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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
BLUESTAR ENERGY SERVICES, INC. ) 
      ) 

vs.   )  Docket No. 09-0460 
   ) 

CENTRAL ILLINOIS LIGHT COMPANY ) 
d/b/a AmerenCILCO   ) 
CENTRAL ILLINOIS PUBLIC SERVICE ) 
COMPANY d/b/a AmerenCIPS  ) 
ILLINOIS POWER COMPANY d/b/a ) 
AmerenIP     ) 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 

BRIEF ON EXCEPTIONS OF THE  

STAFF OF THE ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Now comes the Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission ("Staff"), by and 

through its undersigned attorneys, and pursuant to Section 200.830 of the 

Commission's Rules of Practice, 83 Ill. Adm. Code Section 200.830, respectfully 

submits this Brief on Exceptions to the Proposed Order issued by the Administrative 

Law Judge (“ALJ”) on March 4, 2011 ("Proposed Order" or “PO”).   

Staff Exception No. 1:  The Proposed Order Fails To Address Staff’s Essential 
Argument That There Is No Conflict As Part 453 Is A Floor, Not A Ceiling 

The Proposed Order concludes that: “The adoption of any tariff provision that is 

inconsistent with a rule must be considered an oversight.”  As a general matter, Staff 

does not disagree.  However, the circumstances of this particular dispute do not lend 

itself to this broad generalized conclusion.  Particularly, if there is no need to find a 

conflict. 
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The Proposed Order fails to address Staff’s essential argument.  Staff argued 

that the Part 453 3 day rescission period is not in conflict with the AIU tariff because the 

3 day rescission period was not determined by the Commission, but rather by the Illinois 

General Assembly in the Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act 

(“CFA”) (815 ILCS § 505/2B).  Thus, Staff argued that the Part 453 rescission period 

should serve as a floor rather than a ceiling relative to a Commission imposed specific 

rescission period.  Staff Response, at 3-7.   

First, the Proposed Order states that: “Staff does not cite a specific CFA 

provision containing a three-day cancellation period, so Staff's basis for its assertion is 

unclear to the Commission.”  Proposed Order, at 6, fn 2.  Staff, in fact, did cite to the 

relevant section of the CFA the first time it referenced it, noting that: “The Part 453 

requirement directs that a Letter of Authorization (“LOA”) provide notice of, among other 

things, the 3 business day rescission period contained in the CFA.  815 ILCS § 505/2B.”  

Staff Response, at 3.  To the extent, however, that Staff did not provide subsequent 

citations to the CFA, the undersigned offers his apology.  In an attempt, to clarify the 

relevance of the Section 2B of the CFA, Staff notes that Section 2B, which addresses 

“face-to-face” transactions, provides, in relevant part, that:  

Where a sale of merchandise involving $25 or more is made or contracted 
to be made whether under a single contract or under multiple contracts, to 
a consumer by a seller who is physically present at the consumer's 
residence, that consumer may avoid the contract or transaction by 
notifying the seller within 3 full business days following that day on which 
the contract was signed or the sale was made and by returning to the 
person, in its original condition, any merchandise delivered to the 
consumer under the contract or sale.  

815 ILCS 505/2B. 
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Section 2B continues at length along these lines and includes sample 

cancellation forms and notices.  The Proposed Order was clearly confused about the 

importance of the CFA in Staff’s argument in that it stated: 

The Commission is also puzzled by Staff's reference to the CFA.  While 
the CFA is certainly relevant to issues pertaining to consumer protection, 
the Commission does not see how it directly concerns the question at 
hand. 
 
Proposed Order, at 7. 
 

Staff emphasizes that the CFA, however, is a critical component at issue in this 

proceeding.  In fact, Part 453 alone makes this clear.  It provides that:  

AUTHORITY: Implementing and authorized by Article XVI of the Public 
Utilities Act [220 ILCS 5/Art. XVI] and implementing and authorized by 
Section 2EE of the Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices 
Act [815 ILCS 505/2EE]. 

 
Article 16 of the PUA (220 ILCS 5/16-101) contains the Electric Service 

Customer Choice And Rate Relief Law of 1997, which implemented the competitive 

market place in which Retail Electric Suppliers (“RES”) could offer retail electric service 

in Illinois.  There is nothing in Article 16 that specifically addresses rescission periods.  

