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STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

Jamal Shehadeh 
-vs-

Consolidated Communications 
Enterprises Services, Inc. d/b/a 
Consolidated Communications 
Network Services d/b/a 
Consolidated Communications 
Public Services 

Complaint as to service in Lincoln, 
Illinois. 

By the Commission: 

I. PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

11-0685 

ORDER 

On October 17, 2011, Jamal Shehadeh ("Complainant" or "Mr. Shehadeh") filed 
a verified complaint with the Illinois Commerce Commission ("Commission") against 
Consolidated Communications Public Services, Inc. d/b/a Consolidated 
Communications Network Services d/b/a Consolidated Communications Public 
Services ("Consolidated"), complaining as to the telephone service at the Illinois 
Department of Corrections' Logal Correctional Facility in Lincoln, Illinois. On February 
10, 2012, Consolidated filed a "Motion to Dismiss" (the "Motion") the complaint filed 
herein. Following the parties respective filings on this Motion, a status hearing was held 
on April 17, 2012. At the April 17,2012 status hearing, the Administrative Law Judge 
indicated that he would recommend that the Commission grant the Motion to dismiss 
filed by Consolidated, and that a Proposed Order would be served on the parties 
reflecting that recommendation. A Proposed Order was served on the parties on 
August 29, 2012. The Complainant filed a Brief on Exceptions on September 11, 2012. 
Consolidated filed a Reply Brief to Exceptions on September 21, 2012. 

II. PARTIES' POSITIONS 

A. Consolidated 

Consolidated argues in its Motion that, among other issues, the Complainant 
lacks standing to seek reparations. As an inmate at Logan Correctional Center, 
Consolidated notes that all of the Complainant's telephone calls are collect calls. 
Because he is not the account holder of the funds used to pay for the calls, 
Consolidated argues any reparations claims belong to the recipients of his collect calls, 
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not to the Complainant. Consolidated suggests this is consistent with the Illinois 
Telecommunications Tariff of Consolidated Communications Public Services, Inc., 
I.C.C. Tariff NO.3 ("the tariff"), which sets forth Consolidated's responsibilities to its 
customers - the parties who are charged for phone service that may be interrupted. 

Additionally, Consolidated argues the complaint should be dismissed based on 
principles of comity. Consolidated avers that the Complainant is essentially asking the 
Commission to enforce the contract (the "Contract") between Consolidated and the 
Illinois Department of Central Management Services ("CMS"), acting on behalf of the 
Illinois Department of Corrections ("IDOC") (collectively, "the State"), pursuant to which 
Consolidated provides telephone services to Illinois correctional facilities. Because Mr. 
Shehadeh has nearly identical claims already pending against Consolidated, CMS, and 
IDOC in the Circuit Court of Coles County, Illinois, the Commission should defer to the 
litigation and dismiss the ICC Complaint. 

Consolidated states that it entered into the contract in 2002, which calls for 
Consolidated to provide telephone equipment, telephone service, and the means to 
manage and record inmate calls from IDOC prisons. As noted in the Contract, the 
primary intent of the Service is to manage inmate telephone privileges. The contract 
also provides that the State, not the inmates, have control over the use of the phone 
system, including when or if the phones will be operable. 

Consolidated notes that as part of the State's efforts to prevent abuse of the 
phone system, all of the inmates' telephone calls are collect calls, and it is, therefore, 
the recipients of the inmates' calls who are the account holders of funds applied to 
telephone calls. Consolidated claims the call recipients pay for the calls, and they, not 
the inmates, are the parties with whom Consolidated has a business relationship. 

In addition to the contract, Consolidated states that its tariffs set forth the terms 
of service that it is to provide. The tariff, like the contract, emphasizes that the inmates 
are not the account holders to whom Consolidated is providing phone service. 
Consolidated asserts that the tariff clearly distinguishes between inmates and 
customers, emphasizing that customers are "parties who receive collect calls from 
inmates in Confinement Institutions." Consolidated avers that the term "inmate" is 
defined separately and is not used interchangeably with the term "customer." 

