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MIDWEST COGENERATION ASSOCATION 

POSITION STATEMENT  

 

The Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity’s (“DCEO”) Petition for 

“Approval of its Energy Efficiency Portfolio and Plan” includes, among other things, a “Public 

Sector Combined Heat and Power Program” designed “to encourage investment in both 

Conventional or Topping Cycle CHP as well as Waste Heat-to-Power or Bottoming Cycle CHP 

systems.” DCEO Ex. 2, Cuttica Testimony, p. 20. DECO has included a template for a Public 

Sector CHP Program with its proposal which provides substantial detail on the parameters for 

this program, including tiered design, construction and production incentives for CHP projects 

and a methodology for calculating energy savings.  

 

The Midwest Cogeneration Association’s participation in this proceeding has been for the 

purpose of supporting this creative new CHP Pilot Program which the MCA believes will 

facilitate the development of public sector facility CHP projects and provide a demonstration of 

the significant role that CHP technologies can play in helping Illinois meet its energy saving 

goals. 

 

The MCA concurs with the DCEO’s position that a targeted CHP Pilot Program is 

needed to demonstrate the energy savings that can be achieved with CHP projects.  The Attorney 

General takes the position that CHP projects can be undertaken with DCEO custom programs. 

(Statement of Position of the People of Illinois, Dec. 11, 2013, p. 9.) While this is true, such 

programs will not expressly solicit and incentivize CHP projects and thereby produce a body of 

projects for evaluation, as a Pilot Program should. Through the competitive solicitation that 

DCEO plans to undertake under this targeted pilot program, DCEO’s targeted pilot has a very 

good prospect of producing a number of public sector CHP projects.
1
 The proposed DCEO 

targeted CHP Pilot Program also establishes a number of important parameters for qualifying 

CHP projects as well as a methodology for calculating CHP energy savings. 

 

                                                           
1
 A CHP project solicitation undertaken in 2012 by Baltimore Gas & Electric under its targeted CHP Program was 

highly successful, generating 20 CHP projects proposals within the first year.  
http://www.bge.com/article%20documents/bgesespreceivesapprovalforfundingforchpprogram9.5.13.pdf 
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The MCA, however, does not concur with the DCEO’s newly proposed accommodations 

to the arguments of the NRDC. (DCEO Draft Proposed Order, Dec. 11, 213, pp. 12-15.) It 

appears that the DCEO has now agreed to many of NRDC’s suggestions, including an apparent 

DCEO recommendation for a Commission Order that would lower the Production Incentive for 

CHP projects that are between 60-74% efficient from 8 cents /KWh to 6 cents/KWh and only 

offer the originally proposed 8 cents/KWh to CHP projects that are 75% efficient or better. (Id. 

p. 14.) 

 

As explained in the Rebuttal Testimony of Daniel Natura, MCA members believe that the 

NRDC’s proposed 75% efficiency requirement would eliminate most, if not all, CHP projects 

that are likely to be undertaken at public sector facilities. (ICC 13-0499, Rebuttal Testimony of 

Daniel Natura, p. 3, Lines 96-118.) Thus, DCEO’s accommodation to the NRDC on this point is 

effectively cutting the production incentive by 25% for most, if not all, CHP projects that will be 

proposed under this pilot program. 

 

As explained in Daniel Natura’s Rebuttal Testimony, the range of efficiencies achieved 

by different CHP reciprocating engine and turbine projects is due to the range of the host 

facilities’ thermal load requirements. Smaller CHP projects, likely to be undertaken at public 

sector facilities due to their smaller thermal load, achieve efficiencies at the lower end of the 

range. (Id.) Nonetheless, as stated in Daniel Natura’s testimony, 60% efficiency, at the lower end 

of the range, is a “marked energy savings” compared to the 33% efficiency of centralized power 

generation and “rightfully has a place in the DCEO energy efficiency portfolio.” (ICC 13-0499, 

Rebuttal Testimony of Daniel Natura, p. 2. Lines 67-75.)  

 

That the production incentive of 8 cents is an appropriate incentive level for difficult to 

incentivize public projects is confirmed by ComEd Manager of Energy Efficiency Programs, 

Michael Brandt, in his recent testimony on ComEd’s Plan 3 in ICC Docket 13-0495.  On cross 

examination, Mr. Brandt stated said that a 7 cent production incentive (offered under the 

Baltimore Gas & Electric’s targeted CHP Program) is lower than production incentives ComEd 

currently offers for other energy efficiency measures. (See Cross Examination of Michael 

Brandt, ICC Docket 13-0495, Dec. 4, 2013 Hearing Transcript, p. 40, Lines 15-16. “The 7 cents 

per kilowatt hour is rather cheap actually. We offer a higher percentage normally.”) 

 

The NRDC recommendations would require that the DCEO Pilot CHP program not only 

provide a lower production incentive, but also be subject to more constraints than the 

successfully operated Baltimore Gas & Electric targeted CHP Program. As testified to by 

Richard Munson in the recent hearing in ICC Docket 13-0495, 

 

 “Baltimore Gas and Electric (BG&E), another Exelon company, 

aggressively utilizes CHP in order to meet the state’s efficiency targets.  

BG&E’s CHP program offers incentives up to $2 million for systems that 

meet a minimum efficiency threshold of 65 percent.” (Direct Testimony of 

Richard Munson, ICC Docket 13-0495, p. 5.) 

 

NRDC’s recommended additional requirements will inject new burdens and uncertainties 

into CHP project development. (Position Statement of the Natural Resources Defense Council, 
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Dec. 11, 2013, pp. 5-6.) For example: How will DCEO determine whether all other possible 

energy efficiency measures been taken? Will facilities that have not previously participated in 

formal DCEO energy saving programs be excluded? Even though a CHP Project meets the 

Program’s energy efficiency criteria and is “first in the door,” might it nonetheless be 

disqualified in favor of subsequent proposal?  

 

The BG&E targeted CHP Program
2
, which provides an excellent model for Illinois, has 

none of the additional requirements that NRDC recommends. If the DCEO’s goal is to make this 

Illinois program successful in the public sector, where obtaining Illinois’ energy efficiency goals 

is  particularly difficult, this pilot program should not be burdened with these additional 

requirements and uncertainties.   

 

For the above reasons, the Commission should approve the DCEO CHP Pilot Program as 

proposed in the Program Planning Template submitted with the DCEO Petition.  

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Patricia F. Sharkey 
__________________________    Date: December 12, 2013 
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 BGE Smart Energy Savers Program – Combined Heat and Power Program; http://www.bgesmartenergy.com/chp 


