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The goal of the Midwest Cogeneration Association 9”MCA”) in this proceeding 

has been to explain the energy efficiency benefits of Combined Heat and Power and 

Waste Heat-to-Power technologies (as defined in Richard Munson’s Direct Testimony  at 

p. ___and collectively referred to here as “CHP”), to underscore the unrealized potential 

for CHP development in Illinois and the barriers it faces, and to suggest how the 

Commonwealth Edison (“ComEd”) can best capture those benefits in it Energy 

Efficiency and Demand Response Plan for years 2014-2016 (“Plan 3”).  

 

In its Initial Brief, consistent with Michael Brandt’s testimony at the December 4, 

2013 hearing, ComEd states that “individual projects can be proposed under the Custom 

Incentive or Large C&I Pilot programs.” (Initial Breif of ComEd, p. 66; Hearing 

Transcript, p. 36, Lines 8-14) MCA concurs in this statement and appreciates ComEd’s 

clarification of its position on this point.  

 

However, with regard to including within its portfolio of programs a targeted, 

stand-alone CHP Pilot Program, such as the Department of Commerce and Economic 

Development (“DCEO”) has proposed in ICC Docket 13-0499, ComEd is more reluctant 

than the DCEO, and cites a number of issues that it believes must be resolved before it 

might offer such a program for the private sector consumers it serves.  

 

MCA appreciates that ComEd believes that some issues, such as how CHP energy 

savings would be credited between electric and gas utility savings goals, must be resolved 

before it can propose a targeted CHP energy savings program for its customers. (Initial 

Brief of ComEd, pp. 65-66.) But based on the fact that ComEd has not prioritized 

resolving these issues since Public Act 98-0090 was enacted, MCA fears it may not be 

motivated to resolve these issues in the near future without a Commission order. 

 

In its Initial Brief, ComEd states: 
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“…the Commission should reject MCA’s proposal to include a separate 

pilot program and rather allow ComEd and stakeholders the opportunity to 

study this technology over the next three years to determine whether it 

should be separately addressed in an energy efficiency plan.” (Id. p. 66) 

 

ComEd has offered no rationale or evidence which would support taking three 

years – the entire life of this Plan 3 – to study issues pertaining to a well-established 

technology and already included in many other state energy efficiency portfolios. As 

stated in Mr. Munson’s testimony: 

 

“CHP is a well-established, long-proven technology that is already 

included in many other states’ energy efficiency resource portfolios. AS of 

February 2013, 42 states had adopted “Clean Energy Portfolio Standards,” 

of which Energy Efficiency Standards are a part. In 27 of those states, 

either WHP [waste heat-to-power] or both WHP and CHP is specifically 

cited as an eligible resource.” (Munson Testimony, p. 5) 

 

In his testimony at the December 4, 2014 hearing, Mr. Brandt stated that resolving 

the issues ComEd has raised with the targeted CHP program is “all doable, and I expect 

this measure to be part of the portfolio.” (Hearing Transcript. p. 46) Furthermore, when 

directly asked, Mr. Brandt agreed that the stakeholders group could begin looking at a 

targeted CHP program “in the near future.” Id. p. 46  Therefore, it is concerning that in its 

Initial Brief, ComEd is again suggesting that it will take a full three years to determine 

whether to offer a targeted CHP program.   

 

To ensure that targeted CHP incentives are studied in the “near future,” MCA 

recommends that the Commission expressly require ComEd to study the DCEO’s pilot 

program and other targeted CHP programs currently being implemented in other states 

and to affirmatively address these issues with the gas utilities and other stakeholders and 

report back to the Commission with a proposal for such a program or the reasons why it 

is not doing so.  

 

A. Why is a targeted, stand alone CHP Pilot Program needed now that 

CHP projects can be proposed within ComEd’s Custom Programs?  