Consolidated notes that in June of 2011, the Complainant filed suit against 
Consolidated in the Circuit Court of Coles County complaining about interruptions to his 
phone service and alleging that Consolidated had breached its Contract with the State. 
Subsequently, his complaint in the litigation was dismissed. and Mr. Shehadeh was 
given leave to re-plead his complaint. In the Coles County Complaint, his claims 
against Consolidated are still based on the obligations of the parties to the Contract 
(Consolidated and the State), but he has also added IDOC and CMS as defendants 
and has sought leave to add the individual directors of each of those agencies as well. 
Consolidated suggests that the heart of Mr. Shehadeh's claims in Coles County is that 
he seeks enforcement of the Contract. 
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Consolidated opines that the Complainant seeks the same relief in these 
proceedings. In this proceeding, the Complaint alleges that Consolidated and the State 
failed to comply with maintenance provisions in the Contract when his phone service 
was interrupted, and he further claims that, under the Contract, there are not enough 
telephones available to the inmates. As a result, the Complainant seeks "reparations in 
the form of repairs to Respondent's faulty and defective equipment" pursuant to the 
terms of the Contract. Despite claiming that Consolidated has failed to comply with its 
obligations under the Public Utilities Act (the "Act"), and its tariffs, Consolidated argues 
that the Complainant has failed to identify a single provision of the Act that 
Consolidated has allegedly violated, nor does he identify any specific terms of service 
under a tariff with which Consolidated failed to comply. 

Consolidated contends that the Complainant lacks standing to seek reparation, 
asserting that the Complainant is not the customer with whom Consolidated has a 
business relationship and is, therefore, not the proper party to seek reparations. As 
Consolidated has noted, all of the inmates' calls are collect calls that are paid for by the 
call recipients, therefore, the Complainant lacks standing to complain that, in exchange 
for rates paid, he is receiving inadequate telephone service. Consolidated's tariffs 
explicitly states that Consolidated's "customers" are the parties who receive collect calls 
from inmates in confinement, not the inmates themselves. If one of Mr. Shehadeh's 
calls is terminated early, while that may be an inconvenience to him, Consolidated 
suggests he is not afforded a remedy under the tariffs because he is not the party 
paying for the service. Even if Mr. Shehadeh gives money to his call recipients with the 
intention that they use it to pay for telephone calls, the call recipient is Consolidated's 
customer, and the call recipient is the party who may seek reparations. 

Moreover, Consolidated suggests that the fact that Mr. Shehadeh uses the 
telephones at Logan does not mean he has any cause of action. Consolidated argues 
that it is well-settled in Illinois that inmates do not have a right to unlimited phone use, 
and cites the following cases for this basic proposition; Murillo v. Page, 294 III. App. 3d 
860, 865 (5th Dist. 1998); Young v. Lane, No. C 5929, 1987 WL 10299, at *3 (N.D. III. 
Apr. 30, 1997) (holding same); Carter v. O'Sullivan, 924 F. Supp. 903, 909 (C.D. III. 
1996) ("Prisons are not required to provide and prisoners cannot expect to receive the 
services of a good hotel.") Prison officials have a right to control telephone use for 
penological reasons and are not obligated to guarantee uninterrupted telephone access 
to inmates. See generally, Murillo, 294 III. App. 3d at 865; Pope v. Hightower, 101 F.3d 
1382, 1385 (11th Cir. 1996); Benzel v. Grammer, 869 F.2d 1105, 1108 (8th Cir.), cert. 
denied, 493 U.S. 895 (1989); Strandberg v. City of Helena, 791 F.2d 744, 747 (9th Cir. 
1986). 

Consolidated notes that Mr. Shehadeh complains that Consolidated and the 
State have not complied with the terms of the Contract, pointing to provisions in the 
Contract that Consolidated has allegedly violated that relate to the telephone services 
Consolidated provides to the correctional facilities. The Complainant also claims that 
Consolidated has "violated" various sections of the Tariff, but Consolidated argues the 

3 



11-9685 

sections that are cited merely identify the fact that Consolidated is to provide telephone 
service pursuant to the Contract. Consolidated contends that Mr. Shehadeh is not 
alleging that Consolidated has failed to comply with specific terms of service set forth in 
the Tariff, nor does he claim that Consolidated has violated any particular provision of 
the Public Utilities Act. Instead, Mr. Shehadeh asks the Commission to enforce the 
Contract, and that is the same relief that Mr. Shehadeh is seeking in the Coles County 
Complaint. While the Commission is not obligated to defer to the Coles County Circuit 
Court, Consolidated asserts that principles of judicial comity suggest that this action 
should be dismissed. See generally, Cont'l Cas. Co. v. Radio Materials Corp., 366 III. 
App. 3d 345, 347-48 (1st Dist. 2006). 

