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RECEIVED
CLERK’S OFFICE

BEFORE THE JAN 27
ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

STATE OF ILlINOIS
Pollution Control Boari

GINA PAYFERMANN, )
)

Complainant, ) PCB99-187
)

v. S ) (CitizenEnforcement
) Noise,Air)

BOUGHTONTRUCKINGAND )
MATERIALS, INC., )

)
Respondent. )

NOTICE OF FILING

TO: SeeAttachedCertificateof Service

Pleasetake notice that on January27, 2005, I filed with the illinois Pollution Control

Board an original and nine copiesof this Notice of Filing and the attachedBOUGHTON’S

RESPONSE AND OBJECTION TO COMPLAiNANT’S MOTION FOR EXPEDiTED

REVIEW, copiesof which areattachedheretoandherebyserveduponyou.

Dated: January27, 2005 BOUGHTONTRUCKINGAND MATERIALS, INC.

By:_______
O~~1ffsAttorneys

PatriciaF. Sharkey
Mark R. TerMolen
Kcvin Deshamais
MichelleGale
Mayer, Brown, Rowe& Maw LLP
190 SouthLaSalleStreet
Chicago,Illinois 60603-3441
(312)782-0600
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0 RECEIVED
CLERK’S OFFICE

BEFORETHE JAN 272005
ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD STATE OF ILLINOIS

Pollution Control Board
GINA PATI’ERMANN, ) S S

)
Complainant, ) PCB 99-187

)
v. ) (Citizen Enforcement—

) Noise,Air)
BOUGHTONTRUCKING AND )
MATERIALS, INC., )

)
Respondent. )

BOUGHTON’S RESPONSEAND OBJECTION TO
COMPLAINANT’S MOTION FOR EXPEDITED REVIEW

NOW COMESRespondent,BoughtonTrucking andMaterials,Inc. (“Boughton”), by its

attorneys,Mayer,Brown, Rowe& Maw LLP pursuantto 35 Iii. Admin. Code 101.500(d),and

respondsto Complainant’sJanuary25, 2005 Motionfor ExpeditedReview.

INTRODUCTION S

On January 20, 2005,elevendaysbeforethehearingscheduledin this matter,

Complainantfiled a motion for voluntarydismissalunder735 ILCS 5/2-1009.As morefully set

forth in Respondent’sResponseto Complainant’sMotion for VoluntaryDismissal,thatmotion

wasnot supportedby an affidavit or otherevidenceof compliancewith the prerequisitesfor a

Section5/2-1009dismissal.At the time of filing of its Motion for VoluntaryDismissal,

Complainantdid not file a motion for expeditedBoardruling orfile amotion to cancelthe

hearing. Now, five days later,andonly six days(andonly 4 businessdays)beforethescheduled

hearing,Complainantseeksexpeditedreviewof its motion. Any hardshipimposedon

Complainantasa resultof this delayis onceagainof Complainant’sown making,andis not

propergroundsfor grantingexpeditedreview. Further,Complainanthasnot curedanyof the
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defectsin the underlyingmotion for voluntarydismissal.Themotion for voluntarydismissal

still containsfactsnot of recordunsupportedby an affidavit, andComplainantstill hasnot paid,

or evidencedanywillingnessto pay,Respondent’scosts,which costsRespondenthassubmitted

to Complainant.Further,Complainantnow, in this samemotion,seeksleaveto file a reply,

which wasnot attachedto themotion,as onewouldexpectfrom apartyseekingexpeditedBoard

review,andwhich asof the filing of this response,theBoardandRespondenthavenot yet even

received.

Allowing thissubstantivelydefectiveandprocedurallyincompletemotion to interfere

with thescheduledhearingwouldmateriallyprejudiceRespondent,who hasexpendedgreat

resourcesin twice preparingfor hearing. Giventhe lack of prejudiceto Complainantfrom

denyingthemotion, the matcrialprejudiceto Respondentwhich wouldresult from grantingthe

motion,andthesubstantivedefectsin andincomplete-proceduralpostureof the underlying

motion for voluntarydismissal,the motion for expeditedreviewshouldbe denied.

