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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The REViSITE project co-ordinates cooperation and communication within the 
multidisciplinary “Information and Communication Technology for Energy Efficiency” 
(ICT4EE) research community in Europe. The focus is on 4 individual industrial sectors: 
manufacturing, buildings, lighting  and grids.  

REViSITE is expected to bring together ICT4EE sectors in order to investigate in depth  key 
areas for research to improve energy efficiency and to enable the identification of 
opportunities for the adoption of common methodologies to assess the impact of ICT on 
energy efficiency 

REViSITE consortium realizes that this is a wide and ambitious scope, which needs the 
participations of experts in the four different ICT4EE sectors; the experts constitute the 
REViSITE Expert Group (REG) 

The first REViSITE workshop meeting was held on the 4th of June 2010 in Sophia Antipolis, 
Nice, hosted by the Centre Scientifique Technologique du Bâtiment (CSTB). This was the 
First Community Workshop (CW1) as specified in the project Description of Work. Nine 
REG members and all REVISITE consortium members participated in this event.  

This event represented the first of five workshops organized by REViSITE to interact with 
ICT4EE  research experts, in order to understand possible cross-sectorial opportunities where 
ICT can positively impact on energy efficiency and/or carbon emissions. The main aim of the 
workshop was to present – for the first time - the adopted methodology to consolidate the 
community, to illustrate the value in a cross-sectorial approach and to encourage active 
participation in the work of the REViSITE research.  

The workshop was also an opportunity to gain REG feedback regarding the methodologies 
suggested by REViSITE to achieve the overall project objectives and to validate  the proposed 
REViSITE methodology for the assessment of impact of ICT on energy efficiency. 

The opportunity to interact with such experts was valuable for both validating the benefits of 
the cross-sectorial approach and in understanding the size of the task involved. The REG 
offered a cautionary note that the REViSITE consortium needed to be very specific and 
explicit with regard to the aims, scenarios, assumptions and terminology used throughout the 
research. However the consensus amongst the REG was that, given the limitations in terms of 
time and resources, the proposed REViSITE methodology was pragmatic and appropriate. 

REG provided a total of approximately 20 valuable comments on the REViSITE community 
consolidation, on the proposed methodology for impact assessment, and on the project as a 
whole. 

The event was a success, with the initial core of the REViSITE community established (i.e. 
the project consortium and the REG) and the proposed REViSITE methodology was 
validated. Summarising the CW1 key findings and recommendations, we can list: 

• Identification and definition of benefits for the community members 

• Community evaluation parameters 

• Accuracy in the definition of the taxonomy 

• Careful analysis of the adopted methodologies that will inform model development 

• Accuracy in the choice of the data that will inform the model 
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2. ABBREVIATIONS 

CMM Capability Maturity Model 

CW1 First Community Workshop 

CVW Communication and Validation Workshop 

DOW Description of Work 

EC European Commission 

ETP European Technology Platform 

IAM Impact Assessment Model 

IAP Implementation Action Plan 

ICT Information and Communication Technologies 

ICT4EE Information and Communication Technologies for Energy Efficiency 

LCA Life Cycle Assessment 

PM Project Manager 

REG REViSITE Expert Group 

SRA Strategic Research Agenda (the ICT4EE Roadmap) 

 

 

Abbreviations for names of speakers 

 

[CON] Each name of people listed in Appendix III 

[REG] Each name of people listed in Appendix II 
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3. THE AIMS OF THE FIRST COMMUNITY WORKSHOP (CW1) 

The First Community Workshop (CW1), ‘Community and ICT Impact’, has been planned to  
focus principally on community consolidation procedures and, secondly, on a preliminary 
view of the proposed methodology for ICT impact assessment. The event was also  the first 
opportunity for a face-to-face meeting between the REG and the REViSITE team, to enable a 
free discussion about the advantages of a common ICT4EE community and the potential to 
optimise its impact on the R&D European scenario. The consortium planned to hold it during 
the first part of the project in order to directly contribute to the WP1 “Communities 
Consolidation” activities, furthermore the partners’ side aim was to work with REG for 
analysing the proposed methodologies for assessing the impact of ICT on energy efficiency in 
each of the individual sectors.  

3.1 Purpose and target audience 

This document is meant to describe the proceedings and official outcomes of the CW1. This is 
a public labelled document, so its reading is free for everyone but the main target is ICT4EE 
experts that could be interested in joining the project wide activities. 

Geographical distribution is not restrictive, both European and non-European experts can 
access the free information in this report and propose themselves for the participation in 
further REViSITE initiatives. 

