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INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. State your name and business address, and tell us on whose behalf you are 2 

testifying? 3 

A. I am Lisa Pishevar, Director of Client relations for Nicor Energy Services 4 

Company, d/b/a Nicor National, (“Nicor National”) a company that sells/provides 5 

warranty, energy efficiency and other home services to residential and small 6 

commercial customers.  I am testifying on behalf of Nicor National and Prairie 7 

Point Energy, LLC d/b/a Nicor Advanced Energy, L.L.C. (“NAE”), an alterative 8 

natural gas supplier.  My business address is 2019 Corporate Lane, Suite 159, 9 

Naperville, Illinois 60563.  Both Nicor National and NAE are subsidiaries of 10 

Nicor, Inc. 11 

Q. Briefly describe your educational experience and relevant qualifications. 12 

A. I began my career with Northern Illinois Gas/Nicor Gas in 1987.  I have over 20 13 

years of experience in the natural gas industry and have held a number of 14 

positions in Engineering, Operations, Sales, and Economics and Rates at Nicor 15 

Gas.  While with Nicor Gas, I worked on projects as diverse as the introduction of 16 

natural gas service unbundling at the residential level (Customer Select pilot 17 

program) to the evaluation of replacing Nicor Gas’ legacy CIS system.  I joined 18 

an unregulated subsidiary of Nicor in 1999 focusing on project management, 19 

scheduling and life-cycle feasibility analyses for natural gas CHP (Combined 20 

Heat and Power) and large capital projects.  In 2002, I joined Nicor Services 21 

Company, now Nicor National.  I assisted in the development and eventual 22 

licensing of NAE and its certification as an Alternative Retail Gas Supplier.   For 23 
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five years I was a Manager and General Manager for NAE focusing on the launch 1 

of Lock 12 and other billing options for natural gas.  I have a Bachelors of 2 

Science in Civil Engineering from Michigan State University.    3 

Q. Have you testified before in Illinois?   4 

A. Yes.  I testified before the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) in the 5 

Peoples Gas 2007 base rate proceedings (Dockets Nos. 07-0241 and 07-0242). 6 

Q. What issue are you addressing in your direct testimony? 7 

A. In its Direct Testimony (ICC Staff Exhibit 1.0 at 272-276), and in its Attachment 8 

A, Section 280.60(e) the Illinois Commerce Commission Staff (“Staff”) proposed 9 

significant changes to the manner in which a public utility is required to process 10 

payments and how partial payments are to be allocated between parties billing on 11 

a utility bill.  Staff’s proposed allocation methodology directly contradicts historic 12 

and current utility practices that have led to the growth of customer participation 13 

choice programs in Peoples/North Shore and Nicor Gas territories and to 14 

customer adoption of a variety of energy effiency and safety programs.  In 15 

addition, the Commission has accepted and thereby approved these practices in 16 

Peoples/North Shore and Nicor Gas rate cases and choice program filings.   17 

Q. Please describe with more specificity the kinds of services/products Nicor 18 

National and NAE provide. 19 

A. NAE is an alternative retail gas supplier operating in Nicor Gas’ Customer Select 20 

program and Peoples Gas/North Shore’s Choices for You program serving 21 

residential and small commercial natural gas customers.  Nicor National provides 22 

a variety of energy efficiency, energy safety and warranty products focused on the 23 
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residential consumer market.  Examples of the types of products Nicor National 1 

provides include clean and check services for residential heating and air 2 

conditioning systems (HVAC) to improve the efficiency of those systems (also 3 

known as thermal efficiency programs) and protect against failure, warranties for 4 

HVAC systems to assist customers whose furnances and air conditiong systems 5 

fail, sale and installation of high efficiency HVAC systems and other energy 6 

efficiency projects, and inspection and replacement of faulty home wiring 7 

(electric and data) and plumbing (gas and water).  The Gas Line Comfort Guard 8 

program also has an inspection aspect that can lead to replacement of faulty 9 

appliance connectors, including outdated and dangerous brass gas appliance 10 

connectors. 11 

Q. What positive benefits do these services/products afford customers? 12 

A. They allow customers to enhance the efficiency with which they use natural gas 13 

and they also enhance the safety of that usage.  For instance, Gas Line Comfort 14 