ARGUMENT

COMPLAINANT HAS FAILED TO ALLEGE FACTS THAT SUPPORT A

FINDING OF MATERIAL PREJuDICE S

35 IlI.Adm. Code 101.512 providesthat, in ruling on amotion for expedited

consideration,“the Boardwill, at a minimumconsiderall statutoryrequirementsandwhether

materialprejudicewill resultfrom themotion beinggrantedor denied.” 35 Ill.Adm. Code

101.512(b). In its motion,Complainantassertsthatit will be materiallyprejudicedby being

forced to hearingwhile awaitingaruling by theBoard. Complainant’sMotion at~3.

Complainantfurther assertsthatit will beprejudicedby its decisionto ceasepreparingfor

hearingwhile its motion is pending. j~.at ¶4.

2-
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Any prejudiceto Complainantis entirelyof Complainant’sown making. It is

Complainantwho electedto file its motionat this latestage,daysbefore hearing,after 5 1/2

yearsof litigation. It is Complainantwho electednot to file amotion to cancelthehearingor

seekexpeditedreviewatthe time it filed its motion for voluntarydismissal. It is also

Complainantwho electedto ceasepreparingfor hearing,basedsolely on the filing of amotion,

without havingreceivedaruling on that motion.1 To the extentthe Boardcannotruleon the

motion to dismissprior to thescheduledhearing,that too is a situationof Complainant’sown

creation. Complainanthaspresumedto asktheboardto expediteits reviewandrequestedleave

to file areply, without itself expeditingthat reviewby providingits replywith its motion. By

this Motion for ExpeditedReview,Complainantis obviouslyseekingto tie theBoard’shands

andunilaterallycausethehearingto be cancelled As set forth in the attachedResponseto

Motion to CancelHearing,to whichRespondentrespectfullyreferstheBoardandwhich is

herebyincorporatedby referenceandattachedheretoasExhibit A, aself-imposedhardshipdoes

not constitutematerial prejudice. S

- COMPLAINANTS MOTION FOR VOLUNTARY DISMISSAL REMAINS
SUBSTANTIVELY DEFECTIVE AND PROCEDURALLY UNRIPE

As indicatedin Respondent’sresponseto the motion for voluntarydismissal,the motion

for voluntarydismissalcontainsfactsnotof recordandunsupportedbyanaffidavit, in violation

of theBoardrules. DespiteComplainant’smanyadditionalfilings, this defecthasnot been

remedied.This is morethanjust ameretechnicality. UnderRule1009,as furthermodifiedby

SupremeCourt Rule2 19(e),Complainantis obligatedto payRespondcnt’scostsprior to

dismissalof thecasewithout prejudice. Complainantnowherehasaffirmedunderoathits intent

To the extentComplainantis seriouslyclaimingprejudicefrom not havingexchangedexhibit-lists,Respondenthas
providedits exhibit list toComplainantwithouthavingreceivedonefrom Complainant,despitethe fact thatthepre-

trial ordercontemplateda simultaneousexchange.

3
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to paythosecosts. In fact, Complainant’sattorney’semail of January23,2005 indicatesthat

Complainantwill not paythe costsRespondentis entitledto underRule219. (SeeAttachment2

to Respondent’sResponseto theMotion for VoluntaryDismissal.)Becausethis failing hasbeen

unaddressed,Complainant’smotion remainssubstantivelyandprocedurallydefectiveon this

point. S

Further,Complainanthasnow movedfor leaveto file areplyon its motion. To the

- extenttheBoardwould do anythingotherthandenythe motion as amatterof lawdueto the

unaddresseddefects,therecordon themotion remainsincompleteandunripefor decision.

THE BOARD SHOULD ALLOW THE SCHEDULED HEARING TO GO FORWARD

As aresultof Complainant’segregiouslylatefilings, time is running veryshort in this

matter. Thehearingis scheduledto beginMondaymorning, lessthantwo businessdaysfrom

the time of filing of this response.To theextenttheBoardseesin Complainant’srequestfor

expeditedruling an implicit pleafor cancellationof the currentlyscheduledhearing,that request

shouldbe denied. As set forth morefully in Respondent’sresponseto Complainant’sMotion to

CancelHearing,herebyincorporatedby referenceandattachedheretoasExhibit A, Plaintiff has

failed to demonstratetheprejudicenecessaryto warrantcancellationof the hearing,and

cancellationof thehearingat this latehour after5 ½yearsof litigation would be highly.

prejudicial to Respondent.RespondentrespectfullyreferstheBoardto its Responseto the

Motion to CancelHearingon this issue.