3.2 Objectives and scope 

The main objectives of the REViSITE’s CW1 were: 

• To establish an initial communication between the REViSITE project and the REG. 
The REG consisted of members belonging to the sectors of ICT4EE communities 
(Smart Building, Smart Grid, Smart Lighting and Smart Manufacturing) 

• To start building the community and to define strategies for its enlargement and future 
sustainability (WP1) 

• To present the proposed methodology for assessing the potential impacts (Impact 
Assessment Methodology) of ICT4EE (WP2), to support the development of the main 
roadmap and gather initial feedback from REG members. 

• To present the taxonomy developed to date (WP2) and gather initial feedback from 
REG members. 

3.3 Impacts 

CW1, while representing the first of the five workshops that the Consortium planned to carry 
out to assess ongoing results, had a target impact on the creation of an initial communication 
between the REViSITE project and the REG. In detail: 

• gain REG active participation in assessing the value of the whole project and of the 
methodologies chosen to achieve its objectives; 
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• promote the REG themselves in becoming an engaged part of the community,  

• gain REG help for enlarging the REViSITE community through their professional 
channels and  

• give suggestions for the future sustainability of the REViSITE community itself. 

In particular, CW1 outcomes have been planned to have a direct impact on community 
consolidation, thus the feedback of the REG shall be used as fundamental basis to assess the 
proposed community-building strategies.  

3.4 Outputs 

As common rule, the REViSITE workshops will serve as a forum for analysis of proposed 
plans and inform any revision of the evolving roadmap documentation. In addition the 
workshops provide a key function in the assessment of the roadmap development and the 
outline of new features and settings for the roadmap. 

It is fundamental to set-up a two-way flow of information-sharing among the consortium, the 
REG and other attendees. 

The CW1 planned output can be classified into three main categories: 

• Impact of REViSITE on the ICT4EE Community. The open discussion will point 
out the roles and contributions  of the proposed REViSITE Community. Furthermore 
it will gather feedback from the REG about their opinion of REViSITE’s plans to 
capture the ICT4EE cross-sectorial issues, by detecting any gaps in the REViSITE 
analysis and specifying potential ideas to overcome these gaps in the ICT4EE area. 

• ICT impact assessment methodology. The REG is asked to give their support in 
assessing the drafted methodology on ICT impacts and the proposed ICT4EE 
taxonomy. This feedback and a mutual open discussion between the REViSITE team 
and the REG forms the basis of the REViSITE impact assessment model development. 

• Potential contact and liaison with other similar initiatives. The REG, being experts 
belonging to ICT4EE involved organizations, are expected to provide a list of other 
professionals, organisations and associations that could be interested in the project 
activities and involved in the very near future. 
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4. DESCRIPTION AND OFFICIAL RECORDS OF CW1 

4.1 The approach to CW1 

The Consortium was aware of the sizable opportunity offered by the presence of the REG and 
the CW1 organisation was optimised to achieve the best feedback and impact. 

CW1 workshop was organised as a round table between partners of the REViSITE project 
team and REG. The REViSITE team presented the project and work-to-date, and the REG 
provided feedback on progress and suggestions for future directions. The topics explained and 
discussed were:  

• the REViSITE project itself, its scope, targets and envisaged impact on the European 
RTD scenario; 

• the strategy planned to build and consolidate the REViSITE Community,  its scope 
and future plans for sustainability. This represented one of the main tasks of the 
meeting. Through this action the project team explained the proposed structure for the 
cross sectoral community that will provide input and validate the roadmap throughout 
its development. This will develop research paths that highlight the added value that 
the REViSITE project aims to achieve.   

• the methodology adopted for the development of a research-informed Impact 
Assessment Model (IAM) for ICT4EE. This approach, suggested by REViSITE 
partners Intel, merges LCA (Life Cycle Assessment) and CMM (Capability Maturity 
Model) methodologies to analyze the impact of ICT4EE in the four sectors and will be 
used to develop an impact assessment model of ICT4EE. 

4.2 Structure and overview 

The event lasted an entire day and involved the participation of all the REViSITE partners and 
nine REG members. The full agenda of CW1 is reported in Appendix I (below we report the 
agenda by macro-issues), the list of REG and the list of participants is reported in Appendix II 
and III, appendix IV includes the links to the REG presentations, and Appendix V shows the 
presentations about the WP1: Community Consolidation, and WP2: IAM Approach 
methodologies.  

Macro-issues CW1 agenda 

Section 1. “the REViSITE project” 

Section 2. REG members presentation 

Section 3. WP2 presentation 

ICT  development by key sectors 

Impact assessment model 

Section 4. WP1 presentation 

 Community set-up 

 Brainstorming session with REG 
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CW1 was divided into two parts; each part was related to a relevant strategic topic.  

 

 Figure 1: Activities carried out during CW1 
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The Figure 1 visualises the entire day, with the related activities carried out by the REViSITE 
team, the REG and the ones that foresaw the participation of both.  

