
 

STATE OF ILLINOIS 
 

LLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 
 

Maria R. Abdon     : 
-vs-      : 

Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company  : 14-0061 
       : 
Complaint as to discontinuance of service : 
without notice in Chicago, Illinois.  : 

 
 

PROPOSED ORDER 
 

By the Commission: 
 
I. Background 
 

On January 15, 2014, pursuant to Section 10-108 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act 
(220 ILCS 5/10-108) (“the Act”), Maria R. Abdon (“Complainant” or “Ms. Abdon”) filed a 
complaint against Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company (“Respondent” or “Peoples 
Gas”), alleging that Respondent had discontinued her service at 6802 S. Talman, 
Chicago, IL without notice, causing her water pipes to freeze and burst, resulting in 
water damage to her dwelling.  Complainant stated that she wants Respondent to 
reconnect her service without additional payment and to pay for the damage caused by 
the burst pipes. 

 
Pursuant to notice as required by the rules and regulations of the Commission, a 

prehearing conference was held in this matter before a duly authorized Administrative 
Law Judge (“ALJ”) of the Commission at its offices in Chicago, Illinois on February 11, 
2014.  Respondent appeared by counsel.  Complainant appeared pro se.  Respondent 
stated that it had visited the property on December 5, 2013 to investigate erratic usage 
and determined that meter tampering had occurred.  Complainant denied tampering 
with the meters.  This matter was scheduled for hearing on March 10, 2014.  
Complainant was represented by counsel and testified in her own behalf.  She 
sponsored Complainant’s Group Exhibit 1, bills from Respondent for the period 
November 21, 2006 to January 29, 2014.   

 
Respondent appeared by counsel and presented the testimony of Anthony 

Blasgen, Field Investigator in the Revenue Protection Unit (“RPU”), and Susan 
Anderson, Billing Clerk in the RPU.  Mr. Blasgen sponsored Exhibit 1.0, #s 1-3, 
photographs of the meters from outside the structure; Exhibit 2.0, #s 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
17, 19 and 20, photographs of the meters from inside the structure; Exhibit 3.0, Mr. 
Blasgen’s Investigative Report; and Exhibit 4.0, gas usage spreadsheets for each 
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meter.  Ms. Anderson sponsored Exhibits 5.0 and 6.0, recalculations of billings for each 
meter. 

 
Pursuant to 83 Ill. Adm. Code 280.100(c)(2), Respondent is required to prove by 

a preponderance of the evidence that tampering has occurred, that the customer 
enjoyed the benefits, and that the utility’s rebilling is reasonable.  At the conclusion of 
the hearing on March 10, 2014, the parties’ exhibits were admitted into evidence and 
the record was marked “Heard and Taken”. 

 
II. Respondent Position 
 

A. Testimony of Mr. Blasgens 
 

Mr. Blasgens testified that Respondent contracts with Detectant Incorporated 
(“Detectant”) to analyze customer accounts, monitor usage and provide leads for 
Respondent to further investigate accounts for low usage, theft or other problems.  
Detectant notified Respondent that there was a pattern of low usage at 6802 S. Talman, 
which prompted Respondent to generate Exhibit 4.0.  Since Exhibit 4.0 showed no 
usage on either of Complainant’s accounts for the six months prior to December 2013, 
Respondent visited the building on December 4, 2013 to determine if theft or tampering 
had occurred. 

 
Mr. Blasgens testified that 6802 S. Talman is a two-flat apartment building with 

two meters in the basement.  He stated he was unable to gain access to the building on 
December 4, however two glass blocks had been installed in the side of the building to 
allow Respondent to view the meters from outside and obtain readings.  He took the 
photographs identified as Exhibit 1.0, #s 1-3, at this time, showing that the Electronic 
Reading Transmissions (“ERTs”) were sitting in the glass blocks, but were covered with 
towels and cardboard, so that only a limited amount of the ERT head and meter were 
visible.  Exhibit 1.0, #1, shows the scan numbers on the boxes covering the ERT.  
Because of the coverings, he could not see the connections behind the meters.   

 
Mr. Blasgens testified that the meters could have been bypassed, however in 

viewing the ERT heads in the glass blocks on December 4, he noticed that the red cap 
seals were broken out, exposing the screws.  This is shown on Exhibit 1.0, #3.  He did 
not know what was holding the ERT heads on.  Breaking the seals would have enabled 
someone to remove the ERT heads and then put them back on to indicate at least some 
gas usage. Respondent determined on that basis that a dangerous condition existed.  
He took the Exhibit 1 photographs, shut-off the flow of gas at the B-box outside the 
structure, and installed a curb locking device to prevent gas from entering the pipes. 