 

1.  As stated in Richard Munson’s Direct Testimony, President Obama has 

established a national goal of doubling CHP generation by 2020. Illinois 

has a significant role to play in meeting this challenge. In its work to 

promote CHP, the Department of Energy has found that Illinois has 

significant unrealized potential for CHP development. (Munson Direct 

Testimony, p. 5) Energy savings from CHP installations at under –

incentivized industrial, commercial and institutional facilities is “low-

hanging fruit” which Illinois should be aggressively pursuing to meet the 

President’s national goal as well as Illinois’ energy efficiency goals. 
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2. The active solicitation of CHP projects will send a signal to the market 

and incentivize CHP project proposals.  For example, the Baltimore Gas & 

Electric (“BG&E”) CHP Pilot Program, referenced in Mr. Munson’s 

testimony at p. 5, began its CHP program in 2012 by actively advertising 

the program and soliciting CHP projects. That solicitation generated 20 

CHP project applications within the first year of the BG&E program – 

fully utilizing the program funding. The Commission may take public 

notice of the BG& E CHP Program as described on its webpage at 

http://www.bgesmartenergy.com/chp . 

 

3. A targeted program can spur CHP project applications by providing 

guidance and certainty to project developers in the form of uniform 

specifications for energy performance and energy savings calculations. 

For example, BG&E makes publicly available on its webpage a Manual 

with details on the technical parameters for qualifying projects. See 

http://www.bgesmartenergy.com/chp. MCA believes readily available, 

transparent technical guidance will greatly increase applications for CHP 

projects by allowing businesses that are considering CHP projects to 

evaluate project engineering requirements and feasibility and compare the 

energy savings and financial merits of various CHP systems against each 

other and against traditional separate heat and power technologies. 

 

B. How might ComEd’s stated concerns be addressed?  

 

1. Resolving how CHP energy savings is credited between the electric and 

gas utilities should not be considered a major barrier to a CHP pilot 

program. The factual and policy issues can be thoroughly vetted within the 

SAG and presented to the Commission for decision.  

 

2.  ComEd has offered no evidence for its statement that there is a “ high 

potential for free-ridership” with CHP projects. (Initial Brief of Com Ed, 

p. 66) In fact, free-ridership is no more of a concern for CHP projects than 

it is for any other energy efficiency measure. In fact, it may be less. 

Across the country, state and federal policy makers are trying to identify 

and overcome the marketplace barriers that are discouraging the 

development of CHP projects. See Mr. Munson’s testimony regarding the 

initial capital cost barrier that discourages many CHP projects. 

Furthermore, to the extent that there are free-ridership issues, they can be 

addressed through carefully crafted program parameters, as have been 

proposed by the DCEO in its Program Planning Template. 

 

C. Are there models for a targeted CHP Pilot Program and what might such 

a targeted program look like? 

 

 There are models for a targeted CHP Pilot Program that deserve study by 

ComEd. As discussed in Mr. Munson’s testimony BGE began a successful 

http://www.bgesmartenergy.com/chp
http://www.bgesmartenergy.com/chp


4 

 

pilot CHP program in 2012. Here in Illinois, the DCEO has proposed a similar 

model. 

 

D. Does a targeted CHP Program, such as DCEO proposed, present greater 

concerns than any other program in ComEd’s portfolio? 

 

In the DCEO proceeding, NRDC stated that is supports a targeted CHP program, 

but also raises a number of concerns and makes a number of suggestions for 

structuring the program. MCA believes NRDC’s concerns are over-stated and 

unsubstantiated and should not deter the Commission from including a Pilot CHP 

Program in the DCEO portfolio and requiring the private sector utilities to study 

doing the same.  

 

As testified to by Daniel Natura in ICC Dockete 13-0499, the NRDC’s suggested 

75% efficiency limitation is unjustified and will result in far fewer CHP projects 

qualifying for the targeted program. (D. Natura Rebuttal Testimony, p. 3, ICC 

Docket 13-0499).  in DCEO proceeding regarding site specific nature of projects. 

 

Further, CHP projects are a major investment for a business. Contrary to the 

NRDC’s suggestion in that proceeding, there is no reason to believe that 

companies will make expensive investments in time and money to install CHP 

systems and then not operate them at maximum efficiency. In that regard, the 

DCEO program is structured to withhold a portion of the incentives until energy 

savings are demonstrated during actual operation. 

 

 

Date: December 18, 2013   Respectfully submitted, 
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