
STATE OF ILLINOIS 
 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 
Ted Wrobel      : 
 -vs-      : 
Commonwealth Edison Company  : 12-0193 
       : 
Complaint as to billing/charges in   : 
Chicago, Illinois.     : 

ORDER 
 
By the Commission: 
 
 On March 14, 2012, Ted Wrobel filed a Complaint in which he asserted that 
Commonwealth Edison Company (“Respondent”) had erroneously charged him for 
service.  The Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) initially set this matter for status for April 
11, 2012.  Mr. Wrobel (“Complainant”) was duly notified of the date he was scheduled to 
appear.  A few days prior to the scheduled status, Complainant contacted the ALJ seeking 
a continuance.  The ALJ granted Complainant’s request and rescheduled the status to the 
agreed-upon date of May 9, 2012.  Complainant was again duly notified by the Clerk’s 
office of this date in writing.  A few days prior to hearing Complainant contacted the ALJ, 
again seeking another continuance.  At this point the ALJ granted Complainant’s request 
and rescheduled the status hearing for the agreed-upon date of July 12, 2012.  
Complainant was provided with written notice of this date by the Clerk’s office.   
 
 At the status on July 12, 2012, the ALJ was advised by the parties that an 
agreement could not be reached and that the matter should be set for evidentiary hearing.  
Complainant asserted that counsel would be filing an appearance on his behalf.  By 
agreement the parties, this matter was set for an evidentiary hearing on November 8, 
2012.  The record reflects that the November date provided the parties, specifically 
Complainant, ample time to obtain an attorney, gather witnesses should there be any, 
request discovery, and arrive fully prepared for hearing.  Additionally, the ALJ made the 
record clear that no further continuances would be granted in this matter as all parties had 
agreed upon this date.  This was agreed to by both sides.  To date, no appearance by an 
attorney has been filed on behalf of Complainant.  
 
 On November 7, 2012, Complainant contacted the ALJ, requesting another 
continuance for the hearing.  The ALJ reminded Complainant that on July 12, 2012, he 
was granted a final continuance.  Complainant failed to attend the November 8 hearing, at 
which time counsel for the Respondent presented an oral motion to dismiss.  The motion 
was granted and a Proposed Order was issued.     
 
 On two occasions, Mr. Wrobel was granted a continuance in this matter and 
advised on the record that no further continuances would be granted.  Complainant failed 
to appear at the scheduled November 8, 2012, evidentiary hearing.  Pursuant to 83 Illinois 
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Administrative Code Section 200.550, complaints that are not prosecuted diligently may be 
dismissed for want of prosecution.   
 
 On November 21, 2012, the ALJ issued a Proposed Order in this matter.  The 
Proposed Order was served on all parties in this Docket.  The Proposed Order required 
Complainant to respond in writing by December 6, 2012.  Complainant filed no response.  
It is clear that Complainant has not acted diligently in this matter and it should be 
dismissed for want of prosecution.  
 
Analysis and Conclusions 
 
 Complainant requested and received two continuances in this matter. The ALJ 
made clear, on the record, that there would be no continuances granted for the evidentiary 
hearing date of November 8, 2012.  Complainant had almost four months to retain counsel 
and prepare for the evidentiary hearing.  Additionally, the record reflects that the hearing 
date was a date chosen to accommodate Complainant’s schedule.  Complainant chose 
not to participate on the hearing date.  The Commission’s rules provide that complaints 
that are not prosecuted diligently may be dismissed for want of prosecution.  (83 Ill. Adm. 
Code Sec. 200.550).  Additionally, Complainant was served the Proposed Order in this 
matter and did not respond.  The record is void, on the part of Complainant, of any 
diligence in reasonably pursuing this matter.  Based upon the foregoing, this matter should 
be dismissed for want of prosecution, without prejudice.   
 
Findings and Ordering Paragraphs 
 
 The Commission, having considered the entire record and being fully advised in the 
premises, is of the opinion and finds that: 
 

(1) Commonwealth Edison Company is a “public utility” as is defined in the 
Public Utilities Act;  

 
(2) the Commission has subject-matter jurisdiction and jurisdiction over the 

parties; 
 

(3) the recitals of fact and conclusions of law in the prefatory portion of this 
Order are supported by the record and are hereby adopted as findings of 
fact and conclusions of law; 

 
(4) the Complaint filed by Ted Wrobel on March 14, 2012, should be dismissed 

without prejudice.   
 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Complaint filed by Ted Wrobel is 

dismissed, without prejudice.   
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that subject to the provisions of Section 10-113 of the 
Public Utilities Act and 83 Ill. Admin. Code Section 200.880, this Order is final; it is not 
subject to the Administrative Review Law.   
 
 By Order of the Commission this 14th day of February, 2013. 
 
 
 
       (SIGNED) DOUGLAS P. SCOTT 
 
 
         CHAIRMAN  