 
Mr. Blasgens determined that the ERTs appeared in the glass block windows on 

December 4, because the meters had been removed from their original position.  He 
testified that Respondent’s Exhibit 2.0, #10, shows the meters after they had been reset 
to their original position.  The meters appear to be set on the meter bar, and in that 
condition, the ERTs could never have been placed up in the glass block window.  There 
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is no room to move them up higher unless the meters had been removed from the 
swivels and actually placed in the glass blocks.   

 
Mr. Blasgens explained that the older meters had smaller swivels that enabled 

Respondent to raise them up to the level of the glass blocks.  The newer meters have 
swivels that allow the meters to be set lower than the glass blocks, but can still be read 
from outside.  He determined that the meters had been removed from their original 
position some time prior to December 4, had been bypassed or otherwise tampered 
with, then lifted up with the ERTs showing in the glass blocks.   

 
Mr. Blasgens testified that when Complainant allowed him access to the 

premises on December 5, the meters had been reset to their original position.  He 
believed this had been done in anticipation of his inspection.  Mr. Blasgens testified that 
he took the photograph identified as Exhibit 2.0, #17, to show that the swivel connecting 
the meter to the pipe was not put in the correct place.  Some of the threads before the 
meter appear shiny, indicating that the swivel was removed and later not fully put back 
into place.  The swivel also displays recently placed wrench marks.  He testified that 
Exhibit 2.0, #19, is another photograph of the swivel and the meter bar showing that, 
from the exposed threads, it had been removed and not put all the way back.   

 
Exhibit 2.0, #20, is another picture of a meter swivel, showing that it had been 

removed and replaced by use of a wrench.  It shows that the swivel was not tightened 
all the way, as indicated by the exposed clean, shiny thread.  He did not know when the 
meter had been moved, but in his experience the photograph shows that this was not 
the way the meters were set by Respondent.  Someone had removed the swivels. 

 
Mr. Blasgens testified that Exhibit 2.0, #11, is a photograph of appliances in the 

basement of the structure that supply heat and hot water to the apartments.   Exhibit 
2.0, #s 12 and 13, are photographs of the hot water tank.  Mr. Blasgens testified that he 
prepared the first part of Exhibit 3.0 after his December 4 visit.  He stated in Exhibit 3.0 
that the meters and swivels had been removed, that ERT devices were up in the glass 
block windows, that the tamper seals were missing and that an illegal connection had 
been installed across the meter bar to supply unmetered gas to the appliances in the 
building.  He testified that knowing that no gas was going through the meters, that 
tampering had occurred and a dangerous condition possibly existed in the building.  The 
curb locking device installed was not compromised, so gas was not flowing into the 
building on December 5.  

 
Exhibit 3.0 also states that, on his December 5 visit, he found that the water tank 

pipes were still warm, because gas was on until 1:00 pm December 4.  The water tank 
is 75-gallons and insulated, so it could stay hot for two days and keep the pipes warm.  
The water did not pass through enough to cool the pipes.  This indicates that the gas 
was still on December 4, but no usage is shown on Exhibit 4.0 for the previous six 
months.  Exhibit 4.0 shows gas usage in June 2013, but meters readings appear to stop 
in July 2013, meaning gas flow had ceased.  
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Mr. Blasgens testified that that Respondent did not know when Detectant first 
made its determination of low usage.  He stated that Respondent’s records did not 
contain any indication of tampering at 6802 S. Talman the last time the meters were 
inspected, but employees look for HELA service, corrosion and leaks, not for low usage 
or tampering.  He testified that low usage would be detected by the automated monthly 
van meter readings shown on Respondent’s Exhibit 4.0.   

 
He testified that it was Respondent’s belief that there had been a connection 

across the meter bar supplying unmetered gas to the building.  After the shut-off on 
December 4, someone removed those connections and replaced the swivels, failed to 
tighten them properly, left wrench marks on them, then removed the meters out of the 
glass blocks and reset them into their original position.   
 
 Mr. Blasgens testified that Respondent attempted, but was unable, to notify the 
landlord or the tenant prior to shut-off on December 4, because no one answered the 
door or the phone.  No one from Respondent attempted to notify Complainant after 
shut-off, because Respondent does not have people in place to try and call every hour.  
The following day the owner (Complainant) contacted Respondent.   
 

