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RECEIVED
CLERK’S OFFICE

BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

JUL 052005

WASTEMANAGEMENTOF ILLINOIS, INC., ) P

Petitioner, )
) No.PCB04-186

vs. ) (PollutionControlFacility
) Siting Appeal)

COUNTY BOARD OF KANKAKEE COUNTY, )
ILLINOIS, )

)
Respondent. )

RESPONDENT’SRESPONSETO KEITH RUNYON’S “RATIONAL AND MOTIONS”

NOW COMES Respondent, COUNTY BOARD OF KANKAKEE COUNTY,

ILLINOIS, by andthroughits Attorneys,HINSHAW & CULBERTSONLLP, and as andfor its

Responseto KeithRunyon’s“RationalandMotions,” statesasfollows:

I. BACKGROUND

1. OnSeptember26, 2003,WasteManagementofIllinois, Inc. (“WMII”) filed asite

location application with the County Board of Kankakee, Illinois (“County Board”) for

expansionofan existing landfill locatedin theCountyofKankakee,Illinois.

2. OnMarch 17, 2004,theCountyBoarddeniedWMII’s application.

3. WMII hassought review of the County Board’s decisionpursuantto Section

40.1(a)oftheIllinois EnvironmentalProtectionAct (“Act”).

4. Keith Runyonandtwo otherobjectorsat the local siting hearing,Merlin Karlock

andMichael Watson,soughtto intervenein theseproceedingsoneyearago, in JuneandJuly of

2004, arguingthat the County andits attorneyswould not advocatezealouslyin defendingthe

CountyBoard’sdenialofsiting approval.
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5. This Boardproperlydeniedinterventionto thoseindividualsbut allowedthemto

file amicuscuraiebriefs, which Mr. Runyon,Mr. Karlock andMr. Watsoneachdid in Mayof

2005.

6. Despitethis Board’s previous ruling denying intervention,Mr. Runyon again

requestsleaveto file amotion to intervene,assertingthat he shouldbe entitledto intervenein

this proceedingbecause,accordingto Mr. Runyon,“the County’s Attorney hasabandonedhis

defenseof theCounty’sdenial,”so“there is no onedefendingtheCounty’sdenial andtherights

and interestsoftheobjectorsandthecitizensof theCounty.” (Runyon’spleading,p. 1)

7. Mr. Runyonfurther requests“that this Boardbar theCountyofKankakeeandit’s

Attorney from furtherparticipationin thismatter.” (Runyon’spleading,p. 1)

8. Mr. Runyon doesnot cite to any legal authority in support of his requeststo

interveneorto barthe Countyandits Attorneyfrom participatingin this matter.

II. ARGUMENT

A. MR. RUNYON’S REQUEST FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE SHOULD BE
DENIED BECAUSE THE COUNTY BOARD, THROUGH ITS COUNSEL, IS
ZEALOUSLY DEFENDING ITS DENIAL OF WMII’S APPLICATION.

9. In his “RationalandMotions,” Mr. RunyonmakesaccusationsagainsttheCounty

Board and its Attorney that have absolutely no basis in fact. Specifically, Mr. Runyon

unjustifiably andwrongfully accusesthe CountyBoard’s legal counselof failing to defendthe

CountyBoard’sdenialof WMII’s application.

10. The facts,however,clearly establishthat counselfor the CountyBoard hasand

will continueto vehementlyandzealouslydefendtheCountyBoardin its decisionto denysiting

approvalto WIVIH.
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11. DespiteMr. Runyon’scontentionthat counselfor the CountyBoardis “biasedin

WasteManagement’sfavor,” counselfor the County Board has continuouslyrepresentedthe

CountyBoard’sinterestsagainstWMII throughoutthecourseofthisproceeding.

12. In fact, in March of 2005, counselfor the County Board opposeda Motion to

Compel filed by WMII, arguing that WMII should not be allowedto delve into the mental

processesofCountyBoardmembers.

13. Soonthereafter,onApril 4, 2005, counselfor theCountyBoard filed a Motion in

Limine to barWMII from presentingany evidenceor testimonyaboutstatementsmadeby a

CountyBoardmemberduringherStateRepresentativeElectionCampaignregardinglandfills in

KankakeeCounty.