Guard, a program offered by Nicor National, has resulted in replacement of 15 

13,221 dangerous, faulty gas appliance connectors since 2003.  The Clean and 16 

Check program can improve energy efficiency of HVAC systems by 10%-30% 17 

(depending on the age and state of repair of the existing system), and can detect 18 

potential electrical and mechanical failure points and safety issues associated with 19 

the presence of carbon monoxide.  Installation of new HVAC systems and other 20 

energy efficient household additions greatly reduces home energy consumption.  21 

With 35,000-40,000 clean & checks performed annually and thousands of new 22 

pieces of high-efficiency equipment being sold, these types of programs directly 23 
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support public policy initiatives to improve energy efficiency. In addition, 1 

warranty products provide a means to protect customers against costly repairs that 2 

may otherwise disrupt household budgets.  These types of programs directly 3 

support public policy initiatives to improve energy efficiency. 4 

Q. What has Staff proposed in its Direct Testimony? 5 

A. Staff has proposed that, regardless of customer intent, historical gas utitility 6 

practice and policy implications, in the event a customer makes a partial payment 7 

of the charges on that customer’s bill, all outstanding past due utility balances of a 8 

customer first be taken from those funds, and then all current utility charges be 9 

paid from those funds.   10 

Q. How is this a change to current practice? 11 

A. Under current practice of both Peoples and Nicor Gas, the allocation of partial 12 

payments tracks the status of the customer’s account without discrimination 13 

between or among utilities and alternative gas suppliers.  This allocation of 14 

payments has historically been considered reasonable and prudent by the 15 

Commission and has proven beneficial to residential and small commercial choice 16 

customers and programs because of its equitable and non-discriminatory 17 

treatment of utilities and non-utility providers.  Nicor Gas’ billing program also 18 

considers providers of efficiency, safety and warranty products.  That is, past due 19 

amounts are paid first, to the utility and providers of efficiency, safety and 20 

warranty products and then to alternative gas suppliers; the payment is then 21 

applied to current amounts due, again to the utility first, and then to the other 22 

parties in the same manner as the past due accounts.   23 
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   1 

Q. How might Staff’s proposed change adversely affect customers? 2 

A. A significant number of customers are slow-payers or partial payers.  In light of 3 

the current economic conditions and as families deal with cash flow issues, the 4 

numbers of slow-payers and partial payers may increase.  The reasons for slow-5 

paying may vary from the timing of a customer’s receipt of a pension check to 6 

managing a limited budget.  Under Staff’s proposed methodology, customers who 7 

partial pay or slow pay will likely experience loss of services under supplier 8 

programs they value.  Under this proposal, suppliers and providers of energy 9 

efficiency, safety and warranty programs may never receive payments for their 10 

services, contrary to a customer’s intent.   11 

 Table 1-1 shows, by using a hypothetical slow paying customer, the 12 

impact to the customer resulting from Staff’s proposed allocation of partial 13 

payments.  As illustrated in that Table even when a customer attempts to “catch 14 

up” on his payments, so long as an outstanding utility balance exists, all funds 15 

will be allocated to that balance.  Although the utility is able to recover 16 

“uncollectible” charges from other customers through Commission-approved 17 

rates, other suppliers of gas and other products do not have that ability, and are 18 

likely to cancel a customer’s service for non-payment.   19 

  Moreover, at minimum, a customer may be assessed late payment charges 20 

from a supplier, which  in turn increases the likelihood the customer may never be 21 

able to pay the supplier in full.   22 

 23 
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Table 1-1 1 

   

Nicor 
Gas 
(current 
charges) 

Alternative 
Provider 
(current 
charges) 

Total 
Due    

Nicor Gas 
(Accounts 
Receiveable) 

Alternative 
Provider 
(Accounts 
Receiveable) 

Month 1  Bill #1 
        
50.00  

                   
14.95  

        
64.95     

                 
50.00  

                            
14.95  

Month 1 

Customer 
Payment 
#1 

      
(50.00) 

                          
‐    

        
14.95     

                        
‐    

                            
14.95  

                       

