
STATE OF ILLINOIS 
 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 
 
2401 E. 75th St. LLC     : 
 -vs-      : 
Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company  : 13-0101 
       : 
Complaint as to billing/charges in Chicago, : 
Illinois.      : 
 
 

ORDER 
 

By the Commission: 
 
I. Background 
 
 On January 31, 2013, pursuant to Section 10-108 of the Public Utilities Act (“the 
Act”), (220 ILCS 5/10-108), 2401 E. 75th St. LLC (“Complainant”) filed a verified Complaint 
with the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) against Peoples Gas Light and 
Coke Company (“Respondent”), alleging that Respondent disconnected gas in sub-zero 
temperatures, failed to issue bills, and held Complainant responsible for unpaid bills 
incurred by a previous management company. 
 
 Pursuant to notice given in accordance with the rules and regulations of the 
Commission, the parties convened for a Prehearing Conference on February 28, 2013, 
before a duly authorized Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) of the Commission at its offices 
in Chicago, Illinois.  Complainant and Respondent appeared by counsel.  Complainant 
stated that the complaint involves gas shutoff at multiple buildings Complainant owns, after 
Complainant had applied for service.  A prior management company failed to pay the gas 
bills and shutoff was without notice to Complainant.  Complainant stated that there is 
currently some confusion as to why shutoff occurred without notice and whether it was 
related to unpaid bills and/or illegal service.  Complainant added that five buildings are 
involved, three are in receivership and gas service has been restored, but is not in 
Complainant’s name because of the unpaid bills. 
 
 Respondent stated that the complaint involves only the single building listed on the 
complaint at 11932-36 S. Stewart Ave., Chicago (“Stewart Ave.”).  No application for gas 
service from Complainant was ever approved and gas was never turned on.  Complainant 
never had a gas account at Stewart Ave. 
 
 Both parties stated that, since settlement negotiations were ongoing, the matter 
should be continued for approximately 60 days.  This matter was continued for status to 
April 25, 2013.  Respondent stated that settlement negotiations concerning the Stewart 
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Ave. address were not successful and Respondent anticipated filing an immediate motion 
to dismiss.  Complainant stated that the complaint involved an amalgamation of six 
separate properties and would have to be amended.  Complainant was also negotiating 
settlement with another attorney for Respondent who is not the attorney of record in this 
Docket. 
 
 Respondent replied that, while negotiations were ongoing between Complainant 
and another attorney for Respondent regarding other properties, there was no settlement 
pending with regard to Stewart Ave. and no issue regarding gas shutoff.  This matter was 
continued for status to May 23, 2013. 
 
 On April 26, 2013, Respondent filed a Motion to Dismiss.  On April 29, 2013, the 
ALJ sent notice requiring Complainant to file an answer to the motion by May 13, 2013.  
Respondent’s reply would be due no later that May 20, 2013.  Complainant did not file its 
answer by May 13, 2013. 
 
 At the status on May 23, Complainant stated that he had obtained a settlement 
agreement that was not signed, but it was for $66,000 and included Stewart Ave. 
Respondent replied that Stewart Ave. is separate from the settlement.  Respondent added 
that Complainant had no standing to complain, because it has never been Respondent’s 
customer of record and Stewart Ave. is the only property involved in the complaint. 
 
 Complainant stated that it had no objection if the motion to dismiss were granted, 
as long as he had leave to re-file the complaint.  It further stated that it did not intend to file 
a response to the motion, because it had largely settled the matter. Respondent stated 
that this matter could be resolved either by granting the motion to dismiss with prejudice, 
or by Complainant withdrawing the complaint immediately.  Complainant stated it would 
not withdraw the complaint and argued that Stewart Ave. was not unrelated to the 
settlement.  Complainant reiterated that it would not object to the motion as long as it had 
leave to re-file.  Respondent argued that the motion should be granted with prejudice, 
because there is no dispute and Complainant did not properly respond to the motion.  At 
the conclusion of the May 23, 2013 status, the ALJ continued this matter generally. 
 
 On July 2, 2013, the Administrative Law Judge issued a Proposed Order in this 
matter.  Neither party filed exceptions.    
 
II. Respondent Motion to Dismiss 
 
 Respondent argued that Complainant clearly erred in claiming that it had a gas 
account at Stewart Ave.  Complainant was not, and never has been, a customer of 
Respondent and Respondent never issued gas bills to Complainant for service at Stewart 
Ave.  Because Complainant has never been a customer of Respondent, Complainant 
lacks standing to claim that Complainant was required to bill it for gas service at Stewart 
Ave.  Complainant also lacks standing to challenge Respondent’s right to disconnect 
service, which it did in January 2013 after discovering that service had been improperly 
restored without Respondent’s authorization. 
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 Respondent also argued that at no time between November 2, 2012 and January 
17, 2013, the period during which Complainant’s application for gas service was pending 
at Stewart Ave., was Complainant eligible for gas service at that location.  Complainant 
had been involuntarily dissolved on November 9, 2012 and remained in that status at least 
through January 17, 2013, the date Respondent cancelled the application for Stewart Ave. 
service. 
 