14. Moreover,on April 6 and 7, 2005, counselfor the CountyBoardparticipatedin

thisBoard’shearing,and atthathearingproperlydefendedtheCountyBoardandits membersby

repeatedlyobjectingto WMII’s attemptsto illicit improper information from County Board

members.

15. Currently, counselfor the CountyBoard is in the processof drafting its Post-

HearingBrief, which is due on or beforeJuly 22, 2005. In that Brief, counselfor the County

Board will refute eachand everyargumentpresentedin WIVIII’s Brief and will persuasively

argue that the County Board’s decisiondenying WMII’s siting applicationwas correct and

fundamentallyfair.

16. Mr. Runyon’s assertionsthat Hinshaw & Culbertson LLP is somehownot

adequatelyrepresentingtheCountyBoard becauseofits “bias[] in WasteManagement’sfavor”

is simply nonsense,as evidencedby Hinshaw &Culbertson LLP’s vigorous defenseof the
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County Board’s denial of WMII’ s application before,during and since the Illinois Pollution

ControlBoardHearing.

17. Mr. Runyonhasprovidedno factual supportfor his accusationthat the County

Boardwill not vigorouslydefendits denialof siting approval,andhis Motion is basedonly upon

unsupportedaccusations,including the improperand incorrect insinuationthat counselfor the

CountyBoardis beingpaidby WMII.

18. This issuewas thoroughly addressedand reconciledin PCB 03-125, 133, 134,

135 (cons.)after Hinshaw& CulbertsonLLP clearlyestablishedthat it hasalways represented

and beenpaid by the County of Kankakee. SeeAffidavit of JoanLanesubmittedas public

commentin PCB03-125,133, 134 and135 (cons.),andattachedheretoasExhibit A.

19. Furthermore,assetforth in an affidavitdraftedby theKankakeeCountyPlanning

Director, and submittedaspublic commentin PCB 03-125, 133, 134 and 135 (cons.),the law

firm of Hinshaw& CulbertsonLLP neverrepresentedWMII in connectionwith the Kankakee

CountyLandfill. SeeAffidavit ofMike VanMill, attachedheretoasExhibit B.

20. Mr Runyon also suggeststhat counsel for the County Board has somehow

“advocat[ed] in favor of WasteManagement”by defendingthe County’s approvalof WIM11’ s

first application. However, the fact that Hinshaw & CulbertsonLLP defendedthe County

Board’sdecisionto grant site locationapprovalof WMII’s previous applicationdoesnot prove

anyadvocation,but actuallyestablishesHinshaw& CulbertsonLLP’s loyalty andcommitmentto

vigorouslydefendits clientsin all caseson theseparatemeritsof eachcase.

21. As is madeclearin his “Rational andMotions,” Mr. Runyonhasnot andcannot

allegeany realfactsto supporthis accusationthat theCountyandits attorneyswill not advocate
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zealouslyand, instead,relies on a letter draftedby the County Board’s counselregardinga

proposedstipulationto remandin supportofhis accusationsagainsttheCountyandits counsel.

22. However,Mr. Runyonfails to point out thatthat the letterwrittenby Mr. Helsten

specificallystatesthat therequestfor remand“doesnot in anywayobviateornegatethe County

Board’sdenial of the applicationfor site locationapprovalin question,and unless that prior

determinationis rescindedand/or modified, that prior determinationstands.” See Letter,

attachedheretoasExhibit C.

23. This provision, in and of itself, specifically and directly establishesthat the

CountyBoardandits attorneywill continueto standby anddefendtheCountyBoard’sdenialof

site locationapproval.

24. BecauseMr. Runyonhas failed to presenta singlepieceof evidenceto support

his accusationthatthe CountyBoardof KankakeeCountyand its attorneyhasnot and will not

zealouslydefendthe CountyBoard’sdecision,interventionis neithernecessarynorappropriate.

SeeRochelleWasteDisposal, L.L.C. v. City Council ofRochelle,PCB 03-218(June19, 2003)

(finding that the a citizens group should not be allowed to intervene despite the group’s

accusationsthat theCity counselmight not adequatelydefendits decision).

B. MR. RUNYON’S REQUEST FOR LEAVE TO FILE A MOTION TO
INTERVENE SHOULD BE DENIED BECAUSE THE UNANIMOUS LEGAL
AUTHORITY PROHIBITS INTERVENTION.