Thus, Article 16 provided the Commission general authority to implement and authorize 

Part 453.  However, the specific authority that Part 453 implements is found in the CFA.  

Section 2EE of the CFA outlines the specific requirements of an Letter of Authorization 

(“LOA”) to be used by RESs.  The specific 3 day rescission period, is not found, or for 

that matter even referenced, in Section 2EE of the CFA; but rather, is promulgated in 

the more general provisions of Section 2B of the CFA (815 ILCS § 505/2B).  Thus, the 

Part 453 general rescission period was not determined or set by the Commission but 
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rather set by the General Assembly as a minimum rescission period floor for all 

consumer transactions over $25 dollars where the seller is physically present at the 

consumer’s residence.  Staff, accordingly, argued in its response, that the Part 453 

rescission period should serve as a floor rather than a ceiling regarding the sale of retail 

electric services.   

Staff, moreover, argued that the CFA and the PUA are two entirely distinct 

statutes, with each containing entirely different breadth of scopes and that were 

promulgated for different reasons with different remedies.  Staff Response, at 4-5.  Staff 

cited case law concluding that the CFA is an expansive and comprehensive act 

designed to protect all consumers from any type of deceptive practices.  The CFA is 

also designed to punish those that run afoul of it by granting punitive damages and 

attorney fees.  On the other hand, Staff cited to case law noting that the PUA “exists to 

maintain a balance between the rates charged by utilities and the services they perform” 

and generally can only provide for reparations as a remedy.  Staff Response, at 5.  The 

PUA, thus unlike the CFA, is much narrower and focused solely on the relationship 

between regulated companies and its customers.   

Staff also argued that the interpretations of utility tariffs are governed by the rules 

of statutory construction as are the Commission rules.  Staff Response, at 5.  Staff also 

noted that the Illinois Supreme Court had reaffirmed the canon that the specific controls 

over the general.  Abruzzo v. Park Ridge, 231 Ill.2d 324, 346 (2008)(“It is still a 

fundamental rule of statutory construction that, when a general statutory provision and a 

specific statutory provision, either in the same or in another act, relate to the same 

subject and are in conflict, the specific provision controls and should be applied.").  Id.  
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Accordingly, the tariff approved by the Commission under the authority granted it in the 

PUA, which specifically addressed the rescission period in the AIU territories, is focused 

only upon the sale of power and energy services and thus is clearly more specific and 

should control over the more general 3 day rescission period in the CFA, which protects 

all consumers from any type of deceptive practices.   

Staff, further, argued that if one is to conclude that there is a conflict between the 

Ameren tariff and the CFA, then one logically must also find a conflict between the 3-

day rescission provision of Section 2B of the CFA and the Alternative Gas Suppliers’ 

provisions of the CFA, which provide for a 10 business day rescission period.  815 ILCS 

505/2DDD(c)(3)(E).1

                                            
1  The PUA also contains the 10 day rescission period for Alternative Gas Suppliers at Section 19-2115(g)(7) 
of the PUA.  220 ILCS 5/19-2115(g)(7). 

  Staff Response, at 6.  This would be inconsistent with another 

fundamental statutory construction canon.  See e.g., Dornfield v. Julian, 104 111.2d 

261,267 (1984) (statutes are to be construed "to avoid creating an unnecessary 

inconsistency in the law").  Accordingly, the only rational way to read the CFA is that the 

3-day rescission period of the CFA (815 ILCS § 505/2B) is a floor, not a ceiling, 

because even the CFA itself contains a different specific 10 day rescission period for 

Alternative Gas Suppliers (815 ILCS 505/2DDD(c)(3)(E)), along with the general 

Section 2B 3 day rescission period for all consumers.  The PO also fails to address this 

argument.   
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Staff Exception No. 2:  Even If The Commission Finds A Conflict, It Still Should 
Not Conclude That Part 453 Controls In This Specific Situation 

 

The Proposed Order states that “[a]llowing tariff provisions to override or ‘trump’ 

Commission rules simply because the tariff is more recent would upend the regulatory 

structure.”  Proposed Order, p. 7.  Staff, however, finds that a broad conclusion that a 

rule “trumps” a tariff in every single instance, regardless of the circumstances, reaches 

too far.  Otherwise, it would seem absurd and superfluous for the Commission to 

include the following at the end of its rules pertaining to internet enrollments:   

In the event of any conflict between this Section and the requirements for 
RESs and LOAs provided in electric utility tariffs on file with the 
Commission as of the effective date of this Part, this Section shall control. 