The workshop started with the presentation of the project by the project coordinator who 
described REViSITE’s aims and objectives and discussed the expected impact that the 
REViSITE team was expecting from the REG participants. Five REG members gave 
presentation about themselves, the organisations they belonged to, and their link and interest 
with REViSITE. After the REG presentations there was a presentation linked to WP2 about 
the REViSITE Impact Assessment Model (IAM) by Intel Labs. This described the proposed 
methodology and taxonomy that will guide the REViSITE research, which in turn will inform 
the impact assessment model development. The proposed methodology and taxonomy will 
represent the core on which the project will base its research. Following to this first part, the 
partners in the REViSITE team briefly described the four ICT4EE sectors: CSTB about smart 
building, FGH about smart manufacturing, KEMA about smart grid and VTT about smart 
lighting. An open discussion followed where the REG were invited to give their comments, 
feedback and observations on the proposed methodologies. Intel Labs concluded the first part 
of the day summarizing the considerations and observations received from the REG.  

The second part of the workshop began in the afternoon with presentations from the 
remaining 4 members of the REG. After this the topic of interest moved from the IAM to the 
community consolidation, whose strategy had been developed by CSTB. The presentation 
explained the aim of REViSITE to build a community involving people whose expertise are 
aligned with the four specific ICT4EE sectors, under one and unique cross-sectoral umbrella. 
This community will be of huge importance not only for the scope of REViSITE but also for 
the whole ICT4EE sector. Suggestions and comments followed this presentation and, at the 
end of the day, the project coordinator summarised the entire day and closed the event. 

 Figure 2: Workgroup with REG – WP2: Impact Assessment Methodology validation. 
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Figure 2 shows the brainstorming session scheme of the discussion related to the IAM of 
ICT4EE which was split into two main topics:  

• the IAM itself 
• the taxonomy 

Each subtopic is linked to the observations, comments and point of views that the REG 
expressed. The bold text indicates the topics presented by the REViSITE team to the REG, 
the normal text refers to REG questions and observations. 

[CON] presented to the attending people the advancement and objectives of the WP1: 
Community set-up and consolidation. A brainstorming session with the experts followed and 
the comments and observations are summarised in Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3: Workgroup with REG – WP1: Community Consolidation. 

A more detailed description of all the discussion is reported in the next section. 

 

4.3 Minutes 

This section contains the official records of the workshop, including minutes and the main 
comments and observations. The results and the feedback about the day provided by the REG 
after the event will be reported and analysed at the end of the section. 
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The venue of CW1 was the Centre Scientifique et Technique du Bâtiment (CSTB), in Sophia 
Antipolis, Nice, France, and the meeting took place on the 4th of June 2010. The day started at 
9.30 a.m. with registration, and then the workshop started at 10.00 a.m. The event ended at 
04.45 p.m., fifteen minutes before as scheduled in the agenda. The agenda has been followed 
during the entire meeting. 

After the opening and the welcome addresses given by CSTB, the project coordinator, 
Loughborough University, delivered a description and explanation of the project’s aim and 
the expectation from the REG. The people who attended the meeting are listed in Annex II 
and in Annex III. Following are reported the minutes of the CW1: 

1. Introduction of the day meeting from the coordinator. Explanation of the agenda and the 
main scope of the first Community Workshop of REViSITE. Special underlining of the 
importance of the REG member and their role on this action, whose aim is to develop a 
cross-sectoral roadmap for ICT4EE.  

2. Quick presentation by all participants to the First Community Workshop. 

3. Presentation of the REViSITE project by the PM. He introduced the REViSITE project to 
the REG, and focused the presentation on the main scope of REViSITE, in particular 
achieving the communication between the community of the four sectors of ICT4EE, and 
hence identifying opportunities among these sectors. He explained that part of the work 
will be carried out through desk-top research on the other ETPs not only in Europe, but 
also in USA and in Japan in order to have an updated state of the art and which could be 
the impact on education and training. The project also aims to identify   interoperability 
issues looking at the interface of the four sectors. Apart from this high level overview on 
the project, PM’s speech focused on the intention for the workshop, and the expectation 
from the members of the REG. The discussion would focus on methodologies to 
consolidate the community, and how to bring under the same umbrella people belonging 
to the four specific sectors in order to build a cross-sectoral community. The other focus 
of the day was the impact assessment methodology for ICT4EE developed by Intel. The 
main expected outcomes from REG were: 

I. They should provide feedback and validation of the work carry out by REViSITE 
including 

a. Peer reviewing deliverables 

b. Providing feedback on the project aims and overall actions 

c. Providing feedback on the strategies implemented (e.g. the methodology 
for the development of impact assessment model for ICT4EE) 

II.  Promotion of the community 

a. Using their contacts in their specific sectors 

b. Consolidating the community together. 