25. Mr. Runyonshould not be grantedleaveto file a motion to intervenebecause

interventionis clearly prohibited by the IPCB ProceduralRules, the Illinois Environmental

ProtectionAct andIPCB precedent.

26. Rule 107.200of thePCB ProceduralRulessets forth who may file apetition for

review concerningsiting of anewpollution controlfacility, andallows only two typesof people
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to do so: 1) siting applicantswhen therehasbeena “decision to deny siting” or to “appeal

conditionsimposedin a decisiongrantingsiting approval”; and2) a personwho participatedin

the local siting hearingwho is adverselyaffectedby a unit of local government’s“decision to

grantsiting.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code107.200(emphasisadded).

27. As set forth above, only the applicant may be a petitioner when a siting

applicationis deniedby a local governingunit. See35 Ill. Adm. Code107.200.

28. Furthermore,Rule 107.202specificallysets forth who maybepartiesto areview

of a local government’sdecisionsconcerninga new pollution control facility. Rule 107.202

provides:

a) In a petition to review a local government’sdecisionconcerninga new
pollution controlfacility, thefollowing arepartiesto theproceeding:

1) The petitioneror petitionersare the personsdescribedin Section
107.200of this Part. If thereis more than one petitioner,they must be
referredto asco-petitioners;and

2) The unit(s) of local governmentwhosedecisionis beingreviewed
must be namedthe respondent(s). In an appealpursuant to Section
107.200(b),thesiting applicantmustalsobenamedasrespondent.

b) Wherethe interestsof the public would be served,the Board or hearing
officer mayallow interventionby theAttorney Generalor theState’sAttorneyof
thecountyin whichthefacility will belocated.

35 Ill. Adm. Code107.202.

29. Rule 107.202clearlydoesnot allow for anobjectorsuchasMr. Runyon, to be a

partyto thisproceedings,asRule 107.202clearly limits thepartiesto thepetitioner(s),theunit(s)

of local government,andtheAttorneyGeneralor State’sAttorney(if theyseekintervention).

30. Therefore,IPCB Rules 107.200and107.202clearlydo not allow intervention.

31. Mr. Runyon’s Petition to Intervenemust also be deniedpursuantto the plain

languageof Section40.1 oftheIllinois EnvironmentalProtectionAct, whichprovides:
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(a) If thecountyboard* * * refusesto grantapproval* * * theapplicantmay * *

* petitionfor ahearingbeforethe [IPCB] to contestthedecision* *

(b) If the countyboard * * * grantsapproval* * * a third party otherthan the
applicant* * * maypetitionthe [IPCB] * * * for a hearingto contesttheapproval

415 ILCS 5/40.1(a).

32. While the Act allows for interventionby third partieswhen an applicationis

approved,“[t]he Act thusdoesnotprovidefor athird-partyappealwherethePCBhasrefusedto

grant site approval.” McHenry County Landfill, Inc. v. Illinois EnvironmentalProtection

Agency, 154 Ill.App.3d 89, 95, 506 N.E.2d 372, 376 (2d Dist. 1987); see also Waste

ManagementofIllinois, Inc. v. Illinois Pollution ControlBoard, 160 Ill.App.3d 434, 444, 513

N.E.2d 592, 598 (2d Dist. 1987) (“following a countyboard denialof a site approvalrequest,

section40.1 oftheAct precludesobjectorsfrom becomingpartiesto aPCB reviewhearing”).

33. Basedon the explicit languagecontainedin Section40.1 of the Act, this Board

must deny Mr. Runyon’spetition to intervenebecause“{t]he PCB is powerlessto expandits

authoritybeyondthat which the legislaturehasexpresslygrantedto it.” McHenry County, 154

Ill.App.3d at 95, 506 N.E.2dat 376. As such,it would be improperandunlawful for this Board

to allow Mr. Runyonto interveneasa party in this proceeding.Seeid. (holdingthat “the PCB

improperlypermittedthe objectorsto becomepartiesto theproceedingbeforeit” and therefore

finding thattheobjectorshadno standingto appealundersection41 ofthe Act).