Month 2  Bill #2 
        
75.00  

                   
14.95  

      
104.90     

                 
75.00  

                            
29.90  

Month 2 
Payment 
#2 

      
(75.00) 

                          
‐    

        
29.90     

                        
‐    

                            
29.90  

                       

Month 3  Bill #3 
        
75.00  

                   
14.95  

      
119.85     

                 
75.00  

                            
44.85  

Month 3 
Payment 
#3 

      
(50.00) 

                          
‐    

        
69.85     

                 
25.00  

                            
44.85  

                       

Month 4  Bill #4 
      
125.00  

                   
14.95  

      
209.80     

               
150.00  

                            
59.80  

Month 4 
Payment 
#4 

    
(150.00) 

                          
‐    

        
59.80     

                        
‐    

                            
59.80  

                       

Month 5  Bill #5 
      
205.00  

                   
14.95  

      
279.75     

               
205.00  

                            
74.75  

Month 5 
Payment 
#5 

               
‐    

                          
‐    

      
279.75     

               
205.00  

                            
74.75  

                       

Month 6  Bill #6 
      
175.00  

                   
14.95  

      
469.70     

               
380.00  

                            
89.70  

Month 6 
Payment 
#6 

    
(350.00) 

                          
‐    

      
119.70     

                 
30.00  

                            
89.70  

                       

Month 7  Bill #7 
      
120.00  

                   
14.95  

      
254.65     

               
150.00  

                         
104.65  

Month 7 
Payment 
#7 

    
(150.00) 

                          
‐    

      
104.65     

                        
‐    

                         
104.65  

 2 

 3 
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Q. What are the potential broader impacts of Staff’s proposed change in 1 

methodology? 2 

A. A customer has made an affirmative choice to purchase a product or a service 3 

from a supplier and has elected to pay the related charges through a convenient 4 

means, the customer’s utility bill.  Suppliers have expended considerable 5 

resources in acquiring a customer and have also spent considerable resources in 6 

integrating their invoicing systems with the utility’s billing system.  If a supplier 7 

can no longer receive an equitable share of the partial payments, eventually that 8 

supplier will likely exit the market, denying all customers - - both those who pay 9 

in full and those who don’t - - access to products and shrinking the number of 10 

suppliers in the market.  Revising the order of payments for partial and late payers 11 

to favor the utility above alternative suppliers of natural gas and suppliers of 12 

energy efficiency, safety and warranty products is thus contrary to Commission 13 

policies and decisions that have promoted competition and choice.  Further the 14 

proposed policy would, by interfering with the ability of suppliers to recover the 15 

costs of such programs, increase the costs of new energy efficiency policy 16 

initiatives.  17 

Q. Insofar as Staff is attempting to minimize utility disconnections, is that not a 18 

worthwhile goal? 19 

A. I am not here to say that it is not.  It is our position, however, that Staff has chosen 20 

a very blunt and unsuitable instrument to further that goal, an instrument that is 21 

likely to have very serious impacts on the continued development of a viable 22 

competitive gas market in Illinois.  Staff has not demonstrated that their proposed 23 
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reallocation of partial payments will reduce the risk of disconnection or reduce the 1 

total number of utility disconnections of delivery service.  Moreover, the current 2 

payment allocation encourages competition in the marketplace.  To the extent 3 

Staff nonetheless believes that steps must be taken to reduce disconnections, it 4 

would seem that other alternatives should be explored before changing an 5 

allocation methodology that has produced benefits but no negative impacts.  In 6 

addition, Staff’s proposed methodology also puts the Commission more squarely 7 

in the position of mandating how a customer allocates its cash flow for services. 8 