83 IL Adm. Code 453.40(c)(italics added). 

This language suggests two distinct assumptions.  First, the Commission 

expressly established that, in the event of a conflict between the rule and a utility’s 

tariffs, the rule will control the tariffs.  If that were always the case, as the Proposed 

Order in this Docket suggests, there would be no need to include a specific provision in 

the rule, as it would be redundant.  Second, this language also is clear it clear in that the 

rule (Part 453) only controls over utility tariffs that were in effect on the date the internet 

enrollment rules became effective.  Thus, Part 453.40(c) was drafted with a specific, 

narrow intent.   

If the Commission wanted to establish that Part 453.40(c) would “trump” any 

possible future utility tariff, it would have fashioned much broader language or would not 
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have adopted this provision in the first place.  The Commission, however, did not 

choose the broad language but instead specifically limited the “controlling” nature of the 

rule to “electric utility tariffs on file with the Commission as of the effective date of this 

Part.”  Staff, consequently, does not agree with the Proposed Order’s broad conclusion 

that the a tariff “trumping” a provision of a Commission rule, no mater the 

circumstances, would “upend[] the regulatory structure.”  If the Commission (and JCAR, 

for that matter) were of the opinion that anything other than a rule trumping a tariff would 

“upend the regulatory structure,” it certainly would not have drafted a redundant and 

meaningless Section 453.40(c). 

 The Internet Enrollment rules were promulgated in ICC Docket No. 02-0290.  The 

record in that proceeding shows that Illinois Power (now part of Ameren Illinois) argued 

for the inclusion of this Section 453.40(c), except with proposed language that would 

have done the exact opposite of what the Commission ultimately adopted.  Illinois 

Power proposed that Section4 53.40(c) provide:  

The minimum requirements provided herein are not intended to replace 
the requirements for LOAs as provided in each individual utility's tariffs on 
file with the Commission. 
 

Staff and the Illinois Attorney General (“AG”) opposed this language and proposed the 

current Part 453.40(c).  The Commission and JCAR agreed with Staff and the AG and 

hence adopted the current Section 453.40(c).   

 Further, as recent as March 4, 2010, Ameren argued in the ongoing Part 412 

rulemaking (Docket No. 09-0592) that “the Proposed Rules do not impose any 

affirmative obligation upon utilities to alter tariff provisions or make administrative or 

operational changes as a result of this rulemaking.”  For what it is worth, Staff disagrees 
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with Ameren on that issue and Staff has proposed to include an almost verbatim version 

of Section 453.40(c) in the new Code Part 412.    

 Moreover, BlueStar’s arguments in this proceeding do not end with its apparent 

main argument that Part 453 controls Ameren’s tariffs (which the Proposed Order 

essentially adopts).  BlueStar goes on to claim that “the 3-day rescission window set 

forth in Section 453.40(a)(4) represents a policy judgment as to how long of a rescission 

window is necessary to balance consumer protection with the interest of RES (and 

indeed consumers) to provide more competitive prices.”  Staff has two concerns with 

the Commission adopting this “policy” argument.  First, by looking at the record of the 

Part 453 rulemaking, Staff is unable to find anything remotely suggesting that the 

Commission picked the 3 business day rescission window because of “a policy 

judgment as to how long of a rescission window is necessary to balance consumer 

protection with the interest of RES (and indeed consumers) to provide more competitive 

prices.”  That is not to say the Commission did not chose the 3-day rescission period for 

that precise reason.  However, if it did, the Commission did not express such policy 

judgment in its Order establishing the Part 453 rules.   

Second, if the Commission agrees with BlueStar that a conflict exists between 

Part 453 and Ameren’s tariffs and that it should be resolved in favor of Part 453 

because the 3-day rescission period for residential internet enrollments represents a 

policy judgment the Commission made at the time, the Commission should be aware of 

the impression (perceived or real) that it somehow pre-judged the appropriate length of 

rescission periods generally.  As the Commission is aware, that issue is currently 

pending in Docket No. 09-0592.  To put it differently, the Commission should be mindful 
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of the possibility that the Order in this Docket will be used to argue that the Commission 

(either in 2003 or now) believes a 3-day rescission period is “necessary to balance 

consumer protection with the interest of RES to provide more competitive prices.”  

