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ORDER 

 
By the Commission: 
 
 On April 23, 2012, Steve and Linda Perry (“Complainants”) filed a verified 
complaint, pursuant to Section 10-108 of the Public Utilities Act ("PUA") (220 ILCS 5/1-
101 et seq.) with the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) against Ameren 
Illinois, Inc. d/b/a Ameren Illinois ("Respondent") as to billing/charges in Springfield, 
Illinois.   
 
I. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 
 
 Pursuant to notice given in accordance with the law and the rules and 
regulations of the Commission, a prehearing conference was held in this matter on May 
17, 2012.  An evidentiary hearing was held on August 9, 2012 before a duly authorized 
Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) of the Commission, at its offices in Springfield, Illinois.  
At the hearing, Complainants appeared pro se and offered testimony in support of their 
Complaint.  Respondent appeared by counsel and presented the testimony of Ms. 
Andrea Begner, a Customer Service Supervisor.  At the close of the hearing, the record 
was marked “Heard and Taken.”  Complainants and Respondent filed Briefs. 
 
II. COMPLAINANTS' POSITION 
 
 The Complainants assert that they were unfairly charged for utility services 
provided to their former tenant.  Complainants assert that the tenant cancelled his utility 
service at their investment property located at 448 N. Daniel, Springfield, Illinois, on 
February 6, 2012.  However, Complainants assert the tenant continued to live at the 
property for close to one month.  Complaints say the Respondent failed to provide them 
notice of the change in utility service and demanded payment in the amount of $102.65, 
from Complainants for utility service provided during the period after the tenant 
cancelled service in his name, but while he remained at the premises.   
 
 Complainants present a copy of their lease agreement with their former tenant 
and a copy of his death certificate.  They assert that the lease agreement declared that 
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the acquisition, care and control of utility service were the responsibility of the tenant.  
They state that the death certificate shows that the tenant continued to reside at the 
448 N. Daniel address for approximately one month after he requested utility service be 
taken out of his name.   
 
 Complainants state they signed a Landlord Leave-On Agreement, which they 
describe as a modest, time-saving convenience to re-establish utility service and to 
avoid loss of heating in sub-zero weather.  Complainants argue that as a result of 
having signed the Landlord Leave-On Agreement, the tenant's actions of cancelling 
service in his name, while continuing to benefit from the service were condoned by 
Respondent, which billed Complainants for the tenant's utility services.   
 
 Complainants' primary complaint is Respondent's failure to provide notice when 
a tenant takes service out of their name.  Complainants state that there was no distinct 
disclosure or cautionary note in the Landlord Leave-On Agreement stating that 
landlords could potentially be paying for utilities arbitrarily and/or capriciously terminated 
by renters.  Complainants assert that the Landlord Leave-On Agreement essentially 
permits the tenant to act on the landlord's behalf, unbeknownst to the landlord.  
Complainants complain that the Landlord Leave-On Agreement made their tenant their 
"agent" without their knowledge or consent.  Complainants argue that this is bad public 
policy and, in this scenario, provided a means to commit fraud. 
 
 Complainants say that tenants are not required to appear in person or at 
Respondent's office, nor are they required to submit any type or form of credible 
identification to cancel service.  Complainants suggest that service could be cut off by 
almost anyone making an inappropriate call.  Complainants contend that there is a 
need for checks and balances and a need for notice to landlords.   
 
 Complainants contend that Respondent has a duty and responsibility to notify 
the property owners when tenants terminate service in their name.  Complainants seek 
reimbursement of $102.65 and also state they support the passage of proposed 
changes to Illinois Administrative Code (83 Ill. Adm. Code 280) in Docket No. 06-0703.   
 
III. RESPONDENT'S POSITION 
 
 Respondent asserts that the issue before the Commission is whether the 
Company billed the Complainants properly for tariffed services.  Respondent asserts 
that there is no dispute as to the calculation of metering of the charges due and owing 
pursuant to its tariffed rates, charges, and terms and conditions.  Respondent says the 
salient issue is whether a termination of service by a tenant prior to the expiration of a 
lease alleviates a landlord from a bill that would otherwise be due and owing as a direct 
result of the operation of an active Landlord Leave-On Agreement. 
 