34. It is clearthatMr. Runyon’sPetitionto Interveneshouldbe denied,asthis Board

hasuniversallyheld that third-partyobjectors,like Mr. Runyon, arenot entitled to intervention

whenthe local unit of governmentdeniesan applicant’srequestfor site locationapproval. See

Rochelle WasteDisposal, L.L.C. v. City Council of Rochelle,PCB 03-218 (July 10, 2003)

(explainingthat a third-party objector did not have special interventionrights, and therefore
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couldnot intervene);WasteManagementofillinois, Inc. v. CountyBoardofKane County,PCB

03-104 (Feb. 20 (2003) (same); Land and Lakes Co. v. Randolph County Board of

Commissioners,PCB99-69(March 18, 1999) (finding that “allowing a third-partyto intervene

would begrantingpartystatusto someonewho doesnot have partystatusunderSection40.1 of

theAct”); LoweTransfer, Inc. v. CountyBoardofMcHenryCounty,PCB03-221 (July 10, 2003)

(“It is well establishedthat third-party objectorsareprecludedfrom interventionin an appeal

from a denialofsiting approval.”);RiverdaleRecycling,Inc. v. IEPA,PCB00-228(same);Land

andLakesCo. v. VillageofRomeoville,PCB94-195(Sept.1, 1994) (same).

35. Becauseit is well-settledthatathird-partyobjector,like Mr. Runyon,hasno right

to intervenein a caseinvolving landfill siting approvalwhere approvalis deniedby the local

governingbody, Mr. Runyon’sshouldnotbegrantedleaveto file amotion to intervene.

C. THE COUNTY BOARD AND ITS ATTORNEY CANNOT BE BARRED FROM
PARTICIPATING IN THIS PROCEEDING.

36. Not only hasMr. Runyonfailed to presentany factsorevidencein supportof his

requestto bartheCountyBoardandits attorneyfrom furtherparticipationin this matter,but Mr.

Runyonhasalsofailedto provideany legal authoritythatwould allow thisBoardto do so.

37. In fact, thereis no legal authorityto supportMr Runyon’s request,as both the

Illinois EnvironmentalProtectionAct and the Rules of the Illinois Pollution Control Board

specificallyrequirethattheCountyBoardbeaparty in this proceedings.

38. Section40.1(a)of theIllinois EnvironmentalProtectionAct specificallyprovides

that whenan applicantpetitionsfor a hearingbeforetheIllinois Pollution ControlBoardbased

on acountyboardor municipality’s refusalto grantlocal siting approval,“[t]he countyboardor

governingbody of themunicipality shall appearasrespondentin suchhearing. . .“ 415 ILCS

5/40.1(a).
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39. Furthermore,Rule l07.202(a)(2)of the Illinois Pollution Control Board Rules

specificallyprovides: “In a petitionto review a local government’sdecisionconcerninga new

pollution control facility. . . [t]he unit(s) of local governmentwhosedecisionis beingreviewed

mustbenamedtherespondent(s).”35 Ill.Adm. Code107.202(a)(2).

40. Basedon theprovisionsabove,the CountyBoardhasan absoluteright and duty

to participatein this proceedingandmaydo sothroughthe attorneyofits choice.

41. Consequently,this Board must denyMr. Runyon’s requestto bar the County

Boardandits attorneyfrom participatingin thismatter.

III. CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, Respondent, COUNTY BOARD OF KANKAKEE, ILLINOIS,

respectfullyrequeststhat this Board denyMr. Runyon’s requestfor leave to file a motion to

interveneanddenyhis requestto bar theCountyBoardandits attorneyfrom furtherparticipation

in this matter.

DATED: 7 ~ COUNTYBO~ OF ~ COUNTY,

~H~A~ULBERTSON LLP

Firm No. 695
HINSHAW & CULBERTSONLLP
100ParkAvenue
P.O.Box 1389
Rockford,IL 61105-1389
(815)490-4900
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AFFfl)AVIT

1, JOAN LANE, the undersignedbeing first duly sworn on oath deposeand state as

follows:

1. 1 aman employeeofHirishaw & CulbertsonandtheAdministrativeAssistantfor

CharlesF. Helstenwho is aSpecialAssistantState~sAttorneyfor theCountyof Kankakeefor

environmentalandsolid wastematters.

2. Mr. HeistenandHinshaw& Culbertsonwerehiredby theState’sAttorneyforthe

CountyofKankakeein late2001.