4 -
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WhEREFORE,Respondentrespectfullyrequeststhat the BoarddenyComplainants

Motion for ExpeditedReview. S

BOUGHTONTRUCKINGAND MATERIALS, INC.

J anua~27, 2005 S

By OneOf Its Attorneys

Mark R. TerMolen -

PatriciaF. Sharkey
Kevin Desharnais
Michelle A. Gale
JaimyL. Hamburg
MAYER, BROWN,ROWE& MAW LLP
190SouthLaSalleStreet
Chicago,Illinois 60603
(312)782-0600
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EXHIBIT ARECEIVEDCLERK’S OFFICE

- - BEFORETHE JAN262
ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD - SSTATE OF ILLINOIS- POJIUflOfl Control Board

GINA PATFERMANN, )
)

Complainant, ) PCB 99-187
S ) S

v. ) (CitizenEnforcement—
) Noise,Air)

BOUGHTONTRUCKING AND )
MATERIALS, INC., )

- )
Respondent. ) - S -

- NOTICEOF FILING -

TO: SeeAttachedCertificateof Service

Pleasetakenotice that On January26, 2005, I filed with the Illinois Pollution Control

Board an original and four copies of this Notice of Filing and the attachedBOUGHTON’S S

RESPONSEAND OBJECTIONTO COMPLAINANT’S MOTION TO CANCEL HEARING,

copiesof which areattached hereto and herebyserveduponyou.

Dated: January26,2005 BOUGHTONTRUCKING AND MATERIALS, INC. .

B

PatriciaF. Sharkey
Mark R. Ter Molen
Kevin D~sharnais
Michelle Gale
Mayer, Brown, Rowe& Maw LLP
190 SouthLaSalleStreet
Chicago, Illinois 60603-3441
(312)782-0600
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- - - RECEIVED S

BEFORE THE CLERK’S OFFICE
ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD -

S JAN262005 -

- STATE OF ILLINOISGINA PATTERMANN, ) Pollution Control Board
)

Complainant, ) PCB 99-187
) S

v. ) (CitizenEnforcement—
) Noise,Air)

BOUGHTONTRUCKINGAN]) )
MATERIALS, iNC., )

)
Respondent. )

BOUGHTON’S RESPONSEAND OBJECTION TO - -

COMPLAINANT’S MOTION TO CANCEL HEARING

NOW COMES Respondent,Boughton Trucking and Materials, Inc. (“Boughto~i”),by its S

attorneys,Mayer,Brown,Rowe& Maw LLP pursuantto 35 Ill. Adinin. Code101.500(d)andan

oral agreementwith theHearingOfficermadeon January25, 2005 to file an expeditedresponse,

arid responds to Complainant’sMotion To CancelHearing. S

COMPLAINANT FAILED TO FILE A TiMELY MOTION -

TO CANCEL’ THE SCHEDULEDHEARiNG

After five arid ahalf yearsof litigation anda multitudeofdiscoveryabuses,

Complainant’sfiling of aSection5/2-1009motion to dismisswithoutprejudiceelevendays

beforethe rescheduledhearingdateis an abuseof theBoard’sproceduresandhighlyprejudicial

to Respondent.As Complainantfailedto file its Motion to CancelHearinguntil sevendays

beforethescheduledhearingdate,themotion is not timely. Boardrulesdo notallow untimely

cancellationofa hearingasofright. BoardRule 101.510 allowstheBoardortheHearingOfficer

toexercisediscretionto granta motion aftertheprescribedtime; however,that authorityis

limited to instancesin which themovant“demonstratesthat themovantwill suffermaterial
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prejudiceif the hearingis not cancelled.”The Complainanthasnot demonstratedmaterial

prejudicein this instance.Neitherthe HearingOffice northe Boardshouldexercisediscretionto

remedya situationwhich is of theComplainant’sown makingandwhich Complainanthas

craftedto avoid theconsequencesofherlackof diligenceandbaddecisions,all to thematerial

prejudiceof theRespondent.