 According to Respondent, the very purpose of a Landlord Leave-On Agreement 
is to provide for uninterrupted service between tenants.  Respondent describes the 



12-0296 

3 

Agreement as a voluntary, standing directive to put service in the landlord’s name when 
a tenant moves out.   
 
 Respondent asserts that landlord notification is not currently part of its Landlord 
Leave-On Agreement.  Respondent notes that a proposed rule before the Commission 
in Docket No. 06-0703 contemplates a notice requirement when a Landlord Leave-On 
Agreement is in effect.  However, Respondent states this rulemaking docket is not yet 
completed and the current Part 280 rules do not contain a notice provision.  
Respondent argues further, that it is likely the notice issued under such a rule would not 
have eliminated all of the charges that the Complainant contests here. Respondent 
explains that the amount in controversy is $102.65 and the notice proposed, would be 
sent after service is switched. 
 
 Respondent asserts that the Landlord Leave-On Agreement does not provide for 
notice upon termination of service by a tenant.  It simply provides that the service will be 
continued and that the landlord agrees to pay for continued service.  Respondent 
asserts that some of the testimony and supporting documents offered by the 
Complainants bear upon the terms and performance of a landlord-tenant agreement.  
Respondent states that these matters are outside its control.  Respondent asks that the 
Complaint be denied. 
 
IV. COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 
 
 The Commission has carefully reviewed the evidentiary record and the parties’ 
positions regarding this complaint.  The Complainants and Respondent are parties to a 
Landlord Leave-On Agreement, which provides that utility service be transferred to the 
landlord when a tenant cancels service.  Complainants' tenant cancelled his utility 
service, but did not vacate the property.  Respondents did not notify Complainants of 
the cancellation, but billed them for service from the date the tenant cancelled service.  
Complainants object to being billed for the service when the tenant remained on the 
premises and because they were not notified that the tenant had cancelled the service.   
 
 The Commission finds that Respondent has not violated the PUA, Commission 
rules, or the Landlord Leave-On Agreement by billing the Complainants for utility 
service after the tenant cancelled his service.  While the Commission is sympathetic to 
the Complainants' predicament, there is currently no requirement that a utility notify a 
landlord when a tenant discontinues service.  When the Complainants signed the 
Landlord Leave-On Agreement, they agreed that utility service would not be 
disconnected at 448 N. Daniel, but would be transferred to them when a tenant 
cancelled service.  The Landlord Leave-On Agreement does not provide for notification 
of the change.  The Complainants' situation is unfortunate.  Nevertheless, the 
Respondent's action of billing Complainants for the utility service, during the period after 
the tenant cancelled service in his name, but while he remained at the premises, is not 
inconsistent with the Landlord Leave-On Agreement and does not violate current 
Commission Rules.   
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V. FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAGHS 
 
 The Commission, having reviewed the entire record, is of the opinion and finds 
that: 
 

(1) Complainants receive  public utility service from Ameren Illinois Company 
at 448 N. Daniel, Springfield, Illinois; 

(2) Respondent, Ameren Illinois Company is an Illinois corporation engaged 
in the transmission, sale, and distribution of electricity to the public in 
Illinois, and is a public utility as defined in Section 3-105 of the Act; 

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

(4) the recitals of fact and conclusions reached in the prefatory portion of this 
order are supported by the record and are hereby adopted as findings of 
fact;  

(5) the complaint filed by Steve and Linda Perry against Ameren Illinois 
Company should be denied with prejudice. 

 IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Illinois Commerce Commission that the 
Complaint filed by Steve and Linda Perry against Ameren Illinois Company is denied 
with prejudice. 
 
 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. 
 
 By order of the Commission this 19th day of December, 2012. 
 
 
 
 (SIGNED) DOUGLAS P. SCOTT 
 
 Chairman 


