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M E M O R A N D U M___________________________________________________ 
 
TO: The Commission 
 
FROM: Terrance Hilliard, Administrative Law Judge 
 
DATE: April 8, 2014 
 
SUBJECT: Maurice Perkins, Inner City Youth Foundation  
   -vs- 
 Commonwealth Edison Company 
 
 Complaint as to billing/charges in Chicago, Illinois. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Enter the attached Order dismissing the Complaint. 
 
 
 On January 15, 2014, Maurice Perkins and the Inner City Youth and Adult 
Foundation (“Complainant”) filed a complaint against the Commonwealth Edison 
Company (“ComEd”)with the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) 
complaining of unspecified “fictitious charges” in the amount of $8000.  The Complaint 
contains little or no detail.  
 

On January 23, 2014 this matter was set for hearing by the Clerk for February 
13, 2014 at the Commission’s Chicago office.  Mr. Perkins was notified electronically. 
He did not appear for the hearing.  Due to Complainant’s failure to appear, counsel for 
ComEd moved orally for a dismissal of the Complaint for want of prosecution.  That 
Motion was taken under advisement.    
 

The case was continued to March 18, 2014 to allow Complainant an additional 
opportunity to appear and prosecute his case. Complainant was electronically notified 
by the Clerk of the Commission after the February 13, 2014 hearing of the new hearing 
date.  The notice informed him that if he failed to appear on March 18, 2014, an order 
recommending dismissal of his complaint would be presented to the Commission. The 
Clerk’s office advises me that it received no internet indication that the notices sent to 
Mr. Perkins were not delivered.  
 

Complainant did not appear on March 18, 2014 either.  Later on that same day, a 
Proposed Order recommending dismissal of his complaint was served electronically on 
Mr. Perkins by the Clerk of the Commission.  Within minutes of being served with the 
Proposed Order at the same email address to which the previous hearing notices were 
sent, Mr. Perkins responded to the Clerk electronically asserting that he had not been 
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notified of the previously scheduled hearings.  Subsequently, he filed hand written 
exceptions to the Proposed Order insisting that he had not received the prior notices 
and asked for reinstatement of his compliant.   
 

Mr. Perkins has filed at least two prior complaints with the Commission.  In 
Docket 08-0648, Mr. Perkins complained that Peoples Gas: 1) over charged him;  2) 
had given him a bill credit instead of a refund; 3) and was guilty of unspecified antitrust 
violations against him.  In that case, among other things, he sought to Subpoena 
members of the Commission along with their voting records on cost increases for the 
previous five years.  He also sought to Subpoena Attorney General Lisa Madigan, 
Mayor Richard M. Daley, Governor Patrick Quinn, the Chairman of the Commission and 
Commissioner Lula Ford.  The Commission eventually entered an Order, on my 
recommendation, dismissing his complaint with prejudice.  The memo recommending 
dismissal notes that Mr. Perkins failed to adduce any credible evidence in support of the 
Complaint. 
 

As a repeat complainant with a track record of frivolous litigation tactics, Mr. 
Perkins knows that adverse action will not be taken against him for the amount at issue 
in the complaint until it is resolved by the Commission.  The record in this case and my 
prior contacts with Mr. Perkins suggest that he intentionally ignored the hearing notices 
he received for the express purpose of prolonging the period when his bill remains in 
suspension.   
 
 A pattern of dilatory and groundless litigation that produces nothing other than 
needless expense to the Respondent and places an unnecessary burden on the 
Commission warrants some action to prevent further abuse.  E. Jerome Malry v. People 
Gas Light and Coke Company, Docket 05-0793. 
 
 Moreover, his complaint is inadequate.  A complaint is required to plead facts 
which bring the claim within the recognized cause of action alleged.  Under Section 
200.100 of the Commission’s Rules, each pleading must set out a plain and concise 
statement of the facts. 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.100.  These facts are to be sufficient to 
allow a Respondent to answer.  His complaint does not meet this standard. 
 
 Section 200.170 (c) directs that a formal complaint include: a plain and concise 
statement of the acts or things done or omitted to be done in violation, or claimed to be 
in violation, of any statute, or of any rule of the Commission.  83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.170.  
This Complaint fails to allege any violation of any statute or rule of the Commission.  
  
 I recommend that before allowing Mr. Perkins to refile or reinstate a complaint, 
the Commission should: 1) require Mr. Perkins to first file an informal complaint with the 
Commission’s Consumer Assistance Section meeting the standards set out in 83 Ill. 
Adm. Code 280.170(b);  2) require him to include in any future complaints an attached 
verified statement indicating that he completed the informal complaint process; 3) direct 
the Clerk not to accept formal complaint filings by Mr. Perkins without evidence that he 
has completed the informal complaint process. 

2 



14-0060 

 
 Accordingly, I recommend that the Commission enter the attached Order 
dismissing the Complaint. 
 
 
TH:fs 

3 


