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M E M O R A N D U M___________________________________________________ 
 
TO: The Commission 
 
FROM: Sonya Teague Kingsley, Administrative Law Judge 
 
DATE: February 24, 2014 
 
SUBJECT: Gilbert Candelario 

-vs- 
Commonwealth Edison Company 

 
Complaint as to billing/charges in Chicago, Illinois. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Enter the attached Order denying the complaint. 
 
 
 This matter concerns a complaint filed on May 7, 2013 by Gilbert Candelario 
("Complainant") against Commonwealth Edison Company ("Respondent") alleging that 
Respondent improperly charged Complainant a tampering fee. 
 
 Complainant argued that Respondent should not have assessed a tampering fee 
on his account because he did not tamper with his meter.  He maintained that he should 
therefore receive a credit on his account for the tampering charge of $488.61 that he 
previously paid.  
 
 Respondent presented testimony that it sent a technician to Complainant’s 
property to investigate because it was unable to obtain any progressive meter readings 
from Complainant’s meter. Respondent’s witness, Phyllis McElroy, testified that when 
she entered the property she observed that Complainant had tools in his hands and 
jumpers that could be used to bypass the electricity flowing through to the meter. She 
also testified that the meter cover was missing and the meter was damaged. 
Respondent also presented testimony that it was able to obtain progressive readings 
each month after the meter was replaced.  

 The attached Order denies the complaint and finds that Respondent properly 
charged Complainant a tampering fee to cover the expenses related to the tampering 
incident pursuant to Respondent’s tariff as approved by the Commission in Docket 76-
0377.  Additionally, the Order concludes that the billing of Complainant’s account for this 
fee is accurate and reasonable. The Order, however, does not make a finding as to who 
tampered with the meter, but only that Complainant was the sole beneficiary of the 
tampering. The Order notes that under the governing law, 83 Ill. Adm. Code 280.100, 
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the culpability of the customer of record is immaterial if it is shown tampering existed at 
times material to the case and the customer benefited from the tampering. 

 Accordingly, I recommend that the Commission enter the Order which denies the 
complaint.  
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