Complainant’sfiling of a Section5/2-1009voluntarymotion for dismissalat theeleventh

hourafterfive andahalf yearsof litigation in this proceedingis preciselythetypeofabusethat

theSupremeCourt hasrecognizedas oneof “a myriadof abusiveusesofthevoluntarydismissal

statute.”Gibellinav. Handley,127 1112d 122, 136,535 N.E.2d 858, 865 (1989)(motion for

voluntarydismissalon theeveof trial characterizedasanabuseof Section5/2-1009.). Since

Gibellina,.theIllinois SupremeCourthasauthorizedtheimpositionof SupremeCourtRule

211(e)“reasonableexpenses”specificallyto deterthis typeof abuse.See CommitteeCoiiiment

accompanyingRule219. - -

- While theBoardmay,in its discretion,decideto hearComplainant’sSection5/2-1009 -

motion,it is notboundto do so. 35 lll.Adm. Code101.100(b)(“The provisionsof theCodeof

Civil ProcedureandSupremeCourtRulesdo not expresslyapplyto proceedingsbeforethe

Board. However,theBoardmaylook to theCodeof Civil ProcedureandSupremeCourt Rules

for guidancewheretheBoard’sproceduralrules aresilent~”);see, e.g.,Peopleof theStateof

Illinois v. CommunityLandfill Company, Inc., PCB97-193(March 18, -2004),2004WL

604933, ‘p3. Moreover,theBoardis not boundto assisttheComplainantin anabusiveuseof

Section5/2-1009by bendingits rulesorexercisingits discretionto cancela scheduledheaiin-g.

Thehouris very late andtheallegedhardshipis entirelyself-imposed.

2
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COMPLAINANT HAS FAILED TO ALLEGE FACTS THAT SUPPORTA
FINDING OF MATERIAL PREJUDICE

Complainant’sbasisfor claiming that materialprejudicewill occurif thehearingis not

cancelledis thefollowing:

As a result of the decision to seek Voluntary Dismissal, no further hearing
preparationwas conductedby Patterinannand no exhibits were exchangedby
eitherof theparties,as otherwiseprovidedby the Joint Pre-Trial Memorandum
fi’ed in thismatter. -

CertificationofMichael S. Blazer,January25, 2005.

TheBoardshouldnot attemptto remedyatiming dilemmacreatedunilaterallyby

Complainantanddesignedto unilaterallybenefitComplainant,attheexpenseof Respondent

whohasnowdiligently preparedfor hearingtwice in this case.Rather,theBoardshould follow

its rulesandprecedent,anddenyComplainant’smotion to cancelthehearing.Thehearing

shouldbeallowedto go forwardandComplainantcan eitherappearatthat hearingor takean

adversejudgmentforfailure to establishits case.This is thejustconsequenceof Complainant’s

own actions,anddoesnot constitute“materialprejudice.” -

A SELF-IMPOSEDHARDSHIPIS NOTMATERIAL PREJUDICE

Theonly hardshipComplainanthasallegedis that shecan’tbe readyforthe long

scheduledandre-scheduledheanngbecausesheapparentlymadeaninitial decisionnot to

preparefor the hearing until theweekbeforeand thenmadeanotherdecisionto stoppreparing

for the hearingbeforethehearinghadbeencancelledorhermotion hadbeenruledupon. These

two decisionsmaycreatea ‘hardship” forComplainant— i.e., sheandhercounselmayhaveto

workover theweekendand,shemayhavea few dayslessto preparefor hearingthanshehad

3
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earlier anticipated — but they arehardshipsof herown makingandtheyclearlydo not constitute

“material prejudice”requiringthecancellationofthehearing. - -

In fact,Complainant’sstatementsserveonly as an admission-thatComplainant’hasnot

actedin goodfaith overthe lastseveralweeksandmonths’in representingherintent to go to

hearing. Complainanthasalreadydecidedshedoesn’twant to go to hearing— that is why she

filed her motion. Sheactuallyhasno intentionofpreparingfor hearing.Mr. Blazerstatedin the

statusconferencewith theHearingOfficer on January25,2005that if thehearingisn’t cancelled

he would simplywalk in and stateon therecordthathe isn’t readyto proceed.Ratherthango

forward with thescheduledhearingdatefor which sheadmitsnotbeingreadyandfor which she

is not willing to getready,Complainanthasmadethedecisionto try to preserveall of herrights

to refile at any time in thenextyear— perhapswhenshehastimeto getreadyfor hearing— while

leavingRespondentwith five andahalf yearsofattorneysfeesandwithout a final judgment.

