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' No. 106525

IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS

COUNTY OF KANKAKEE" ILLE*OIS, et al.,

. Movants"

vs.

IION. WILLIAME:HOL$ &id*pof
&e App€llate Court of lllinois, Third Judicial
District, et al.

It{otion for suprvisory arder

Reryondents.

::. -
i ' -

O R D E R

This cauge coming to be heard on the,mstisn of .the nsyet, an obj*tien,,having-been

filed by the respondents, Town & Conrntry Utilities, Inc. and Kankckrc Regisnat tandfitt, LLC, and

the court being fully advised in the premises;

IT IS.ORDERED that the motion for zupervisory order is allonved. In the exercise of this

Coufi's supervisoryauthority, theAppellate Court, ThirdDistrist".,is,dir.ec*d ts.yaeafeitajr4151rt
r  '  ' - .  ' ' t t ' l i ' ' .  -  

t l  l "  t :  'ofApril 24, z&gisCqlsry,ufltuskakpa strl.lf,. if,M:al;No. 3-s4-_

0271,3-04-0285 ,3'04'0289 (cons.). The appellate csurt is dirwted to reconsider the case and if it

finds that the second siting rylication was disapprwed witlrin tttem€adng of  ISILCS S/39.e1*1,

to detennine whether the second *pplication was substantialb .s**si**ha.firstapp6catiol under

the $tatute, acknorvldgiagthat the Foilutioneonfrol Soard expdy did rrot reachthis,i*stre. Ifthe

appellate court then finds that th€ second siting application m*pro@y filsd" the 4ppllate,courr is