Consolidated opines that there are several reasons why the Commission should 
defer to the already-pending litigation. Consolidated claims that allowing Mr. Shehadeh 
to proceed with his claims in front of the Commission would be duplicative and could 
lead to divergent outcomes. In the litigation, Consolidated has asked the Court to 
dismiss the Coles County Complaint on standing grounds. An inmate like Mr. 
Shehadeh lacks standing to enforce a contract between the State and Consolidated. 
This general standing principle is particularly important in the prison context because of 
the penological concerns that could arise if inmates suddenly had standing to sue over 
the State's contracts. Because this issue is currently being litigated in the Circuit Court 
of Coles County, the Commission should defer to the Court's determination of whether 
Mr. Shehadeh has standing to enforce the Contract to which he is neither a party nor an 
intended third-party beneficiary. 

Consolidated notes that it is named as a respondent in this proceeding, whereas 
in the Coles County litigation, Mr. Shehadeh has named CMS and IDOC as defendants 
as well. This is an important distinction, because much of the relief that Mr. Shehadeh 
seeks in the ICC Complaint requires a coordinated effort between Consolidated and the 
State. Consolidated notes that the infrastructure of the Logan Correctional Center is 
old, and the parties to the Contract are working together on an ongoing basis to 
address interruptions to telephone service and to overcome challenges associated with 
maintaining modern telephone equipment in an outdated facility, and Consolidated 
suggests any work that might be done would be dependent on coordination with the 
State. 

Consolidated asserts there is no question that, as an inmate at Logan, all of Mr. 
Shehadeh's telephone calls are collect calls. Consolidated argues that Mr. Shehadeh 
cannot complain that, in exchange for rates paid, he is receiving inadequate telephone 
service, because he does not pay for telephone service. Consolidated avers that its 
tariff is clear that the inmates' calls are collect calls, and that family members may 
establish prepaid accounts by notifying Consolidated. The account is then set up for 
Consolidated's customer, the call recipient. Consolidated suggests that Mr. Shehadeh 
misses in his reply to the motion the key point that the account is owned by the called 
party, and he or she determines whether to put money into the account to pay for calls. 
While Mr. Shehadeh opines that he is seeking reparations, Consolidated argues that he 
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has no right to reparations because it is the party that receives his collect calls who 
pays. 

Consolidated also asserts that Mr. Shehadeh lacks standing to enforce the 
contract. Consolidated notes the essence of Mr. Shehadeh's claim is that he is asking 
the Commission to enforce the Contract to which he is neither a party nor an intended 
third-party beneficiary. By his own admission, he has already attempted to do this in 
another jurisdiction and failed. Despite the fact that another jurisdiction has determined 
he lacks standing as a matter of law, Mr. Shehadeh continues to try and enforce the 
State's Contract with Consolidated in order to dictate what repairs are made, and when, 
to the phone system operated in the prison where he is incarcerated. The tariff does 
not provide Mr. Shehadeh with the authority to enforce the Contract, nor do the express 
provisions contained in the Contract itself. Mr. Shehadeh does not have standing to 
obtain the relief he seeks, and his claims should be dismissed. 

While Mr. Shehadeh argues that the tariff has the force and effect of law, and 
that because the tariff mentions the Contract, he must have standing to enforce the 
terms of the Contract, however, Consolidated suggests that this argument is 
unfounded. Consolidated notes that Mr. Shehadeh does not cite a single provision in 
the tariff that gives him any enforcement rights, and the tariff provisions that he cites 
make it clear that telephone service is provided to the prisons pursuant to the Contract 
between Consolidated and the State, and that is far from sufficient to show that Mr. 
Shehadeh possesses the requisite standing to sue. 

Consolidated states that the remaining tariff provisions that Mr. Shehadeh cites 
are equally irrelevant, because they neither establish that he has authority to enforce 
the terms of the Contract, nor do they establish any Tariff violations by Consolidated. 
Consolidated claims that a close look at the tariff provisions that Mr. Shehadeh cites 
reveals nothing more than the fact that the tariff mentions the Contract between 
Consolidated and the State, and nothing has been provided to suggest that the 
Complainant has any enforcement rights. 