Again, while Complainantmayhavethe right to file aSection5/2-1009motion at thelast

moment,thegrantingof thatmotion is subjectto theBoard’sdiscretionandprocedures,andthe

requirementsof SupremeCourt Rule219. Thefiling of that motion doesnot trumpall other

- Boardrulesandorders.Complainantdoesnot havea unilaterairight to cancelthescheduled

hearing. Complainantstoppedworking on hercaseprior to a decisionon hermotion at herown

risk. As noted,Complainantwassoconfidentin herability to circumventtheHearingOfficer’s

ordersandtheBoard’srulesthat shedidn’t evenfile amotion to cancelthehearingorrequest

expeditedBoardconsiderationuntil five daysafterfiling hermotion for dismissal.-TheBoard

shouldnotnowexerciseits discretionto elevatewhatis plainly a nonchalant,risky setof

assumptionsmadeby Complainantinto somethingakin to “material prejudice.”

4
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TheBoardhaslongheld that “absenta showingofunavoidablecircumstances,thefailure

to requestrelief in a timelymatteris a self-imposedhardship.” CommunityLandfill Corporation

v. IEPA, PCB95-137(Sept.21, 1995);AmericanNationalCanCo. V. IEPA,PCB88-203,102

PCB 215 (Aug. 31, 1989). All thewaybackto EPA v. Incinerator,Inc.,PCB 71-69(Sept.30,

1971),theBoardhasheldthat “self-imposedhardshipbroughtaboutby [a party’s] own

dilatoriness”is not abasisfor avoiding theconsequencesof aBoardorder.

Thefact that Complainantmight haveto spendsomemoneyto preparefor and attend the

scheduledhearing,asshecomplainsin her’rnotion,is not a groundsfor findingmaterial

prejudice. JohnsonV. ADM, PCB98-31 (July 8, 1998)(Boarddeniedmotion for leaveto file

becauseit wasuntimelyandbecausepartybeingrequiredto bearthecostsof defendingitself at

hearingdid not amountto materialprejudice).

THE BOARD SHOULD NOT, AT RESPONDENT’S EXPENSE,EXERCISE ITS
DISCRETION TO EXTRICATE COMPLAiNANT FROM THE RESULTS OF HER

• ‘ OWN REPEATED LACK OF DILIGENCE

Complainant’sdelayin thefiling ofher Section5/2-1009motion,in herpreparationfor

hearingboth beforeandafter,andin filing this motion to cancelthehearing,all demonstratea

lackof diligence. As statedabove,Complainant’scounselhasathnittedthathis client madea

decIsionto file for voluntarydismissalelevendaysbeforehearing,after five and a half yearsof

litigation andafterreschedulingthehearingat thelastminutein December. Complainant’s

counselhas alsoadmittedthat Complainantwasunpreparedfor bearingandmadeadecisionto

stoppreparingfor hearinguponfiling hermotion to dismiss. Theseadmissionsdemonstratea

lackofdiligenceon thepartof apartywhofiled a lawsuitandbearsaburdenofproof.

Therealso canbe no question— afterfive andahalf yearsof attorneysfees,expert

witness fees,employee witness salaries, deposition anddiscoverycosts,andpreparationfor trial

5
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twice— thatRespondentwill be highly prejudicedby thecancellationof this hearing. After this

• protractedlitigation, Respondenthasa right to afinal judgmentby theBoard.

WI-IEREFORE,Complainant’smotion to cancelthescheduledhearingat this latedate

shouldbedeniedbasedon 35 111. Adm. Code101.510,andComplainant’sfailureto demonstrate

materialprejudice.

Respectfullysubmitted,

BOUGHTON CKING AND MATERIALS, INC.

