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Network meeting agenda

Monday April 4th 2005
Steering Committee Meeting (10:00 – 12:00)







Attendees:

· Chalex Research Ltd.

· EA Technology

· Energy Research Centre of the Netherlands

· Fördergesellschaft Erneuerbare Energien

· FORCE Technology

· Deutsche Gesellschaft für Sonnenenergie

Main items for discussion:

· Strategic aspects of the project

· Final decision on topics for expert group meetings

· Location and timing of next meeting

· Scheduling of events for next meeting

· Subsequent payments to members

Lunch (12:00 – 13:00)










All welcome to attend

Plenary meeting (13:00 – 17:00)









13:00
 Introduction and presentation of agenda (Dr. Mark Pullinger, Chalex Research) 

13:05
Welcome from local Chamber of Commerce

13:15
“Regional, national and international transfer (Mr. Stephen Dahle, Berlin- Brandenburg

  and co-operation of innovative small and Energy Transfer Initiative)

  medium sized enterprises in energy technology

 for rational us of energy (RUE) and renewable

 energy sources (RES)”

13:45
Work Package 1 – Progress update 
(Dr. Mark Pullinger, Chalex Research)

Decisions needed:
None

13:55
Work Package 2 – Progress update 
(Ms. Yvonne Dickson, EA Technology)

Decisions needed:
Strategy for market survey
14:15
Work Package 3 – Progress update 
(Mr. Sergio Herman, ECN)

Decisions needed:
Final database structure

14:30

Coffee









15:00
Work Package 4 – Progress update
(Mr. Jesper Noes, FORCE Technology)

Decisions needed:
Final definition of “micro-CHP”, decision on four expert group topics; appointment of expert group leaders

15:45
Work Package 6 – Progress update 
(Mr. Eberhard Oettel, FEE)

Decisions needed:
Selection of subjects for second topical seminar; appointment of organiser

16:00
Work Package 6 – Seminar 

(Chair: Mr. Eberhard Oettel, FEE)

Short (2-3 minute) presentations by research partners on tasks distributed at kick-off meeting

16:45

Any other business

Close (13:00 – 17:00)










Tuesday April 5th 2005

Plenary Meeting










Dr. Pullinger opened the meeting and invited the delegates to participate in a brief tour de table to familiarise members with each other.  There followed an introductory talk from Mr. Stephen Dahle, who informed members about renewable energy activities in the Land of Brandenburg.

Work Package 2:

Mrs. Dickson gave a brief introductory talk to Work Package 2, detailing its objectives.  The key points are summarised as follows:

· Divided into three sections:

· A –  Literature search (renewables)

· B – Literature search (CHP)

· C – Patent search

· Literature search divided up

· Solar

· Geothermal

· Biomass

· CHP systems: Divded up

· Patent search: Chalex

The literature search as it stands has been sent to Chalex.  It is mising only Chalex’s section on thermoelectrics and the patent search.  Areas covered have included:

· Biomass (BTG)

· Solar energy (FHG-ISE/DGS)

· Stirling Engines (ECN)

· Fuel cells (CRES

Therefore, D3 was pronounced more or less completed.  Two updates will be due in Years 2 and 3.

Mrs. Dickson explained that the market review – detailing feasibility, energy pricing, market trends etc. – will not due for six months, but that partners have started working on it.

Questions:

Q1: Are there any techniques currently missing from document?

A1: Microturbines are missing.  They were included in initial list, but no there is no real expertise within the consortium.  ORC and geothermal energy are also currently missing.  Some partners had not responded with regard to biomass, but the documentation assembled has been so extensive that this will not be necessary.

Q2: GAIA and NTUA would be delivering projected models to assess the enviromnmental impact of micro-CHP.  When can these be expected?

A2: The market review is not due till Month 12, so worh has only just begun.  The literature search must be done first.

Q3: More information should be provided on what work needs to be done.  Steam cells are a new technology, developed in Berlin, which would need to be included in the literature search.

