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ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 1 

DOCKET NO. 13-0240 2 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 3 

OF 4 

 CARLA LANGAN 5 

  6 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 7 

A. My name is Carla Langan.  My business address is 1800 West Main Street, 8 

Marion, IL 62959. 9 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?  10 

A. I am employed by Ameren Illinois Company d/b/a Ameren Illinois ("Ameren 11 

Illinois," "AIC," or "the Company") as a Supervisor of Business Administration and 12 

Customer Service in the Company's Operating Division VI.   Division VI includes the 13 

areas of Makanda and Carbondale, Illinois.  My general duties as Supervisor include 14 

overseeing the duties of the clerical employees in 6 division operating centers, overseeing 15 

meter reading duties in 4 division operating centers, handling and routing requests for 16 

help from other departments, and acting as a community contact for cities within my 17 

division's service territory. 18 

Q. Can you provide a general description of your employment history and 19 

educational background? 20 

A.  I came to the Company in 2001 with a degree in Finance.  I began my 21 

employment as an Operations Support Associate in the Benton Operating Center.  While 22 
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in that position I was transferred to the Carbondale and Marion Operating Centers before 23 

being promoted to the Supervisor of Business Administration and Customer Service in 24 

November of 2010.  I have held that position since that date.  25 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?   26 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to provide a division, or operational perspective 27 

on several activities relevant to this Formal Complaint.  While AIC witness Ms. Jodi 28 

Cannon provides a billing and customer service perspective in her direct testimony, 29 

labeled as Ameren Exhibit 1.0, I report on the activities performed by "the field." 30 

Q. Can you please summarize your findings? 31 

A. Sure.  Based on my review, I conclude that if a Company employee did in fact 32 

reinstall the meter relevant to this dispute on April 16, 2010, the employee should have 33 

made the appropriate entry in the Company's Customer Service System ("CSS").  Based 34 

on our records, no such entry was made.  Had the entry been submitted (and assuming the 35 

reinstallation was in fact performed on that date) the Complainant would have started 36 

receiving a bill for service shortly after the April 16, 2010 date of reinstallation.    37 

Q. Have you read the direct testimony of AIC witness Ms. Jodi Cannon, labeled 38 

as Ameren Exhibit 1.0, including those portions presenting her chronological 39 

assessment of the activities relevant to this Formal Complaint? 40 

A. Yes, I have.  For sake of brevity, I adopt the basic factual background and 41 

terminology presented in her testimony.   42 
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Q. Which of the activities discussed by Ms. Cannon touch on items that are 43 

operational in nature? In other words, which activities fall within the scope of your 44 

testimony? 45 

A. Division personnel are generally responsible for the installation, removal and 46 

reconnection of electric meters in the field.   With that in mind, division personnel would 47 

have been involved in the following activities relevant to this Formal Complaint: 48 

 Original installation of the Subject Meter on November 10, 2008; 49 

 Disconnection of the Subject Meter following the May 8, 2009 storm; 50 

 An August 31, 2009 service order, pursuant to which a field technician 51 

attempted to investigate the circumstances surrounding a reported high 52 

bill; 53 

 The December 15, 2009 observation that the Subject Meter was no longer 54 

observable at the Subject Property; and, 55 

 The April 16, 2010 reinstallation of the Subject Meter. 56 

I defer to Ms. Cannon in respect to topics specifically involving billing or 57 

customer service activities. 58 

Q. Is it your belief that the Company left the Subject Meter at the Subject 59 

Property following the May 8, 2009 storm?  If so, is that common? 60 

A. Yes.  Based upon our records, the Company likely left the Subject Meter at Mr. 61 

Crane's property while he performed repairs to damage resulting from the storm. This 62 

practice is not uncommon following a storm, especially when there is reason to believe 63 

that repairs are likely to be performed relatively quickly.   64 
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Q. Can you please comment on activities conducted by Division VI personnel in 65 