Staff Exception No. 3: Staff Favors A Uniform Rescission Period And Its Position 
In The ComEd UCB/POR Docket Is Not Contrary To Its Position In This 
Proceeding 

 

The Proposed Order misapprehends Staff’s position regarding a uniform 

rescission period.  The Proposed Order states: 

Staff's position in the analogous ComEd docket under Section 16-118(c) 
and (d) is curious as well.  As BlueStar suggests, Staff's position on the 
cancellation period in the ComEd docket seems contrary to what Staff has 
argued in this proceeding.   
 

Staff has, and always had, an expressed position for uniformity regarding rescission 

periods for retail electric customers, regardless of utility territory.  This view has been 

expressed by Staff in all workshop discussions on this subject, starting as early as 

March 2008.  Leading up to Ameren’s filing of the tariffs in September 2008, and even 

beyond that date, the issue of a longer rescission period (longer than the 3 business 

day period found in Section 2b of the CFA) was always discussed in the context of both 

Ameren and ComEd customers.   

 However, rather than spelling out such a longer rescission period in the utilities’ 

RES handbooks (which was a discussed option at the time), Staff favored the inclusion 

of a longer rescission period for residential and small commercial customers in the 

utility’s tariffs.  It was a logical choice for Ameren to include those residential and small 

commercial customer rescission period provisions in its filing it was about to make for 

the provision of UCB/POR service because it was expected that the availability of 



10 

 

UCB/POR would lead to increased RES offers to residential and small commercial 

customers.  Moreover, and this is very important to understand, at the time Ameren filed 

its tariffs, and for quite a while thereafter, Staff was not sure how likely it would be to 

actually have a new Commission rulemaking that would establish uniform rescission 

periods for residential and small commercial customers.  In fact, Staff (and very likely 

others as well) had every reason to believe that ComEd would file its UCB/POR tariffs 

shortly after Ameren did so.  For a while, it was even a possibility that both Ameren and 

ComEd’s UCB/POR tariff investigations would be consolidated and a Commission 

Order approving UCB/POR tariffs for both ComEd and Ameren would have been the 

result.  If nothing else, Staff expected the issue of rescission periods to be decided in 

the same manner for both ComEd and Ameren.  Actually, Staff still expects that to 

happen, but the foregoing explains Staff’s rationale for not opposing the inclusion of the 

longer rescission period in Ameren’s tariffs at the time Ameren filed them. 

As for the period after September 2008, Staff still expected ComEd to file tariffs 

within a few months after Ameren’s filing.  Unfortunately, after several delays of the 

ComEd filing, it became clear that ComEd’s tariffs, and thus any potential similar 

rescission period for residential and small commercial customers, would not be effective 

within a few months of Ameren’s tariffs.   

The issue for Staff, or for that matter any other party to the Ameren UCB/POR 

investigation, then became whether it should have argued in the Ameren tariff 

investigation that the filed tariff provisions regarding the longer rescission period should 

be taken out of the Ameren tariffs until similar provisions can be achieved for ComEd, 

solely for the purpose of uniformity.  Staff concluded that it valued the availability of the 
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longer rescission period for Ameren’s residential and small commercial customers over 

the desire to have uniform rescission periods at all times for both ComEd and Ameren’s 

customers.  This was in part shaped by the expectation that additional marketing to 

residential customers in the Ameren service area would occur following the effective 

date of the Ameren UCB/POR tariffs.  By the same token, Staff did not expect 

significant marketing to ComEd’s residential customers until ComEd’s UCB/POR tariff 

became effective.  Moreover, it was  unclear until the Commission’s Order in the 

Ameren UCB/POR tariff investigation on August 19, 2009, that the Commission 

determined it had the proper authority to create new consumer protection rules of 

general applicability.  To summarize, there was ample reason for Staff (and apparently 

for all other involved parties) to not object to the inclusion of the longer rescission period 

in Ameren’s tariffs.  