A3: Assignment of work has been done to people with a specific role in WP2.

Q4: Has attention been given to results from other EC projects, such as DGNet, DISPOWER, etc.  

A4: Yes, other EC projects have been included.  

Q5: An action list should be provided after each meeting.

Q6: Yes, this will be done in future, but work package leaders have told people what needs to be done.  

General comments:

The report on ORC will be done by the end of the month, as will the patent search and themoelectrics report.

Work Package 1:

Dr. Pullinger presented the project management work package, WP1.

Work Package 3:

Mr. Herman presented Work Package 3, the aim of whch is to map R&D activities in Europe, bringing together information from different partners.  The main points were as follows:

· The proposed database structure has already been circulated.

· Partners have had difficulty gathering information.  Only 14 partners have responded to date: this is a concern.

· 167 entries are available

· The original proposed structure was adapted, based on commenrs from Gaia.

· The database is divided up into the following three categories:

· Academic

· Research (NGO)

· Commercial division

· There are six types of entry:

· Credentials

· CHP research

· Energy conversion

· Energy source

· Facilities

· References

Questions:

Q1: Telephone and fax are currently contained in one field.  Can these be split?

A1: Yes, no problem.  Any final comments should be sent to Mr. Herman in the next week.
Q2: There was some confusion as to how ‘commercial’ should be defined.

A2: The final data will be sent round shortly – comments or further division can be made then.  

Q3: It was pointed out that countries have been divided between partners, so duplication was possible where there was more than one partner per country.  Would it be possible to have some scope for showing who had entered the data, as some entries are quite subjective?

A3: The division had worked very well in Germany, where: FhG-ISE and DGS had divided up Germany between them.  

Q4: It had been very difficult to split German organisations into categories given (commercial, academic, research).  For example, the Fraunhofer Gesesllschaft: should this be treated as commercial – a large percentage of its funding has to be won competitively – or as a research organisation/NGO?

Q5: Should non-EU countries be involved, such as the New Zealand-based  Wispergen?

Q6: As MicroCHeaP is an EU-funded project, the focus must be on the EU.  However, other data could be included. 

Q7: This proposal is looking at Micro-CHP systems on one side and RES on another.  There is an interface.  There has been considerable research into bioenergy, for example, but much of it is not relevant, as there is no CHP connection.  Therefore, it would be important to focus on bioenergy technologies relevant to micro-CHP.  This has been the focus of BTG within WP2.  This is also important for WP3 database.

Q8: It was proposed to discuss this approach specifically during the work package meeting the following day.  However, at this stage, the project cannot narrow down too much at the moment, or it might end up with no entries.  To avoid this, not much has been omitted at this stage.

Q9: Should data be provided on who owns the company?  Many European countries are owned by USA, Canada, etc.  Would it also be useful to know whether a company was an SME?

A9: This could be discussed tomorrow, but it might not be terrible informative or relevant

Q10: There was some doubt about whether partners not formally involved in WP3 should contribute information to it.

A10: All partners are requested to contribute to this work package in the Technical Annex.

Q11: Should this be clarified by a contract amendment?

A11: Partners who had experienced EC contract amendments felt that this would be unwise.  The co-ordinator confirmed that it was the intention of the technical annex that all partners should contribute expertise to WP3.

Q12: There had been a problem in that academic institutions seemed to see no benefits to replying, but thought that they just helping another RTD project with its work.

A12: The aim of MicroCHeaP is to lead to a future network of excellence – if no reply is received, an organisation’s excellence cannot be assessed.  That is the incentive.

General comments:

· It was suggested that solar should be split into solar PV and solar thermal.

· There were several holes in database, e.g. no UK NGOs were apparently active in CHP, although there were many commercial organisations.

Mr. Herman discussed future deliverable in Work Package 3: D7, the database structure, due in June 2005; D9, a fully populated database, due in September 2005; and the completion of the ranking exercise, due in March 2006.