Consolidated further notes that the Contract terms are clear that the parties to 
the Contract in no way intended for inmates to have enforcement rights. Consolidated 
states that the Contract sets forth obligations owed only to the parties to the Contract, 
not to the inmates, and nowhere does the Contract provide that the inmates can impose 
a fee if their phone service is interrupted. This is consistent with other terms of the 
Contract demonstrating that the parties, and only the parties, may enforce the Contract. 
Consolidated is therefore liable to the State, and only the State, if it fails to comply with 
these maintenance provisions. 

As indicated in Consolidated's motion, the question of standing is particularly 
important in the prison context because of the penological concerns that could arise if 
inmates possessed standing to sue over the State's contracts. Mr. Shehadeh is asking 
the Commission to allow the inmates to determine who should have access to the 
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correctional facilities, when they should have access, and for what reasons. As a 
prisoner, Mr. Shehadeh does not, and should not, have this authority. 

Consolidated asserts that every type of relief that Mr. Shehadeh is asking for 
requires coordination with the Department of Corrections, noting that Mr. Shehadeh 
recognizes the State's legitimate penological interest in limiting phone use. Similar 
concerns apply in determining how and when service is upgraded within the prison 
walls. It is inconceivable that, without the coordinated effort of the State, Consolidated 
could take it upon itself to replace all wiring in the correctional facility. Likewise, as 
expressly set forth in the Contract, it is the State, not Consolidated, who has the 
discretion to determine how many phones to install, and Consolidated cannot 
determine on its own accord how many telephones are appropriate in the prison. It is 
the State and the IDOC that are responsible for running the prisons, not Consolidated; 
and there are strong policy reasons for allowing IDOC, not third party vendors, and 
certainly not the inmates, to dictate who may come and go from the prisons and under 
what circumstances. 

B. Complainant 

Complainant notes that Consolidated's tariff governing service to correctional 
centers on file with the Commission incorporates Consolidated's contract with the State 
of Illinois for service of the IDOC offender telephone system into the Tariff by reference 
at § 2.1; which states in that "The Company installs, operates, and maintains the 
communications services provided herein ... pursuant to contracts with the correctional 
institutions" and at § 2.12 which states that "Services to inmates in Correctional 
Institutions are provided pursuant to contract between the Company and the 
Correctional Institution. Services offered will be provided pursuant to such contracts." 

Complainant asserts that utility tariffs filed with the Commission have the force 
and effect of law, citing Sheffler v. Commonwealth Edison Co., No. 110166, 2011 WL 
2410366 (III. June 16, 2011). Since the Respondent made the Contract part of its tariff, 
Complainant suggests the Contract has the force and effect of law. A tariff is a public 
document setting forth services being offered, rates and charges with respect to 
services, and governing rules, regulations, and practices relating to those services. 
North River Ins. Co. v. Jones, App. 1 Dist.1995, 211 III. Dec. 604. Although the Contract 
may have been intended only as an agreement between Consolidated and the State of 
Illinois setting forth the responsibilities of each party as they relate to the offender 
telephone system services, it is by definition a tariff over which the Commission has 
enforcement authority. 

Complainant argues that to suggest that telephone calls made by inmates of the 
IDOC are collect calls is misleading, noting that the type of service available to 
Complainant is the Prepaid Institutional Calling Services as defined in §§ 3.6 and 3.6(A) 
of the Tariff. Offenders are assigned an account and a PIN number in accordance with 
§ 4.3.1.1 of the Contract, Complaint Exhibit D. Complainant is able to make prepaid 
calls to persons on his approved telephone contact list with funds he provides to his 
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mother for credit to his account. Once the funds are credited to Complainant's account 
the party crediting the funds, in this case Complainant's mother, loses control of said 
funds and only Complainant can determine when and to which approved telephone 
contact calls are placed. 

Complainant notes the Tariff defines Customer at § 1.0 IT 7 as "The person, firm 
or corporation, or other entity which orders, cancels, amends, or uses services or is 
responsible for the payment of charges and/or compliance with tariff regulations." By 
this definition both the inmate and the called party are customers. In at least two other 
sections the Tariff refers to inmates as customers and specifies that service is for use 
by inmates. § 2.2.4 states that "Services provided by the Company are available to 
inmates of confinement facilities" and § 2.7.7 states that "Service provided to 
Correctional Institutions for use by Inmates may be otherwise limited by the 
administration of the institution at its discretion." Complainant suggests that it is 
important to note that the Tariff defines the IDOC and CMS as subscribers, § 1.0 IT 11, 
and not Customers. 