However, once Staff circulated drafts of a proposed First Notice Order following 

the Commission’s directive to submit a draft First Notice Order by December 31, 2009, it 

became less and less likely that the new rule ultimately adopted by the Commission 

would match the rescission period language in Ameren’s tariffs word for word.  In fact,  

even BlueStar is likely to agree that the issue of the proper rescission period for 

residential and small commercial customers is not only highly contested in the ongoing 

Part 412 rulemaking, but has also evolved into a fairly complex issue that is intertwined 

with other issues addressed in the rulemaking.  As a result, Staff proposed to include 

essentially the same language found in Part 453.40(c) regarding the new rule controlling 

effective utility tariffs in proposed Section 412.30.  Precisely because Staff does not 

want any conflict, perceived or otherwise, to exist between the utilities’ tariffs and the 
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new Part 412 rules, Staff argued in ComEd’s UCB/POR Docket that the proper 

rescission period should be decided in the new rulemaking.  Once the rulemaking is 

complete, the utilities should be required to make necessary changes to their tariffs, as 

applicable.  In light of the foregoing, Staff finds nothing in its position in Docket No. 10-

0138 to be “curious” and “contrary to what Staff has argued in this 

proceeding.”Proposed Order, at 7.  In fact, the foregoing provides sufficient support for 

the notion that the Commission’s decision to not object to the inclusion of the longer 

rescission period in Ameren’s tariff almost two years ago was a sound one even if 

BlueStar had not waited until after the Commission’s Order of August 19, 2009 to 

specifically point to any perceived conflict with Section 453.40(c). 

Staff Proposed Replacement Language Under Staff Exceptions 1 Through 3 

IV. COMMISSION CONCLUSION 

 The Commission is inclined to agree with BlueStar that resolution of 
this matter is rather straightforward.  Section 453.40(a)(4) provides that 
residential customers who enroll with an ARES through the internet "may 
cancel the enrollment within 3 business days after the Internet enrollment."  
AIU's tariff language, however, provides that a residential customer, 
regardless of how it enrolled with the ARES, may cancel the enrollment 
with the ARES by making such a request to AIU "within ten calendar days 
of the Company's processing of the enrollment."  These provisions are 
clearly inconsistent with regard to residential internet enrollments with an 
ARES. 

 The fact that the UCB-POR tariffs were accepted following the 
conclusion of Docket Nos. 08-0619 et al. is without consequence.  The 
adoption of any tariff provision that is inconsistent with a rule must be 
considered an oversight.  Allowing tariff provisions to override or "trump" 
Commission rules simply because the tariff is more recent would upend 
the regulatory structure.  Effective tariffs must be within the confines of 
existing Commission rules (absent a waiver granted under a particular 
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rule).  If a rule is in need of revision, the rulemaking process exists for that 
purpose. 

 Furthermore, the fact that BlueStar did not participate in Docket 
Nos. 08-0619, et al. is not determinative of the outcome.  Although the 
cancellation period was contested in the ORMD workshops, which 
BlueStar participated in; the cancellation period was not raised on the 
record in AIU's UCB-POR dockets.  Generally the Commission agrees that 
entities weighing their interest in a proceeding should do more than just 
read the caption of a proceeding before deciding whether to intervene.  In 
this instance, however, nothing in the cover letter accompanying AIU's 
proposed UCB-POR tariffs or the Suspension Order associated therewith 
indicate that any tariff provisions beyond those necessary to implement a 
UCB or POR program would be at issue.  BlueStar's decision to not 
participate in Docket Nos. 08-0619, et al. can not be said to be 
unreasonable. 

 Staff's position in the analogous ComEd docket under Section 16-
118(c) and (d) is curious as well.  As BlueStar suggests, Staff's position on 
the cancellation period in the ComEd docket seems contrary to what Staff 
has argued in this proceeding.  The Commission is also puzzled by Staff's 
reference to the CFA.  While the CFA is certainly relevant to issues 
pertaining to consumer protection, the Commission does not see how it 
directly concerns the question at hand. 

 Even if Part 453 is ultimately revised to provide for a ten-day 
cancellation period, in light of the status of Docket No. 09-0592, any 
potential revision is not in the near future.  Accordingly, the Commission 
finds in favor or BlueStar.  AIU must revise the inconsistent aspects of its 
electric tariffs in so far as they relate to internet enrollments by residential 
customers with ARES.  The Commission recognizes that AIU does not 
currently have a means of knowing how a residential customer enrolls with 
an ARES (whether it be by internet, telephone, or otherwise).  The 
Commission therefore directs BlueStar and AIU to cooperate in 
developing a simple method of identifying internet enrollments.  AIU 
should submit its revised tariffs in compliance with this Order within 14 
calendar days from the entry of this Order. 
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The Commission would generally agree with BlueStar that if there 
is a conflict between a valid Commission Rule and a tariff that the Rule 
would control.  However, the circumstances of this particular dispute do 
not lend itself to this broad generalized conclusion.  The Commission 
agrees with BlueStar to the extent that at first blush there would appear to 
be a conflict.  However, a closer examination reveals no conflict.  As Staff 
has pointed out, one can, and the Commission finds, should read Part 
453.40(c) and the Ameren tariff as being consistent with one another.   