3. At the time that Hinshaw & Culbertsonand Mr. Helsien were hired by the

KankakeeCountyState’sAttorney, a file wasopened,MatterNumber809319,atwhich time the

matterwasreferredto as the “KankakeeCountyLandfill”.

4. I~wa.s responsibl~for opcning. the file for Mr. Heisten, and at that time I

inadvertentlylisted theKankakeeCountyLandfill astheboth the “matter” atid the “client”.

5. The landfill itselfwasnot theclient.

6. Sincethe datethat Hinshaw was first retainedby the KankakeeCounty Stare’s

Attorney severalother files have been openedfor Hinshaw’s representationof the State’s

Attorney, KankakeeCounty or KankakeeCounty sraff, including Matter Numbers,813053,

Sl3333~and 815142.

7. I usedthe “tile intakesheet”for MatterNumber809319asa templatefor the file

intake sheetsfor MatterNumbers813053,813333, 815142and anyother file openedon behalf

oftheKankakeeCountyState’sAttorney,KarikakeeCountyorKarikakeeCountystaff.

8. BecauseI usedthe file intake sheetfor 809139as atemplate for the subsequent

files, the sametypo~aphica1error referencingthat the client was “KankakeeCounty Landfill”

wasmadein eachof thesesubsequentfiles.

• 9. All of the bills concerningthe application to expandthe landfill operatedby

WasteManagement in KankakeeCountyhavebeenpaidby KankakeeCounty.
2
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10. Thereferenceto “KankakeèCour~tyLandfill” astheclient on thefile intakesheer

was merely an inadvertent typographical error.

11. The resultof theclient being identified as Kankakee County Landfill on the file

intake sheetswas that the invoices sent to KankakeeCounty State’sAttorney EdwardSmith

erroneouslyindicated“Represent:KankakeeCountyLandfill”.

12. In January2003, I hadtheerrorcorrectedon all of the files.

13. At no time hasHirishaw& Culbertsonrepresentedthe KankakeeCounty landfill

or its operator,WasteManagementof Illinois, Inc., in regard to any siting application, host

agreementnegotiation,orotherwise,in KankakeeCounty.

FURTHERAFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Under penaltiesas provided by law pursuantto Section 1-109 of,the Code of Civil
Procedure,the undersignedcertifies that thestatementsset forth in this instrumentaretrueand
correct,exceptasto mattersthereinstatedto be on informationandbeliefandasto suchmatters
the undersignedcertifiesasaforesaidthat sheverily believesthesa e t be true.

SUBSCRIBEDandSWORNto
beforemethis ,.~ /~~ayofMay, 2003.

~ ~
NotaryPublic

,~MACH~
a.r&TEci.f~O4~t

T~,u~oa~JQ0
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** 11 3S~d lbU.01 **

AFFIDAVIT

I, MIKE VAN MILL, the undersignedbeing first duly swornon oathdeposeandstateas

follows:

1. 1 arc theKankakeeCounty Planning Director.

2. I amfamiliar with the attorneys that have beenhiredby the County of Kankakee

to assistin the legal aspectsoftheCounty’s environmental andsolid wastemanagementissues.

3. In 2001 Attorney CharlesHeistenand the law firm of Hinshaw& CuIbertso~

werehired by theState’sAttorney for CountyofKankakee.

4. . At varioustimes Hinshaw& CulbertsonhasrepresentedtheCountyof Kankakee,

County staff, axidior theKankakeeCounty State’sAttorney.

5. At no time did theState’sAttorney,KankakeeCounty,orKanicakeeCountystaff

retain Hinshaw & Culbertsonor Mr. Heistento representWasteManagementof Illinois, the

operatorof theKankakeeCountyLandfill.

6. • The Countyof Kankakeehaspaidall of Hinshaw& Culbertson’sinvoiceswhich

are in any way associatedwith thenegotiationof a host agreementwith WasteManagementof

Illinois.

7. The County of Kankakee has paid all of }iinshaw & Culbertson’s invoices

concerningthe application of WasteManagementof Illinois to site a landfill expansionin

• KankakeeCounty.

• FURTHERAFFLANT SAYETH NOT.

