
think we are fine with the briefing schedul e.

HEARI NG OFFI CER WALLACE: All right.
There were no w tnesses today, so there is no
credibility issues to be resolved. | don't believe
there is anything further

Al right. Thank you. This hearing is

cl osed.
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STATE OF ILLINO S )
) SS
COUNTY OF MONTGOVERY)
CERTI FI CATE

I, DARLENE M N EMEYER, a Notary Public
in and for the County of Mntgonery, State of
I1'linois, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing 30
pages conprise a true, conplete and correct
transcript of the proceedings held on the 28th of
August A.D., 1997, at 28 S. Washington, Du Quoin,
[Ilinois, in the case of Citizens Opposed to
Addi tional Landfills and Harvey C. Pitt,

i ndividually and as a nmenber of Citizens Opposed to
Additional Landfills v. Greater Egypt Regi onal

Envi ronnental Conplex a/k/a Gere Properties, Inc.
and the Perry County Board of Comm ssioners, in
proceedi ngs before the Honorable M chael Wall ace,
Hearing Oficer, and recorded in machi ne shorthand
by me.

I N WTNESS WHEREOF | have hereunto set ny
hand and affixed nmy Notarial Seal this 8th day of
Septenmber A.D., 1997.

Not ary Public and
Certified Shorthand Reporter and
Regi st ered Prof essi onal Reporter
CSR Li cense No. 084-003677
My Conmi ssion Expires: 03-02-99
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