The Commission also agrees with Staff that the Part 453 rescission 
period should serve as a floor rather than a ceiling, relative to a 
Commission imposed specific rescission period.  We note that the 3-day 
rescission period merely reflects what was already in the CFA for all face-
to-face business transactions over $25.00.  On the other hand, the 10-day 
rescission period found in the Ameren tariffs is far more specific and 
narrow and controls over the general CFA provision.  The Commission 
also notes that it would not have adopted a Part 453 provision that 
addresses this issue but at the same time limits the control of the rule 
solely to tariffs that were currently in effect at the time of the effective date 
of Part 453.   

IV. FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 
 

 The Commission, having considered the entire record herein and being fully 
advised in the premises, is of the opinion and finds that: 

(1) BlueStar  is an ARES in the State of Illinois within the meaning of Section 
16-105 of the Act; 

(2) AmerenCILCO, AmerenCIPS, and AmerenIP (now known as Ameren 
Illinois Company) are public utilities within the meaning of the Act; 

(3) the Commission has jurisdiction over the parties hereto and the subject 
matter hereof; 

(4) the recitals of fact set forth in the prefatory portion of this Order are 
supported by the record and are hereby adopted as findings of fact; 

(5) AIU's electric tariff language pertaining to the cancellation period for 
internet enrollments ofby residential customers buwith an ARES is not 
inconsistent with Part 453; 

(6) AIU should be required to submit tariff language in compliance with Part 
453 within 14 calendar days of the entry of this Order, with an effective 
date no earlier than three business days after the filing of the tariffs, 
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providing Staff the opportunity to review the tariffs before becoming 
effective; and 

(76) all motions, petitions, objections, or other matters in this proceeding that 
remain unresolved should be resolved consistent with the conclusion 
contained herein. 

 IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Illinois Commerce Commission that 
Central Illinois Light Company, d/b/a AmerenCILCO, Central Illinois Public Service 
Company, d/b/a AmerenCIPS, and Illinois Power Company, d/b/a AmerenIP, now 
known as Ameren Illinois Company, shall file within 14 calendar days of the entry of this 
Order revised electric tariffs relating to the cancellation of internet enrollments by 
residential customers with alternative retail electric suppliers, as set forth in the 
prefatory portion of this Order and Finding (6). 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all motions, petitions, objections, or other 
matters in this proceeding that remain unresolved are hereby resolved consistent with 
the conclusion contained herein. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that subject to the provisions of Section 10-113 of 
the Act and 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.880, this Order is final; it is not subject to the 
Administrative Review Law. 

Exception 4: The Proposed Orders Errs By Requiring BlueStar And AIU To 
Cooperate In Developing A Simple Method Of Identifying Internet Enrollments. 
 

Staff believes it would be ill-advised for the Commission to direct Ameren to 

exclusively work with BlueStar to develop “a simple method of identifying internet 

enrollments,” assuming that the Commission disagrees with Staff’s primary position 

(see Staff Exception 1) and  finds (a) that there is a conflict between Ameren’s current 

tariffs and Part 453, (b) that the conflict should be resolved in favor of Part 453, and (c) 

that the conflict should be limited to internet enrollments of residential customers.  It is 

obvious to state that Ameren’s tariffs apply to all RESs. Therefore, all RESs that plan on 

enrolling residential customers through the internet will be required to comply with 

whatever shape or form the “simple method of identifying internet enrollments” arising 
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out of this proceeding takes.  Of course, Staff does not believe any changes to 

Ameren’s tariffs are needed at this time and this recommendation only comes into play 

if the Commission disagrees with all of Staff’s arguments above.  The Order, at the 

bottom of page 7, should be modified as follows: 

The Commission therefore directs BlueStar and the AIU and all interested 
retail electric suppliers to cooperate in developing a simple method of 
identifying internet enrollments.       

 

 
      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      /s/____________________  

      MICHAEL J. LANNON 
       
 
      Office of General Counsel 
      Illinois Commerce Commission 
 
 
March 16, 2011 
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