Mr. Blasgens testified that no effort was made to determine whether there were 
sick or elderly people on the premises and he did not recall the temperature on 
December 4.  He said that Respondent does not shut off active accounts between 
December 1 and April 15 unless a dangerous condition exists, or theft or self-restoral 
has occurred.  He stated that he did not have access to the first floor apartment and did 
not know if it was occupied.  If unoccupied, it would possibly have less usage for heat 
and water.  The larger volume of usage shown on Exhibit 4.0 for the second floor 
appears to be normal for an occupied or unoccupied apartment.  

 
B. Testimony of Ms. Anderson 

 
Ms. Anderson sponsored Exhibit 5.0, the first page of which is a copy of a bill 

sent to Complainant for the period April 26, 2005 to December 4, 2013, billing her 
$9024.15 for 8582 unbilled cubic feet of gas (“CCF”) at 6802 S. Talman, first floor.  
Page two is a worksheet showing the calculations.  The 10,653 CCF projected from 
April 26, 2005 to December 4, 2013 was based upon the number of cubic feet used as 
disclosed by Respondent’s billing history from 2001 to 2002.  2071 CCF that had been 
billed was then subtracted, leaving 8582 CCF. 

 
She also sponsored Respondent Ex. 6.0, a bill for unbilled service on the second 

floor from February 23, 2013 to December 4, 2013.  2032 CCF was unbilled in the 
amount of $2964.74.  Page two is a worksheet for the meter index projection showing 
how the CCF figures were determined.   

 
Ms. Anderson testified that a review of the billing history for these accounts 

disclosed that usage had lessened considerably during the periods in question.  In 
calculating a bill for unbilled service, the billing history is examined and the appliances 
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used are considered.  The first floor account indicates 1376 CCF used from 2001 to 
2002, based upon actual readings.  The meter usage actually billed is projected for the 
appliances used during the unbilled period in question, and the CCF actually billed is 
subtracted.  Respondent Exs. 5.0 and 6.0 are the bills for actual usage, plus unbilled 
usage.  The unbilled usage is determined by previous meter readings for the 
appliances.  The first floor was calculated for 2001 and 2002 and the second floor was 
calculated for a different time period.     

 
Ms. Anderson testified that appliances of certain types have an average usage.  

Two appliances were specifically identified with the first and second floor accounts and 
are shown on the investigator’s report sheet.  There is a certain expected usage based 
upon those appliances and actual bills were sent based upon meter readings.  When 
tampering is detected, the billing history is analyzed to determine what the customer’s 
previous usage was and what the meter had registered previously.  This is based upon 
the appliances connected to the meter.  The bills issued on Respondent Exs. 5.0 and 
6.0 represent true and accurate readings that include billed and unbilled usage. 

Ms. Anderson testified that Respondent went back to 2001 for an example of 
comparable usage to bill Complainant, because the billing history showed that usage 
seemed to decrease every year after 2002.  The billing period is 2005 to 2013, based 
upon normal usage of the appliances registered by the meter.    Respondent went back 
to the original date of her service order, April 26, 2005.  It is not known whether, prior to 
that, the first or second floor was occupied, whether a family lived there or whether it 
was empty. 

 
Ms. Anderson testified that Complainant’s average usage between April 2005 

and December 2013 decreased.  She acknowledged that the 1376 CCF usage cited for 
the one from 2001 to 2002, was anecdotal evidence of usage by the occupants at that 
time.  She stated that there were periods on Respondent’s Exhibit 4.0 that showed no 
usage billed at all, citing September 24, 2012.  She also stated that she had no 
evidence to say that there was any significant daily or monthly average usage difference 
from April 26, 2005 through December 2010, the beginning date shown for meter 
readings for the first and second floor on Respondent’s Ex. 4.0. 

 
Ms. Anderson testified that it was significant that Respondent Ex. 4.0 (1st floor) 

showed only three CCF used between April 24 and May 23, 2012.  She stated that 
reading is the only one that is a bit deviant from the several others that are listed for that 
time period.  Ms. Anderson testified regarding the second floor account for the period 
December 2010 and February 2013, that even outside of the months that show no 
usage, there were significant changes that indicate tampering.  There was no usage 
shown from September 24, 2012 and November 26, 2012.  Other than that, there has 
been average usage that would be expected for the types of appliances installed. Ms. 
Anderson testified that there could be a significant difference in usage between an 
occupied and unoccupied dwelling.   

