NEET WG #2 (Emerging Technologies) – “Who Should Do It” subgroup

[Version 6 – November 13]

I.  TASK -- The overall task has three responsibilities:  

(1) Bring to the NW technologies and strategies that have been proven elsewhere, but have not been deployed in the region, with the understanding that they might need to be modified;

(2) Initiate research on specific technologies;

(3) Co-fund existing projects in cases where that additional funding can make or break a project. 

II.  SCOPE – The outer “boundary” for this effort is to bring an emerging technology to the completion of the market-demonstration, or pilot, stage.  Full deployment is outside the scope of this entity.
III.  Selection of projects 

a. Scan industry for best practices.

b. Screen innovations (e.g., 9-step matrix and criteria for success).  Initial general tracking is being done by organizations such as E Source, ETCC, SMUD, DOE, and ACEEE, so this task should focus mostly on compiling and screening of ideas for implementation in the region.  WSU also does some of this now.

c. Communicate with regional end-users, vendors, etc., to identify needs and gaps.

d. Prioritize and identify specific opportunities to increase speed to market and chances of success.  

e. Select projects (ranging from technology development to demonstration to deployment) based upon criteria set by technical oversight committee. 

f. Select projects for funding through competitive solicitations or other means.

g. Manage portfolio of innovations, including risk.  Maintain a mix of long-term and short-term projects.

IV.  Oversight and Coordination/Implementation of Projects – In general this function is that of a contract administrator/project manager.
a. Ratepayer funds should be leveraged by seeking project co-funding with other entities.

b. Participate in projects as an active contributor, but leave execution to others.

c. Assure that projects stay on track; the buck stops here.

d. Help identify (and motivate) customer participants for pilots.

e. Facilitate participation of member funders (utilities, ETO, BPA) and other regional players in the project, including an oversight board.
f. Ensure that RD&D projects are designed to produce results that will enable the Regional Technical Forum to make decisions on deemed savings and incentives.  The objective is to make information that the RTF can use to form determinations, without assuming a specific role for the RTF in running the group at this time.   Some measures are developed and commercialized but are best dealt with through custom analysis.   In that case the role of the RTF is not as clear-cut.   So other processes for approving measures for funding by ratepayer-funded programs may be needed.
g. Develop and maintain procedure to mitigate risk of legal action from manufacturers and vendors of products that receive a negative assessment
V.  Evaluation
a. Evaluate results

b. Use lessons learned to improve process

VI.  Help disseminate results
a. Share full results with project funders and participants and key regional organizations, including the Regional Technical Forum

b. Share a summarized version with organizations around the country with a shared interest in efficiency technology assessment
Issue for NEET Executive Committee that does not fit within this subgroup’s “sandbox”: Potential legislative task force that would identify code/standard improvements and other legislative proposals such as tax policies and make recommendations to regional entities/legislatures for changes.

VII  Institutional and Funding Needs

a. The staff size and budget needed depends upon the scope and tasks. The subcommittee recommendation is for a small, highly qualified and very focused staff of 4-5 FTE, including administration and contract support, that manages the planning, budgeting, portfolio management and contracting with a several-million dollar budget.  The region may not be able to support initial funding that is greater than about approximately $8-10 million/year for the first few years.  Funding would be in addition to the funding for NEEA’s energy efficiency programs and should be managed and kept separate from other NEEA funds.  If smart grid/demand management technologies are added to the scope, it would require additional staffing and funding.
b. Small permanent staff to develop solicitations, perform proposal evaluations, run the process and administer projects.  Some need for financial accounting  and for legal work to do contracting and liability mitigation.  Some tasks can be out-sourced to other organizations as needed, but there is a need for a central entity.

c. Dedicated funding rather than project-specific “passing the hat.”  Two separate funds for electric and gas efficiency are recommended to minimize cross-subsidy issue.  Both would contribute to projects with multi-fuel savings.
d. Funding dedicated specifically to efficiency R&D, and if desired, a separate R&D fund for demand management and/or smart grid..   There are other needs (programs, demand management) that may overwhelm R&D, due to the need for short-term benefits and direct utility benefits, if R&D is kept in a blended fund.
e. A volunteer technical/marketing/new product oversight board (not all funders) including utility staff and outside experts to provide technical advice on project selection, marketing and coordination with utilities for demonstrations.  A budget for consulting experts is recommended.

VIII.  Entities that could be expanded to fulfill this role
NEEA – The subcommittee recommends this option.  However, it cautions that while NEEA has the most established structure and history of doing this work, it must be a regional role that NEEA embraces and adopts.  In particular:  (a) it would require NEEA Board support; (b) it needs to fit in with other changes and growth opportunities (NEEA could be faced with more ‘opportunities’ than can be assimilated and managed); and, (c) the funding and technical oversight for this effort needs to remain somewhat separate, or fenced, from existing NEEA programs .  We believe that this can fit under the NEEA board, however.


Pro – Currently operating and successful, task generally in its mission, some historic success in this area, but curtailed due to limited funding.  Good track record, wide buy-in and representation.  Current structure could absorb these tasks without much modification. Right timing to include this wider scope and function, because of current Strategic Planning process.


Con – Electric utility-centric, though including gas utilities is now being considered.  Funding now directly tied to results, while this new role must accept dry holes, some ability to fund programs that may not have directly trackable results, and longer-term paybacks. 

RTF


Pro – Respected, independent, accountable to NW Power Council (and therefore the states).  Possibly RTF or WSU could do compiling and screening function with another entity (like NEEA) doing implementation.

Con – Currently has much narrower, technical focus, very limited staff, with much work done by volunteer board. 

BPA – Bonneville has an ongoing Technology Confirmation Innovation Group (managed by Terry Oliver) that addresses many of the tasks described in this paper.  As presently set up, this group focuses more on transmission and grid management than energy efficiency/efficient technologies, but could – in the future – have a more balanced portfolio as well as an expanded scope and funding.  Annual BPA budget is ~$5M/year with a significant cost-share (up to 50%) brought by those proposing projects.  

Pro - Technical expertise and some experience.  Good source of funding with history of using co-funding opportunities.  All projects are based on a competitive procurement process and require co-funding. Good relationships with federal labs, regional universities, agencies and co-funding opportunities, and  leverages R&D inside and outside of region.


Con – BPA staff pre-define technology emphasis for a yearly solicitation that lags the solicitation for projects by 8-12 months . IOUs not represented nor are the gas utilities. Federal entity with restrictive contracting processes (although the program manager states that BPA is now much more nimble and flexible than in the past).  Current scope and selection process may need to be significantly revised to synch with the proposed scope envisioned here.  May be impossible to have non-federal board providing direction, since ultimate responsibility stays with BPA Administrator.

New Entity?


Pro – Designed for task.


Con – New entity would compete with existing entities for staff, funding and time from participants.  Mission would overlap with existing entities. 