Questions:

Q1: Will the data entry be completed in September?

A1: Largely, although there will always be scope for adding more data.

Q2: Can companies enter themselves?

A2: This was not felt a good idea – control would be needed to moderate entries.

Mr. Herman pointed out that the ranking definitions would still need to be decided.  He proposed

1) Identification of most important fields

2) Alphabetically

3) Other

He also proposed that this should be discussed tomorrow.

Questions:

Q1: How long is needed to put in one entry?

A1: This was variable.  Obviously, it would be quicker if adapting from existing databases.

Q2: How is micro-CHP defined?

A2: As shown in the Technical Annex.

Q3: What is meant by commercial companies? Are these just those building CHP plants?

A3: A definition had been agreed at the kick-off meeting in Torquay.  However, it was agreed to discuss this matter further in the WP6 section of the meeting.  It was also felt that the work package leader should not decide for people which organisations are commercial – this should be left to members’ discretion.

Coffee











Work Package 4

Dr. Pullinger re-opened the meeting by introducing Mr. Jesper Cramer.  Mr. Cramer was the new leader of Work Package 4.  He had only got the job on Friday, so had only had time to prepare an oral presentation.  He explained that the role of the work package was to co‑ordinate research, make recommendations for future research direction, and identify synergies and overlaps to encourage development of economical and environmentally safe options.  This meeting marked the effective start of this work package.

The choice of the hot topics had been discussed at the kick-off meeting.  Following subsequent e-mail deliberations, six possible topics had been identified:

1) Fuels, combustion systems, biogas, gasification of biomass

2) Market analysis, financial feasibility, computing technologies

3) System integration, grid integration, building integration

4) Technical studies, assessment, evaluations, comparison, operating experiences, environmental assessments

5) Framework, patent research, barriers, apparatus, legislation (fits under (2))

6) Design/optimisation, modelling tools, control systems, engineering, systems analysis, training (fits under (3))

There was general agreement that the groups represented a good cross-section of the consortium’s expertise.  However, it was pointed out that as all the groups will meet simultaneously, members would only be able to belong to one group.  

Questions:

Q1: The focus should be on today’s market – what can be sold today.  What is the purpose of these groups?  To report to the Commission?

A1: Yes.  The work package leader will circulate between groups, but a leader for each will be necessary.

Q2: What is ‘building integration’?

A2: This involves the integration of a system into a building.  For example, buildings need to be redesigned for PV installation.  The same will need to be done for micro-CHP systems.

Q3: If the work is to be divided into ‘technical’ and ‘non-technical’, there should be three of one and one of the other.  The latter should deal with economics and legislation.  Integration and fuels are not main subjects.  Therefore, groups 2, 4, 5 and 6 should be adopted.

A3: This was discussed at the kick-off meeting.  No decision was reached, and it was agreed to circulate a questionnaire and reconsider the choices as this meeting.  

It was proposed that the following groups should be adopted.

1) Non-technical – Economic and legislative issues

2) Technologies

3) Integration

4) Fuels

Questions:

Q1: How can technologies and fuels be split into different groups?

A1: Many partners had wanted it to be done in this way.  There would be different problems for different fuel types, and different problems for different types of technologies.

Q2: GMK does some work in ORC, but has had problems finding manufacturers of small turbines.  Is the aim of the database to help people to find such a manufacturer?

A2: Yes, this is one of the aims of the database.

Q3: As a lengthy report had already been produced on legislative issues, although there are still issues discussed, would it be worth having a group specifically on this topic?

A3: That would depend on whether there are answers to the questions that have not been solved.

Q4: Most questions have been answered in the report, so perhaps it would be wise to combine legislation side with integration group, since this is an integration issue?

A4: OK.

Q5: Are four groups strictly necessary?

A6: That was the number defined in Annex I, but three could be justified, perhaps branching off into a fourth, where necessary.

