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M E M O R A N D U M___________________________________________________ 
 
TO: The Commission 
 
FROM: John T. Riley, Administrative Law Judge 
 
DATE: August 13, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: Ayanna Nesbitt 
  -vs-  
 Commonwealth Edison Company  
 
 Complaint as to billing and/or charges in Chicago, Illinois. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Enter Order denying complaint. 
 
 

On July 23, 2012, Ayanna Nesbitt (“Complainant”) filed with the Illinois 
Commerce Commission (“Commission”) a complaint against Commonwealth Edison 
Company (“ComEd”), alleging that she had been placed on 12-month payment plan for 
a total bill of $825.40.  After she had missed a payment, she received a notice of 
disconnection, to which she responded by paying the entire balance due, $490.00, 
leaving her account at zero balance.  Her account was then placed back on the original 
payment plan without her knowledge or consent, even though the entire sum had been 
paid and her account should be showing a $70.00 credit. 
 

At hearing on December 5, 2012, Complainant appeared pro se and submitted 
what was initially marked Complainant’s Exhibit 1, her bank statement.  ComEd 
appeared by counsel and presented the testimony of Trishaun Funches, Senior 
Business Analyst.  ComEd also submitted ComEd Exhibit 1, Account Activity Statement 
for Complainant’s account, and ComEd Exhibit 2, Meter Reading History for 
Complainant’s account.   

 
At the conclusion of the hearing on December 5, this matter was continued to 

January 16, 2013.  ComEd counsel had objected to Complainant’s Exhibit 1 on the 
grounds that it did not specify what portion of payments were specifically applied to her 
ComEd account and what portion to her mother’s ComEd account.  Complainant was 
granted time to obtain the necessary documents to show the breakdown of payments to 
her own account.   

 
Complainant failed to appear at the January 16, 2012 hearing.  This matter was 

continued generally.  On January 17, 2013, the ALJ issued a ruling directing 
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Complainant to submit evidence of specific amounts paid on her ComEd account to the 
ALJ no later than February 1, 2013.  Complainant attempted to file such documents with 
the Office of the Chief Clerk, however they were returned on February 6, 2013, because 
they were not correctly formatted and did not contain a certificate of service.  The ALJ 
took no action in this matter for several weeks, waiting for Complainant to file the 
correctly formatted documents with a certificate of service.  The documents were not 
filed.  On April 19, 2013, the ALJ continued this matter for hearing to May 21, 2013.   

 
At hearing on May 21, 2013, Complainant appeared and produced a document 

headed “firstech”, containing Complainant’s ComEd account number, with dates and 
amounts of payments.  At the conclusion of the hearing on May 21, 2013, the parties’ 
exhibits were admitted into evidence and the record was marked “Heard and Taken.”  

 
On June 26, 2013, the ALJ issued a Proposed Order in this matter.  Neither party 

filed exceptions.  
 

The attached order finds that Complainant erred in her belief that, once she had 
paid the $490.00, it reduced her account balance to zero and her only responsibility 
thereafter was to pay for her current usage.  ComEd’s witness testified clearly that it 
was because the $490.00 payment did not satisfy the outstanding balance that 
Complainant was placed back on a payment plan for the remaining $86.93.  

 
The attached order also finds that the payments reflected on Complainant Exhibit 

1 are also shown on ComEd Exhibit 1, and Complainant acknowledged that she had 
already been credited for these amounts.  The order further finds that ComEd’s witness 
testified credibly to the recent history of Complainant’s account, explaining in detail 
when payment plans were implemented, when payments were made or not made, what 
amounts were involved, and what ComEd’s policy is regarding customer eligibility for 
payment plans, and renegotiation or reinstatement of those plans.  
 

Accordingly, I recommend that the Commission enter the attached Order 
dismissing this Docket, with prejudice. 
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