 Respondent further argued that it had no duty to establish an account for service in 
Complainant’s name at Stewart Ave.  Mr. Azhar J. Satti is a principal of both Complainant 
and Able Ventures Inc. (“Able Ventures”) and controls both entities.  Able Ventures is the 
property owner and was the customer of record at Stewart Ave. from September 29, 2011 
to December 1, 2011, but did not pay the gas bills for this period.  TNT Management, LLC 
(“TNT”) was the customer of record at Stewart Ave. after December 1, 2011, but also 
failed to pay for gas service through September 14, 2012.  On that date, service was 
terminated, but was later improperly restored and Able Ventures also failed to pay for the 
improperly restored service after September 14, 2012.  When Complainant applied for 
service at Stewart Ave. on November 2, 2012, Respondent was justified in requiring 
Complainant to pay for Able Venture’s service prior to granting the application. 
 
 Respondent argued that Complainant’s claim that the complaint in this Docket 
pertains to properties other than Stewart Ave is plainly false.  The complaint expressly 
states, “The service address that I am complaining about is 11932-36 S. Stewart Avenue, 
Chicago, IL 60628.”  The substance of the complaint fails to include allegations to put 
Respondent on notice that other properties are involved.  Also, the complaint states that 
“…the building is being sent to heat receivership”, the city gave Complainant seven days 
to establish a gas account at Stewart Ave., and because Complainant failed to establish 
the required account, a Heat Receiver was appointed for Stewart Ave. 
 
III. Commission Analysis and Conclusions 
 
 This Docket presents a jumble of issues with regard to what properties are involved 
in the complaint, whether a settlement agreement has been reached and, if so, what 
properties are included.  As a preliminary matter, the Commission finds that the only 
address involved in this Docket is 11932-36 S. Stewart Avenue.  2401 E. 75th St. LLC is 
apparently an umbrella for various properties, however Respondent correctly notes that 
the only address cited in the complaint is Stewart Ave.  (Complaint at 1; Motion to Dismiss 
at 1, 7). 
 
 Complainant’s counsel stated that he would not be filing a response to the Motion 
to Dismiss, because, among other things, it was his belief that Complainant and 
Respondent had entered into a global settlement as to all properties covered by 2401 E. 
75th St. LLC, including Stewart Ave.  (Tr. 5/23/13 at 41, 44).  Complainant’s contention that 
a global settlement with Respondent had been reached is irrelevant.  Respondent’s 
contention that Complainant has never been a customer of Respondent for gas service at 
Stewart Ave., and was never billed for gas service there, is unrefuted.  (Motion to Dismiss 
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at 5).  The Commission finds that if Complainant has never been a customer of 
Respondent for service at Stewart Ave., Complainant has no standing to complain about 
the service. 
 
 Moreover, despite Complainant counsel’s assurance that a settlement figure had 
been agreed upon and an installment payment made (Id. at 41-42), no settlement 
documents between Complainant and Respondent have thus far been filed on the e-
Docket system.  Without such documentation, the Commission has no basis to conclude 
that this matter has been settled. 
 
 Complainant’s counsel was also advised by the ALJ that it was generally 
Commission policy that dismissal of a complaint on grounds other than the merits would 
be without prejudice, enabling a party to re-file the complaint.  (Id. at 45, 47).  The 
Commission finds that this policy should be followed in the current Docket. 
 
IV. Findings and Ordering Paragraphs 
 
 The Commission, having reviewed the entire record herein and being fully advised 
in the premises, is of the opinion and finds that: 

 
(1) Respondent Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company is an Illinois corporation 

engaged in furnishing utility services in Illinois and, as such, is a public utility 
within the meaning of Section 3-105 the Illinois Public Utilities Act (220 ILCS 
5/3-105); 

 
(2) the Commission has jurisdiction of the parties hereto and the subject matter 

hereof; 
 
(3) on January 31, 2013, Complainant filed a complaint alleging that 

Respondent disconnected gas in sub-zero temperatures, failed to issue bills, 
and held Complainant responsible for unpaid bills incurred by a previous 
management company; 

 
(4) on April 26, 2013, Respondent filed a Motion to Dismiss stating that 

Complainant was never a customer of Respondent at Stewart Ave., 
Complainant was never eligible for service at Stewart Ave., Respondent had 
no duty to establish service for Complainant at Stewart Ave., and that 
Stewart Ave. is the only address relevant to the complaint; 

 
(5) Complainant did not file a response to the Motion to Dismiss; 
 
(6) the Commission finds that Stewart Ave. is the only address relevant to the 

complaint; that this Docket has not been settled; that Complainant was 
never a customer of Respondent at Stewart Ave.; and that Respondent’s 
motion should be granted and this complaint should be dismissed without 
prejudice. 
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 IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Illinois Commerce Commission that 
Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss is granted and the complaint filed by 2401 E. 75th St. LLC 
is dismissed without prejudice. 

 
 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that subject to the provisions of Section 10-113 of the 
Public Utilities Act and 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.880, this Order is final; it is not subject to the 
Administrative Review Law. 
 
 By Order of the Commission this 6th day of August, 2013. 
 
 
 
 
       (SIGNED) DOUGLAS P. SCOTT 
 
         Chairman 
 


