Meeting Notes
NEET Work Group #2 - Emerging Solutions and Technologies
Oct 30, 2008
Agenda Items:
· Introductions & Agenda Review
· Brief of Oct 3 NEET Executive Committee Meeting

· Institutional Needs Subgroup 

· Evaluation Criteria Subgroup
· Wrap-up and Next Steps/Meeting Evaluation

Meeting Participants:  
	Name
	Organization & Title

	Bob Balzar – Chair
	Seattle City Light

	Chris Helmers
	PacifiCorp

	Eric Miller
	Benton REA

	Fred Gordon  
	Energy Trust of Oregon

	Gary Curtis
	Ecos Consulting

	Gary L. Johnson
	Tacoma Power

	Graham Parker
	Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

	Jack Callahan
	BPA 

	Jack Zeiger
	Washington State University

	Jim Cox 
	PGE

	Jonathan Livingston
	ECOS Consulting

	Kathy L. Moore
	Umatilla Electric Cooperative

	Larry Blaufus
	Clark County PUD

	Martin Shain
	BacGen Process Technologies

	Sergio Dias
	Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA)

	Steve Weiss
	Northwest Energy Coalition

	Susan Hermenet - Chair
	Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (NEEA)

	Suzanne Frew, P.E.
	Snohomish PUD

	Tom Lienhard
	Avista Corp.

	Darby Collins
	BPA 

	Jerry Hamilton
	Global Energy Partners


Oct 3 Executive Committee Meeting
· Bob and Susan provided an overview of the meeting.  The group was referred to the summary documents circulated by Susan and Darby.
· The “five” questions for the final report were reviewed. All were asked to consider these questions as we work towards Dec 1 recommendations and Dec 15 final report

· The group has serious concerns that consensus can be reached on “funding” approach.  It was felt that consensus could be reached on most of our other work efforts.

Institutional Needs Subgroup

· Handout reviewed (see “NEET WG#2—‘Institution’ subgroup”- now identified as “Who should do it” subgroup.  Version 3.0 of the document as reference)

· Smart grid discussions focused on making sure that emerging technologies being considered as “end use” having a “consideration regarding the impact/implementation/relationship” to smart grid, but the group was adamant that the emerging technologies we are talking here are not about the components of a smart grid.

· Considerable discussion on staying focused, starting small and building on successes.  This was somewhat in disagreement with Executive Committed discussion on keeping pipeline wide and full.  We agree with the keeping the pipeline wide and full, but we agreed that starting small would mean having to pick a few projects/ideas to work on.
· Considerable discussion on making sure that “leverage” is specifically identified as “leverage and follow the actions/tests/results of all market players, including but not limited to E-Source, EPRI, and California and International efforts.  Always with an eye to how these efforts will translate to the Northwest.

· If NEEA is recommended as the “who should do it” group.  Separate dedicated staff and separate oversight functions are necessary.  Natural gas efforts need to be included regardless of NEEA’s future direction to include natural gas efforts in their core business.

· The “who should do it group” needs a job description—to be in three parts to attempt to identify resources (FTEs and potential annual funding_

· Administration, dissemination, coordination, filter cop

· Contract administration and program management

· Performing core RD&D

· Action: Revisit the “who should do it” document with the above discussion
· Action: Attempt to answer the questions 2.a-2.f of the Executive Committee in both “preamble” and recommendation sections.
Evaluation Criteria Subgroup

· General comments
· On smart grid- same as above.  Making sure that the projects identified have an “eye towards smart grid integration”.  We are focused on end use of energy.

· Renewable solutions- similar to smart grid discussions.  Where renewable solutions are integrated with end use technologies and solutions, then yes, let’s consider.  But not as renewable solutions in and of themselves.

· We should keep our eyes to California and other groups spending large dollars looking for best practices in screening, implementation and development.

· And, always looking for collaboration on solutions that will have impact in the Northwest.

· One note on the Market Promise Screen- add “likely to become code, standard or regulatory requirement.”

· Action: Continue fine-tuning Evaluation Criteria- based on discussion above.
Other Subgroups

· The subgroup was asked to re-review the RTF list of potential technologies/solutions making sure this documents was complete and appropriate to include in our final report as an starting point for the “who should do it” group
Prep for Dec 1/15 Executive Committee Deadlines
· Two conference calls have been scheduled.  First on Nov 14 and the second on Nov 20.
· Three workgroups should have their own conference calls to complete

· The “Who should do it” work paper

· The evaluation screening criteria
· And, revisit the RTF list of potential new technologies/solutions—is this an adequate starting point for whoever is selected as the “who should do it” group?

Next Steps

· Next teleconference Nov 14th, 2008 at 8:30am pacific
· And then teleconference Nov 20th, 2008 at 9:00am pacific
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