acting on a Service Order entered August 31, 2009? 66 

A. Yes.  As described by Ms. Cannon, on August 31, 2009, a field technician acting 67 

on service order ("OAS") number 092329210 noted as follows: “residence covered in 68 

limbs, etc. Cannot get to meter. Svc has been down since May 8 storm.”  I would note 69 

that if a meter is deemed by a field technician to be inaccessible, we do not expect our 70 

employees to take any risks or to endanger themselves in order to reach the meter or to 71 

gain better access to the customer's or the Company's facilities.  Safety of our employees 72 

and the public is our top priority. 73 

 Q. Can you please comment on the December 15, 2009 activity that resulted in 74 

the Subject Meter being removed from the CSS?  75 

A. Yes, to a certain extent.  Given the date of the event, we can no longer identify the 76 

individual who made the entry.  However, based on Company records, I can see that on 77 

December 15, 2009, a meter reader coded this meter as “Meter Removed,” which is a 78 

code that is used, or should be used, when a meter reader can physically verify that the 79 

meter listed in their reading processor is not at (or observable on) the related premises.  80 

We ask employees to report facts accurately.  I have no reason to doubt the entry made by 81 

the meter reader, although I also have no way to verify the accuracy of the entry either.  82 

There would have been no incentive for the employee to report that the meter was gone if 83 

it had been present and observable at the premises.  If it was present and observable, the 84 

entry was likely an oversight.   85 

Q. Are you of the opinion that the Subject Meter was reinstalled on April 16, 86 

2010 as concluded by Company witness Ms. Cannon? 87 
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A. I have no reason to doubt that conclusion based on the AMR history and totality 88 

of the evidence.   89 

Q. Based upon your review, have you identified any areas of concern from a 90 

division or operational perspective? 91 

A. Yes, I have.  In particular, when the meter was reinstalled on April 16, 2010, a 92 

notation should have been entered by the field technician indicating that such 93 

reinstallation was performed.  Had the notation been entered, CSS would have been 94 

updated to reflect the reinstallation and the Complainant's account would have shifted 95 

into "active" status, meaning that the Complainant would have again commenced 96 

receiving a bill for service.  Even though the related service order was placed on the 97 

wrong account, as explained by Ms. Cannon, if the reconnection activity was performed, 98 

it should have been noted.  99 

Q. Have you identified the employee who you believe may have reinstalled the 100 

Subject Meter on April 16, 2010?  101 

A.  Yes, although for reasons explained both herein and in the direct testimony of 102 

Company witness Ms. Cannon I cannot claim with absolute certainty that he performed 103 

the reconnection, our records indicate that a Company employee, Mr. Watson, was 104 

present at the property on April 16, 2010 pursuant to a service order.  For this reason, I 105 

believe said employee likely performed the reconnection. 106 

Q. Have you discussed this situation with him? 107 

A.  I have.  Unfortunately, Mr. Watson has no recollection of the reconnection or of 108 

having performed any work at Mr. Crane's property.   109 



 

 

 -6- 
 
 

Q. To the best of your knowledge, did any division action or omission relevant 110 

to this Formal Complaint result in a violation of the Commission's rules? 111 

A. Although I am not an attorney, I am unaware of any such violation.  For a 112 

discussion of the specific violations alleged by the Complaint, please see the direct 113 

testimony of AIC witness Ms. Cannon.   114 

Q. Can you please conclude by summarizing your testimony? 115 

A. Based upon my review I have no reason to doubt the propriety of the activities 116 

performed by Division VI personnel relevant to this Formal Complaint, with the possible 117 

exception of the April 16, 2010 meter reinstallation.  If the meter was reinstalled by the 118 

Company on that date, according to Company protocol, the field technician should have 119 

entered a notation in his handheld device reflecting the reinstallation.  This would have 120 

shifted Mr. Crane's account back into active status.  Regardless, I conclude that this 121 

potential omission or oversight failed to rise to a level that would constitute a violation of 122 

the Commission's rules.   123 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 124 

A. Yes, it does. 125 