Complainant states that according to the Public Utilities Act (the "Act") at Section 
13-230, prepaid calling service is defined as " ... telecommunications service that must 
be paid for in advance by an end user, enables the end user to originate calls using an 
access number or authorization code, whether manually or electronically dialed, and is 
sold in predetermined units of dollars of which the number declines with use in a known 
amount. A prepaid calling service call is a call made by an end user using a prepaid 
calling service." Section 13-217 of the Act defines an End User as " ... any person, 
corporation, partnership, firm, municipality, cooperative, organization, governmental 
agency, building owner, or other entity provided with a telecommunications service for 
its own consumption and not for resale." 

Complainant argues that his status as an Inmate as defined in § 1.0 - 9 of the 
Tariff does not negate the fact that both the language of the Tariff, including the 
Contract and several sections therein, and the Public Utilities Act recognize any person, 
including inmates, who make or receive telephone calls as customers. Section 3-115 of 
the Act makes clear that service is " ... not only the use or accommodation afforded 
customers or patrons, but also any product or commodity, furnished by any public utility 
and the plant, equipment, apparatus, appliances, property and facilities employed by, or 
in connection with, any product or commodity and devoted to the purposes in which 
such public utility is engaged and to the use and accommodation of the public." 

The Complainant argues that his complaint it not about denial of access, but 
rather about the inability of Complainant to enjoy what access he is given due to 
Consolidated failing to comply with its tariff. Complainant agrees that state prisoners do 
not have a right to unlimited telephone access or uninterrupted service; however, when 
correctional facilities do allow inmates telephone access in accordance with institutional 
procedures, and that access is interrupted as a result of the telecommunications 
service provider's failure to properly service and maintain its infrastructure, said 
interruption cannot be justified as an interruption necessary to maintain the safety and 
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security of the prison or other correctional facility, or to otherwise advance penological 
interests by the telecommunications service provider. As provided for in § 2.7.7 of the 
Tariff, the IDOC and the Logan Correctional Center have imposed restrictions on the 
24/7 access to telephones that the Contract allows for. At all times mentioned in the 
Complaint, the Complainant was enjoying his telephone privileges in accordance with 
IDOC and Logan Correctional Center rules. 

The Complaint alleges that on numerous occasions Complainant has had to 
terminate his call prematurely andlor forego his telephone access privileges afforded by 
the IDOC due to Respondent's equipment malfunctioning. Complainant notes that if any 
of the premature terminations of Complainant's call alleged were caused by the IDOC 
intentionally disconnecting access for penological reasons, as is done from time-to-time 
during prison emergencies and every evening at 9:00 PM immediately before lockup 
and count, all telephones in all housing units would have been simultaneously and 
immediately disconnected without the Complainant or other offenders having the ability 
to hang up and redial. However, Complainant states that was not the case here, and 
often reception became so poor that he or his called party had to end the call. This 
resulted in Complainant being debited the connection fee without the benefit of 
completing his conversations and then needing to redial on a different telephone and be 
debited the connection fee again simply to finish the conversation. 

Complainant notes that in Flournoy v. Ameritech, App. 3 Dist.2004, 286 III.Dec. 
597 ("Flournoy"), an IDOC inmate filed suit in circuit court over a similar issue as that 
contained in the Complaint. The Defendant, Ameritech, the telecommunications service 
provider for the offender telephone system at Joliet Correctional Center, was 
intentionally prematurely terminating telephone calls to increase revenue from the initial 
connect fees. In Flournoy, the Plaintiff alleged intentional fraud which differs from this 
case in that Complainant is alleging negligence in the maintenance of Respondent's 
equipment. Defendant's argument in Flournoy that Plaintiff's status as an inmate 
prohibited his bringing an action over prison telephone service because inmates are not 
entitled to unlimited or uninterrupted telephone access failed, as should Respondent's 
in this matter. 