After a vote, the final three groups were defined as:

1) Technologies

2) Integration

3) Fuels

The membership of the groups was decided as follows, with associate members (those not assigned formally to this part of the project) shown in brackets:

	Group no.
	Group name
	Members

	1
	Technologies
	ECN, FhG-ISE, ISET, Gaia

	2
	Integration
	FEE, EAT, IUAV, (Codes), ARMINES

	3
	Fuels
	BTG, STSL, (ÅF), DGS, CRES, Force


It was agreed that Dr. Pullinger would contact absent members to try to fit them in around this.

Work Package 6

Discussions were held, chaired by Mr. Oettel, to try to define “micro-CHP”.  Several such definitions were proposed:

Definition 1 – As discussed in Torquay

“Appliance with an installed electrical capacity of less than 5 kW for home and 50 kW for business and trade buildings to transform primary or secondary renewable energy sources (RES) into combined end energy carriers, as combined

· heat and power

· heat, cold and power

· cold and power

· heat and cold

· power and storage medium (like hydrogen, pressurised air or kinetic energy)”

Definition 2 – BTG, based on EC Directive 2004/8/EC)

“’Micro-co-generation unit’ shall mean a co-generation unit with a maximum capacity below 50 kWel”

Definition 3 – FEE 

“Technical appliance to transform primary or secondary energy carriers for the co-generated supply of electrical power and heat to cover the decentralized demand for thermal energy”

This third definition would allow the inclusion of MCFC and ORC, but exclude polygeneration as end and secondary carriers.

Questions:

Q1: What is the benefit of such a definition?  What problems will it help to solve?  How does it help the work of WP6?

A1: This is a stumbling block for all work packages and really needs to be defined now.

Q2: Why not hold an online vote to agree on a definition?

A2: This would be the best way to settle the matter.

Mr. Oettel outlined the aims of WP6, as shown in Annex I.  These were:

1) Initial consultation workshop (Month 6)

2) Discussion of transfer aims (Month 11, originally planned for Barcelona, but this might no longer be the case)

There was some considerable confusion over when the topical seminar would be held.  The intention of the WP6 leader was that it should have been held during this meeting, but most members had not been aware that they had to prepare anything for it.  In view of this confusion, it was agreed to postpone the first topical seminar until the next meeting, to allow members to prepare properly.  Although the next meeting had originally been planned for Barcelona, it was agreed to reschedule to the 28th and 29th September in Copenhagen.  The mid-term meeting was scheduled to be held at ECN in Petten around Month 18.  

It was proposed that speakers for the upcoming events should be identified.  Mr. Oettel proposed inviting experts on marketing.  This might be a topic of the seminar.  Dr. Zoulias suggested that CRES could provide some sort of expertise on this front.  

It was agreed that one or two external speakers might be useful.  They could provide some helpful knowledge.  However, the lack of a travel budget was felt to be a problem, which would probably limit the choice to Danes.  Mr. Aggett volunteered to do a talk on legislation and policy; Dr. Child one on Marketing Analysis.  It was agreed in general that there should be more talks at the next topical seminar to make up for today’s problems; in effect, to make it a double seminar to meet both topical seminar deliverables in one meeting.

Close











Actions:

1) Action list should be included in all future minutes (Chalex)

2) Chalex to complete thermoelectric literature search and combine it with other contributions ad patent search to make final document (Chalex)

3) Split telephone and fax details into two separate columns in the WP3 database (ECN)

4) Contact absent members to try to fit them into expert groups (Chalex)

5) Organise an online vote to agree final definition of micro-CHP (Chalex)

6) Minutes to be circulated promptly after meeting (Chalex)

7) Agenda to be prepared well in advance of meeting (Chalex)

8) Preparation to prepare for next meeting and combined seminars (Force/Chalex)

9) A secretary will be brought to the next meeting to take minutes (Chalex)

10) Slides from the kick-off meeting will be added to the web site (WBI)

11) Badges will be prepared for all members at the next meeting (Chalex/Force)
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