January 26,2005 ____________________________________
By OneOf Its Attorneys

MarkR. TerMolen
PatricIaF. Sharkey •

Kevni Desl~arñais

Michelle A. Gale
JaimyLllarnburg
MAYER, BROWN,ROWE& MAW LLP

l9OSouthLaSalIeStreet -

Chicago.illinois 60603
(312)782-0600
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Kevin Desharnais,an attorney,herebycertifiesthata copyoftheattachedNoticeof
Filing andBOUGHTON’S RESPONSEAND OBJECTIONTOCOMPLAINANT’S MOTION
TO CANCEL HEARINGwas servedon thepersonslisted below by themeansindicated,on

• January26,2005.

BradleyHal]oran
HearingOfficer
Illinois Pollution ControlBoard
JamesR. ThompsonCenter,Suite 11-500
100WestRandolphStreet -

Chicago,IL 60601
(Via Facsimile)

MichaelS. Blazer
MatthewE. Cohen
The JeffDiver Group,LLC
1749S. NapervilleRoad,Suite#102
Wheaton,IL 60187

(Via ElectronicMail)

k2~
yin Desharnais

PatriciaF. Sharkey
MarkR. TerMolen
Kevin Desharnais
MichelleGale
Mayer,Brown,Rowe& MawLLP
190 SouthL.aSalleStreet
Chicago,Illinois 60603-3441
(312)782-0600
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Kevin Desharnais,an attorney,herebycertifiesthat acopyof the attachedNoticeof
Filing andBOUGHTON’S RESPONSEAND OBJECTIONTOCOMPLAJNANT’SMOTION
FOR EXPEDITEDREVIEW wasserved on the persons listed below by the means indicated, on
January27, 2005.

• BradleyHalloran -

HearingOfficer
Illinois Pollution Control Board

JamesR. Thompson Center, Suite 11-500
100 WestRandolphStreet
Chicago,IL 60601

(Via Facsimile)

Michael S. Blazer
- MatthewE.Cohen

TheJeffDiver Group,LLC
1749S.NapervilleRoad,Suite#102
Wheaton,IL 60187 - -

(Via Facsimile& Electronic Mail)

7/ Kevin Desharnais

PatriciaF.Sharkey
MarkR. TerMolen - -

Kevin Desharnais
Michelle Gale
Mayer,Brown, Rowe& Maw LLP -

190 SouthLaSalle Street
Chicago,Illinois 60603-3441
(312)782-0600 -
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RECEIVED
CLERK’S OFFICP

Mayer, Brown, Rowe & Maw -LLP TM AYE R
190 South La Salle Street JAN 272005 B R

Chicago, Illinois 60603-3441 0
STATE OFILLlNcjI~ 0 W E

Main phone: (312) 782-0600 Pollution Control Bcj,a~ciM A W
Main fax: (312) 701-7711

FACSIMILE COVERSHEET

FROM: Patricia F. Sharkey
Dfrect Tel: (312) 701-7952
DiIDct Fax: (312)706-9113

•

~
Date/time:

- Pages:
Thursday,
16

Januar
-

y 27, 2005 10:59:34 AM
ALLPAGES MUST BE
NUMBERED

TO THE FOLLOWING:
Name Company Fax# Telephone #

Bradley L Halloran IPCB 814-3669 • 814-8917

MESSAGE:

THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE ~DIVIDUALOR ENTITY TO WHICH IT ISADDRESSED AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS
PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW. IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT ThE INTENDED
RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING ThE MESSAGE TO ThE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT
ANY DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN
ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS BY MAIL THANK YOU.

IF YOU HAVE ANY TRANSMISSION DIFFICULTY,
PLEASE CONTACTTHE FACSIMILE DEPARTMENT AT (312) 701-7981

Brussels Charlotte Chicago Cologne Frankfurt Houstai Laidon Los Angels Manclistar New Ycrk PaloAlto Paris Washington, D.C.

Independent M~icoCity Correspondent: Jaurogui, Navarrete~Nadery Rojas, S.C.

Mayer, Brown, Rowe & Maw LLP operates in canbination with a~rassociated English limited liability partnershipin theoflices1istedabov~.