The Complainant argues there is no need to defer to the Coles County court, as 
the proceeding filed in that court has been dismissed with prejudice. The Complainant 
states that on March 20, 2012 a Coles County judge dismissed, with prejudice, 
Complainant's Amended Complaint seeking enforcement of the Contract and 
reimbursement for his dropped calls in the Circuit Court for Coles County, Docket No. 
2011-SC-558. Complainant has been granted leave to file a second amended 
complaint in the Coles County case but is barred from proceeding on the same theory 
of liability under the terms of the Contract or from seeking the relief he now seeks from 
the Commission. Complainant intends to file a second amended complaint in Coles 
County pursuant to the Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act, 815 
ILCS 505/2, for fraud but may only seek civil damages. 
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Complainant alleges that a "claim" is for ordinary civil damages when the 
essence of the claim is not that the utility has excessively charged, but rather that the 
utility has done something else to wrong the plaintiff, referencing Flournoy, which cites 
Village of Evergreen Park v. Commonwealth Edison Company, 296 III.App.3d 810, 231 
III.Dec 220. Even if the Coles County action were to proceed as a claim for reparations, 
which it cannot, the doctrine of primary jurisdiction suggests that the Coles County case 
should be delayed pending resolution of the matter before the Commission since the 
purpose of that doctrine is to allow an agency with specialized expertise, like the 
Commission, to examine a controversy first. Metropolitan Sanitary District of Greater 
Chicago v. United States Steel Corp., 30 III.App.3d 360, 367. 

Complainant suggests, despite the arguments of Consolidated, that 
Consolidated has § 2.1 of the Tariff by not furnishing services in accordance with the 
terms of the Contract. Complainant argues that Consolidated has also violated Tariff § 
2.2.4 by not making reliable services available in accordance with facility-authorized 
programs, as well as § 2.12, § 3.1 and § 3.3.2. Complainant opines that the Tariff at § 
2.4.1 gives Consolidated the authority to fix its infrastructure, and for Consolidated to 
assert that it cannot comply because the State of Illinois won't allow them to make 
repairs is a violation of Tariff § 2.6 which provides for disconnections of service if the 
State of Illinois " ... neglect[s] or refuse[s] to provide reasonable access to the 
Company for the purpose of inspection and maintenance of equipment owned by the 
Company." 

III. COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

The Commission has reviewed the arguments presented by the parties, and it 
appears clear from the evidence presented, that the complaint should be dismissed. 
Although the Complainant has attempted to phrase his arguments in a manner that 
would entitle him to proceed with the complaint, it is apparent from the evidence that 
Mr. Shehadeh is not the "customer," as defined in the Tariff, nor is he an intended third
party beneficiary under the Contract between CMS and Consolidated. Although the 
Commission sympathizes with Mr. Shehadeh and the difficulties he has encountered, 
he is not a party entitled to bring an action before the Commission. The Commission is 
hopeful that the issues Mr. Shehadeh has brought to Consolidated's attention will be 
investigated by Consolidated in the furtherance of its duties as a public utility in the 
State of Illinois. 

The Commission concludes, therefore, that the Complainant's claim against 
Consolidated should be dismissed. 

V. FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

The Commission, having reviewed the entire record, is of the opinion and finds 
that: 
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(1) Consolidated is a corporation engaged in the distribution of 
telecommunications services to the public in Illinois and, as such, is 
a public utility within the meaning of Section 3-105 of the Public 
Utilities Act (220 ILCS 5/3-105); 

(2) the Commission has jurisdiction over Consolidated and of the 
subject matter of this proceeding; 

(3) the statements of facts set forth in the prefatory portion of this 
Order are supported by the evidence and the record and are 
hereby adopted as findings of fact; 

(4) the evidence shows that the complaint filed herein should be 
dismissed with prejudice. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Illinois Commerce Commission that the 
Motion to dismiss filed by Consolidated Communications Public Services, Inc. d/b/a 
Consolidated Communications Network Services d/b/a Consolidated Communications 
Public Services is hereby granted, and this docket is hereby dismissed with prejudice. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, subject to the provisions of Section 10-113 of 
the Public Utilities Act and 83 III. Adm. Code 200.880, this Order is final; it is not subject 
to the Administrative Review Law. 

By order of the Commission this 17th day of October, 2012. 

(SIGNED) DOUGLAS P. SCOTT 

Chairman 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

CERTIFICATE 

I, ELIZABETH A. ROLANDO, do hereby certify that I am Chief Clerk of the Illinois 

Commerce Commission of the State of Illinois and keeper of the records and seal of said 

Commission with respect to all matters except those governed by Chapters 18a and 18c of 

The Illinois Vehicle Code. 

I further certify that the foregoing is a true, correct and complete copy of the Order 

made and entered of record by said Commission on October 17, 2012. 

Given under my hand and seal of said Illinois Commerce Commission at 

Springfield, Illinois, on October 18, 2012. 

Chief Clerk 