Under penaltiesas providedby law pursuantto Section 1-109 of the Code of Civil
Procedure,.the undersigned certifiesthat the statementsset forth in this instnirnentaretrue and
correct,exceptasto matters thereinstatedto beon informationandbeliefandas to suchmatters
theundersignedcertifiesas aforesaidthat hev~ly elievesth~sameto be

MIKE VAN
SUBSCRIBEDandSWORNto

“OFFICIAL SEAL
ANCELALSCHNELL

NOTARY PUBUC,STATE OF ILLiNOIS
~IV COMMISSION EXPIRES 0S108)05
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EXHIBIT

HINSHAW • ___

& CULBERTSO N LLP •

•May27, 2005 • • ATIORNEYS AT LA’JW

• • 100 Park Avenue
Mr. Donald J. Moran RO. Box 1389

Pederson & Houpt Rockford, IL 61105-1389

161 N. Clark Street,Suite3100
Chicago,IL 60601-3242 815-490-4900

815-490-4901(fax)

www.hinshawiaw.com

Re: WasteManagementII SitingAppeal (PCBNo. 04-186)

DearMr. Moran:

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of a Resolution passed by the KankakeeCountyBoard on
May 25, 2005, authorizing the County to join a Stipulation which requeststhis matter be
remandedby thePollution ControlBoardto theKankakeeCountyBoard for furtherdeliberation.

Please prepare such a stipulation for myreview andapproval.

In my opinion, the Stipulationneedonly refer to the fact that the KankakeeCounty Board is.
agreeingto this matter being remanded back to the County Board for further deliberation;
nothingmore, nothing less.

Again, pleasenote that the Resolutionthat was passedprovides that the remand request is
without prejudiceto anddoes not in anywaywaivethepositionpresentlytakenby theKankakee
County Board in this matter on appeal. As I have also indicated to you, in my opinion, the
procedural request for remand alone does not in anywayobviate or negate the County Board’s
prior denial of the application for site location approvalin question, and unless that prior
determination is rescinded and/or modified, that prior determination stands.

I amproviding a copy of this correspondence andthe Resolution to amicus parties as well.

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, feel freeto contact me.

Sincerely,

~~ONLLP

Charlesf. H~ste~ff • • •

Direct~l5-490-4906
chelste~@hinshaw1aw. corn • •

CFH:jml
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Mr. DonaldJ. Moran
May27, 2005
Page2

Enclosures

cc: JenniferSackettPohlenz
GeorgeMueller
KeithRunyon
Ed Smith
Karl Kruse



AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

The undersigned,pursuantto the provisions of Section 1-109 of the Illinois Code of Civil
Procedure,herebyunderpenaltyof perjury underthe laws of the United Statesof America, certifies that
on July 1, 2005,a copy of the foregoingwas servedupon:

DorothyM. Gunn,Clerk
Illinois Pollution Control Board
JamesR. ThompsonCenter
100 WestRandolphStreet,Suite 11-500
Chicago,IL 60601-3218

EdwardSmith
KankakeeCountyState’sAttorney
450 EastCourtStreet
Kankakee,IL 60901

GeorgeMueller
GeorgeMueller, P.C.
501 StateStreet
Ottawa,IL 61350

ChristopherBohlen
Barmann,Kramer& Bohlen,P.C.
200 EastCourt Street,Suite502
Kankakee,IL 60914

KennethA. Bleyer
923 W. GordonTer.,#3
Chicago, IL 60613-2013

Keith Runyon
1165Plum CreekDrive
Boubannais,IL 60914

ElizabethHarvey
Swanson,Martin& Bell
OneIBM Plaza— Suite3300
330 N. Wabash
Chicago,IL 60611

JenniferSackettPohlenz
David Flynn
Querry& Harrow
175 W. JacksonBlvd., Suite 1600
Chicago,IL 60604-2827

BradHalloran
HearingOfficer
Illinois Pollution ControlBoard
100WestRandolph,11thFloor
Chicago, IL 60601

By depositinga copy thereof,enclosedin an envelopein the United StatesMail at Rockford,, Illinois,
properpostageprepaid,beforethehour of 5:00 P.M.,addressedas above.

H[NSHAW & CULBERTSON
100 ParkAvenue
P.O.Box 1389
Rockford, Illinois 61101-1389
(815)490-4900

This documentutilized 100% recycledpaper products
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