 
Ms. Anderson testified that the figure $9024.15 shown on Respondent Ex. 5.0 

represents 8582 unmetered CCF from April 26, 2005 to December 4, 2013.  All 



14-0061 

6 

readings were taken by a van.  She did not know from Exhibit 5.0 during what specific 
month unmetered usage occurred.      

 
Ms. Anderson testified that when the RPU is given an assignment to investigate 

low usage, it obtains the paperwork and goes into the field.  She is unaware how long 
low usage is allowed to occur before an investigation is initiated. 

 
III. Complainant Position 
 

Testimony of Ms. Abdon 
 
 Ms. Abdon testified that she is the owner of the two-flat at 6802 S. Talman and 

resides with her friend on the second floor.  She has resided on the second floor since 
she purchased the building on March 21, 2005.  The first floor was vacant until 2012, at 
which time she located her business there and hired a secretary.  There is no cooking 
or showering done on the first floor and no one lives there.  Her secretary comes in 
twice a week and works ten to 12 hours per week. 

 
Ms. Abdon testified that the only items on the first floor are a computer, fax 

machine and telephones.  She keeps the thermostat on the first floor at 68 degrees to 
prevent the pipes from bursting.  There is a gas dryer in the basement.  She stated that 
there is normal usage on the second floor, such as cooking, showering and heat. 
 
 Ms. Abdon sponsored Complainant Group Ex. 1, the monthly bills sent to her by 
Respondent for the first and second floors.  She testified that she paid each bill as it 
came in and has never had her gas shut off for nonpayment. 
 
 Ms. Abdon testified that she realized her gas had been shut off when she 
attempted to cook on December 4.  There was no pilot light or hot water.  Ms Abdon 
said she did not call Respondent for an inspection on December 4 because they were 
already closed.  She called at approximately 9:00 am on December 5 and informed 
Respondent about the lack of gas service, however she was not home when 
Respondent arrived and did not know what transpired.  She stated that she had not 
received prior notice of the shutoff, no notice had been left at the building, and she did 
not receive a subsequent notice before she called Respondent. 
 

Ms. Abdon testified that Respondent always sent notice to her to make an 
appointment for the meter readers.  She assumed that the meters could not be seen 
from the outside, because prior to 2013, someone always came out to do the readings.  
No one came out in 2013.  In prior years they placed red tags on the meters to show 
that a reading had been taken. 

 
Ms. Abdon testified regarding the bill dated January 25, 2013 from Complainant 

Group Exhibit 1, that she could not explain the disparity in usage indicated by the bar 
chart from January 2012 to January 2013.  She stated that she also could not explain 
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the dramatically lower usage for December, January and February shown in the far right 
corner on the bill dated February 25, 2013.  

 
IV. Commission Analysis and Conclusions 
 
 All transcript citations are taken from the March 10, 2014 hearing. 
 

83 Ill. Adm. Code 280.100 states: 
 
a) A utility may render a bill for services or commodities provided to: 

 
1) A residential customer only if such bill is presented within one year from 

the date the services or commodities were supplied, or 
 

2) A non-residential customer only if such bill is presented within two years 
from the date the services or commodities were supplied. 

 
b) No customer shall be liable for unbilled or misbilled service after expiration of 

the applicable period except in those instances to which 83 Ill. Adm. Code 
500.240(a), 83 Ill. Adm. Code 410.260(c), or the following subsections of this 
Section apply. 

 
c) Tampering 

 
1) When there has been tampering with wires, pipes, meters or other service 

equipment and the customer has enjoyed the benefit of such tampering, 
the utility is not restricted to the above time limitations on unbilled service. 
When a utility applies this provision to bill for service which occurred 
outside the applicable time limitations, a customer may dispute the bill 
under the provisions of Sections 280.160 and 280.170 of this Part. The 
customer shall be responsible for all service usage, and the utility may bill 
the customer for all service usage during the period the tampering 
occurred. Customers may be billed for diverted service not used by that 
customer if that customer had knowledge of or consented to the diversion. 
 

2)  If a utility alleges that tampering has occurred, the utility shall have the 
burden of proving, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the 
customer's meter has been tampered with, that the customer has 
benefitted from the tampering and that the utility's rebilling is reasonable. 