Q. What do you propose as a partial payment allocation? 9 

A. We believe that the current method of partial payment allocation is appropriate as 10 

Staff has raised no objections to the current process.  If the Commission believes 11 

that the current process is no longer valid, then for charges related to providers of 12 

energy efficiency, safety and warranty programs, partial payments should be 13 

allocated in the same manner as indicated below, on a pro rata basis, between 14 

alternative gas supplier and provider of energy efficiency, safety and warranty 15 

programs when a customer participates in a choice program and when the 16 

customer purchases an energy efficiency, safety or warranty program.  For the 17 

choice programs, the partial payment allocation should be: (1) utility receives 18 

payment for its delivery services that are past due; (2) supplier receives payment 19 

for its supply charges that are past due; (3) utility receives payment for its current 20 

delivery service charges; (4) supplier receives payment for its current supply 21 

charges.  When a customer does not participate in a choice program but has 22 
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service from a provider of energy efficiency, safety and warranty programs partial 1 

payments should by allocated by the current methodology. 2 

Q. How would you address Staff’s concern that allocation of partial payments to 3 

non-utility suppliers may lead to disconnection? 4 

A. For those cases in which a disconnection notice has been submitted to a customer, 5 

all payments and deferred payment arrangements related to that delinquent 6 

customer should be allocated first to the utility.  Otherwise, the current 7 

methodology should be continued.   8 

Q. Why should the existing methodology be maintained except where a 9 

 disconnection notice has been issued? 10 

A. For at least four reasons.  First, the current methodology has been in place for 11 

many years with no indication that disconnections have increased because of the 12 

equitable allocations provided by that methodology.  Second, we would not 13 

expect that this methodology would result in more disconnections in the future 14 

given that these energy efficiency, safety and warranty program charges are small 15 

relative to an individual customer’s total gas bill, in the range of 3 to 6% .  Third, 16 

many of these programs are tied to energy efficiency and safety and their 17 

continuation and expansion should be encouraged.  Fourth, consumers have 18 

expressed a desire to participate in these programs and have chosen the utility bill 19 

as a convenient means to pay for them, and the essence of a competitive market is 20 

respecting consumer preferences.    21 

Q. What would Staff’s proposed partial payment allocation do to the offering of 22 

these types of programs? 23 
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A. If Staff’s proposed partial payment allocation is adopted, and these programs were 1 

relegated to absolute last in order of payment, with all utility balances having to 2 

be paid completely before any allocation to these program charges, the costs to 3 

suppliers of offering these types of programs would significantly increase, 4 

potentially eliminating the offering of these efficiency and safety programs, in 5 

addition to damaging the state of gas competition in Illinois.   6 

Q. Aside from the anti-competitive aspects of this proposed change, why is 7 

increasing the costs of offering these types of programs contrary to good 8 

public policy? 9 

A. Energy efficiency and safety are hallmarks of good public policy.  The state of 10 

Illinois recently passed Senate Bill 1918, now codified as Public Act 09-0033, 11 

that requires the state’s public utilities to achieve reductions in customer energy 12 

demands by certain deadlines.  Energy efficiency programs and products can, if 13 

properly designed and implemented, result in reduced energy usage and enhanced 14 

savings to customers over time.  For relatively low payments, customers can 15 

reduce overall energy costs, the utilities can better meet their energy efficiency 16 

goals, and a market for these valuable services can grow.  If Staff’s proposed 17 

methodology were adopted, any nonutility party contemplating or actually 18 

offering energy efficiency programs and products that can be billed on a utility 19 

bill would be given a disincentive to doing so.  This outcome would be contrary to 20 

making sustainable progress in achieving energy efficiency goals.   21 
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  Some of these programs also are important for customer safety.  Once 1 

again, any nonutility party offering these types of safety programs that can be 2 

billed on a utility bill would be discouraged from doing so.   3 

SUMMARY 4 

Q. Please summarize your testimony. 5 

A. Staff’s proposed change in the methodology of allocating partial payments to 6 

utilities and non-utility suppliers is unwise and unnecessary and should be 7 

rejected.  The existing system has enhanced development of a competitive market 8 

and has not produced any adverse effects that are supported by any record 9 

evidence.  Changing the system as Staff proposes would therefore have negative 10 

effects without achieving any positive outcome for consumers.  To the extent 11 

Staff is concerned about reducing potential disconnections, other more direct 12 

means of achieving that goal should be explored.  Those costs should not be 13 

shifted to non-utility suppliers and ultimately to consumers. 14 

Q. Does this conclude your Direct Testimony? 15 

A. Yes, it does. 16 