 
Complainant’s name appears on Group Ex. 1 for the first floor account, #6 5000 

3998 9595, between November 21, 2006 and March 10, 2010.  At some point between 
March 25, 2010 and December 23, 2010, the name on the first floor account was 
changed to Divine Home House Care, and the account renumbered 9 5000 5744 4544.  
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Complainant, in her attachment to the complaint, requested restoration of service 
without payment, that she not be held liable for the unbilled amounts, and that 
Respondent pay for repairs to the damaged pipes and for repairs caused by water 
damage to the ceilings and floors of the dwelling resulting from the pipe rupture.  Even if 
Complainant had provided evidence of the claimed damage and estimates for repairs, 
the Commission is unable to find any statutory or regulatory authority, and none was 
cited by Complainant, that would allow it to grant Complainant the monetary relief 
sought.  

 
Mr. Blasgens testimony makes it clear that someone tampered with 

Complainant’s meters.  He explained in detail that the ERTs appeared in the glass block 
windows when he viewed them from the exterior of the building on December 4, 2013, 
that they were covered with cardboard and towels, and that the red cap seals were 
broken off.  He further explained that these were newer meters that were originally set 
below the glass block windows, but could still be read from outside.  Seeing the ERTs in 
the glass block windows suggested to him that the meters had been moved by 
someone other than Respondent.  This absence of the red cap seals strongly indicated 
to him that an unsafe condition existed, so he justifiably shut the gas off from outside 
the building.   

 
Moreover, when he examined the meters from inside the building the following 

day, he saw that the ERTs were no longer in the glass block windows, meaning that the 
meters had been set back to their original position.  (Respondent Ex. 2.0, #10).  Further, 
Respondent Ex. 2.0, #s 19 and 20, clearly show from the exposed swivels, and the 
accompanying fresh wrench marks, that the meters had been not been properly 
reconnected to the gas pipes, another indication that they had at some point been 
removed from their original position.  Mr. Blasgens also recorded his findings in detail in 
Respondent Exhibit 3.0, after he had visited the premises on December 4 and 
December 5, 2013.  (Resp. Ex. 3.0; Tr. at 62).    

 
Respondent Ex. 4.0 shows that, for several periods for the first and second 

floors, there is no recorded usage.  The meter for the first floor account for the period 
September 24, 2012 to November 26, 2012 reads 7612.  Another two-month period, 
February 25, 2013 to April 24, 2013, shows a reading of 7639.  For the six month period 
June 21, 2013 to December 4, 2013, the day Complainant’s gas was shut off, the meter 
reads 7662.  Complainant Group Ex. 1 for the first floor account corroborates 
Respondent Ex. 4.0.   

 
Respondent Ex. 4.0 shows that, for the second floor account, #6 5000 3998 

9632, there was no usage during precisely the same periods as the first floor account.  
Complainant Group Exhibit 1 corroborates the second floor readings.  The Commission 
is aware that some of these periods include warmer months where there would 
understandably be much less usage than during the winter months.  However, it is 
perfectly reasonable to believe that at least some gas would register during the warmer 
weather due to meal preparation, use of the gas dryer and the need for hot water.   
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Mr. Blasgens’ testimony unequivocally establishes that someone tampered with 
Complainant’s gas meters.  It is irrelevant under Section 280.100(c)(2) whether or not it 
was Complainant.  Further, Complainant provided no evidence to the contrary.  
Considering the totality of Respondent’s unchallenged evidence set forth above, the 
conclusion is inescapable that Complainant’s meters were subject to tampering and that 
Complainant was the beneficiary.  Respondent has met the first two conditions of 
Section 210.100(c)(2). 

 
While nothing in either Complainant’s or Respondent’s evidence discloses the 

imposition of a specific tampering fee separate from the bills for unmetered gas, the 
Commission finds that Respondent is not precluded from levying such a fee pursuant to 
whatever its tariffs authorize.      

 
Section 280.100(c)(2) also requires Respondent’s rebilling to be reasonable.  

Section 280.100(c)(1) states that in cases of tampering, the utility is not restricted to the 
time limitations set forth in Section 280.100(a)(1) and (2) for unbilled service.  On 
Exhibit 5.0, Respondent derived the usage from January 9, 2001 to January 30, 2002, 
to project what Complainant’s usage was from the date she owned the building until the 
date the gas was shut off.  (Resp. Ex. 5.0; Tr. at 106).  For the second floor account, 
Respondent obtained the usage from April 26, 2010 to April 25, 2011 to project 
Complainant’s usage from February 23, 2012 to December 4, 2013.  (Resp. Ex. 6.0; Tr. 
at 106).  The worksheets for each exhibit show identical formats and categories, but 
display different dates and numbers.    

 
The Commission’s analysis of Exhibits 5.0 and 6.0 reveals that neither worksheet 

sufficiently discloses where any of the numbers originated, how they were derived, or 
how they pertain to the sums that Respondent is seeking to recover for unbilled service.  
There is no explanation of what “To Index” or “From Index” means, and even though it is 
apparent that the numbers show cubic feet of gas, the source of these numbers is not 
identified.  There is no explanation of what “Base Load” means or what the number in 
the “Base Load” box signifies.  The “Degree Day” boxes contain the figures 50023 and 
8633 on Exhibits 5.0 and 6.0, respectively, yet there is no explanation of what a degree 
day is or how, if at all, it differs from a calendar day.  The term “Correct Index”, followed 
by a number, appears on each worksheet.  There is no explanation of what a “Correct 
Index” is, what the subsequent number means, or how it pertains to unbilled gas or the 
sums sought for recovery. 

 
Further, there is nothing in any of Respondent’s evidence that provides a 

connection from one figure to another, or a connection between the figures on the 
worksheets and the sums billed to Complainant.  Without supplemental calculations that 
corroborate the figures on the worksheets to each other and to the figures on the bills, 
Respondent exhibits 5.0 and 6.0 are of no probative value. 

 
In finding that Respondent’s rebilling procedure as presented is insufficient, the 

Commission in no way intends to minimize the seriousness of meter tampering.  Such 
an act is intolerable.  However, the unsafe condition resulting from the tampering was 



14-0061 

10 

ameliorated by Respondent as soon as it was detected.  Rebilling Complainant for 
unmetered gas is a separate issue.  While Respondent Exhibit 4.0 clearly indicates 
unbilled usage, the Commission’s analysis of Respondent Exhibits 5.0 and 6.0 compels 
the conclusion that the worksheets fail to support the sums for unbilled usage that 
Respondent seeks from Complainant.  The Commission finds that Respondent’s 
rebilling is unreasonable, that it has not met its burden of proof pursuant to that portion 
of Section 280.100(c)(2), and that no amounts billed to Complainant as a result of the 
tampering are due. 

 
V. 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) On January 15, 2014, Maria R. Abdon filed a complaint against Peoples 
Gas Light and Coke Company alleging that Respondent had discontinued 
her service at 6802 S. Talman, Chicago, IL without notice, causing her 
water pipes to freeze and burst, resulting in water damage to her dwelling; 

 
(2) Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company is an Illinois Corporation engaged 

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

 
(3)  the Commission has jurisdiction of the parties hereto and the subject 

matter hereof; 
 
(4) the Commission finds that Complainant’s gas meters were tampered with; 

that Complainant was the beneficiary of the tampering; that Respondent 
justifiably shut off gas service to the premises to remedy a dangerous and 
unsafe condition; and that Respondent has satisfied its burden of proof 
pursuant to that portion of Section 280.100(c)(2); 

 
(5) the Commission finds that Respondent may impose a tampering fee 

pursuant to whatever its tariffs authorize;  
 
(6) the Commission finds that Respondent failed to sufficiently explain how it 

calculated the unbilled quantities of gas for the premises; that its rebilling 
procedure is unreasonable; and that it has failed to meet its burden of 
proof pursuant to that portion of  Section 280.100(c)(2); 

 
(7) the Commission finds that no amounts billed to Complainant as a result of 

the tampering are due from Complainant; 
 
(8) Complainant is not entitled to relief for damaged pipes or for water 

damage to the premises resulting from ruptured pipes.  
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IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that no amounts billed to Complainant for 

unmetered gas as a result of tampering are due from Complainant. 
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent may impose a tampering fee 

pursuant to whatever its tariffs authorize.    
 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Complainant is not entitled to monetary relief for 
damaged pipes or for water damage to the premises resulting from ruptured pipes.  

 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. 
 
 
 
DATED:      June 30, 2014 
BRIEFS ON EXCEPTIONS DUE:   July 14, 2014 
REPLY BRIEFS ON EXCEPTIONS DUE: July 21, 2014 
 

John T. Riley, 
Administrative Law Judge 

 