III.  Provide their expertises in order to support the development of the ICT4EE 
roadmap 

IV.  Help to establish communication between the four sectors. 

4. Some starting questions from REG were on the choice of the causal modelling (why this 
choice), issues related to the taxonomy (the need of a specific terminology, i.e. for what 
we do intend for energy efficiency), the aims of REViSITE and why the choice focused 
on energy efficiency rather than, say, Carbon Reduction. REG also underlined the extreme 
importance of the taxonomy, and the need to undertake accurate details. Five out of the 
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nine experts presented themselves, their organisations and their relationship with the aim 
of the project. The five members were: 

a. Thomas Rollmann, on behalf of Reiner Anderl, Technical University, Darmstadt, 
Germany  

b. Shailendra Mudgal, Bio Intelligence Service S.A.S. - France  

c. Bruno Smets, Philips Lighting – The Netherlands  

d. Jos Javier de las Heras, Advantic Systems – Spain, and 

e. Giorgio Recine, Labor Srl – Italy 

5. Following their presentations, Intel Labs introduced and explained the proposed 
methodology and taxonomy developed for ICT4EE impact assessment. The methodology 
was based on the use of a Hybrid LCA process analysis together with the Capability 
Maturity Model, while the taxonomy gathers elements from all the four specific sectors. 
During this presentation the description of the specific sectors was delivered by the other 
technical partner of the REViSITE team including: 

a. Bruno Fies for the smart buildings 

b. Matti Hannus for the smart lighting 

c. Daniel Kuhn for the smart manufacturing 

d. Hans Pille for the smart grids 

6. Observation by the REG that started a discussion, focused on: 

a. The use of LCAs methodologies 

b. The impact of the evolution of ICT technologies on the proposed models 

c. The envisaged timeframe with respect to the 2020 agenda 

d. The potential shift of demand provoked in those ICT4EE sectors 

7. Conclusion by Intel, summarising the comments and the REG’ observations. / Ends of the 
first half of the meeting. 

8. The remaining four REG gave presentations about themselves and their organizations. 
These were: 

a. Akira Kirton, on behalf of Andrew Haslett, Energy technology Institute - UK  

b. David Shipworth, UCL Energy Institute - UK  

c. John Shaw, Mainstream Renewable Power  - Ireland, and  

d. Philippe Maréchal, Centre de l’Energie Atomique, Liten  – France. 

e. One REG member, Celson Lima, Uninova – Portugal, delivered his presentation 
through a consortium member. 

9. Bruno Fies introduced WP1 and underlined the aims of the community consolidation. 

He described the following steps for the community consolidation: 

a. Identifying persons through: 

a. ETPs 

b. Projects where the partners are involved 

c. Projects where the REG are involved 
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b. Classifying and filtering names/contacts as: 

a. Recruiting members using large email lists (spam) is not desirable 

b. This will promote an interactive community and not a dormant one 

c. Quality of members rather than quantity is required 

c. Preparation of an initial message for the community 

This will lead to the identification of four sectors of the community and these will be 
gathered together under the umbrella of ICT4EE. 

10. REG observations and suggestions 

4.4 Discussion and feedback from REG 

As expected, the CW1 provided initial inputs for promoting the sustainability of the 
REViSITE Community beyond the project and to WP2 “Impact assessment of ICT for energy 
efficiency” for the assessment of the developed methodology and taxonomy. 

As anticipated, the REG started interesting discussions as follow, mainly focused on the 
proposed methodologies. The following issues have been arisen by [REG]: 

a. Why the decision of LCAs, what are we looking at among the LCA framework, if 
REViSITE aims to build LCA models. 

b. The ICT technology is evolving very fast and this could represent a challenge for 
the model. 

c. The timeframe, if it’s referred to the 2020 agenda; in this case there is a need for 
scenarios in order to evaluate options. 

d. Substantially the methodology seems appropriate for the aim of the project. The 
methodology itself can also provoke, in the near future, a shift of the demand 
towards those sectors that REViSITE will identify. 

 

4.4.1 About the REViSITE Community Consolidation 

This section focused on the scope of building and consolidating the REViSITE community 
and methods to make it sustainable after the project ends.  

• [REG] observed and asked if  there is any funding from European Commission to 
support the REViSITE Community after the project.  

• [CONS], relating to the experience of the REEB project stated that if the project is 
successful in its aim (as the REEB project has been) we shall consider the possibility 
of some call to support the community in its activities.  

• [CONS] stated that there is a new organisation "ICT4EE Forum" representing ICT 
industry towards the EC. This should not be confused with "ICT4EEB Forum", which 
is a new Coordination and Support Action in the area of Energy Efficient Buildings 
and starting in September 2010. 

A further interesting issue has been arisen about the methodology to use for quantifying the 
success of the community: if relate it to the number of members or to some other quantitative 
aspects. 



FP7 REViSITE 248705                                                         D4.3-1a 

05 August 2010  Page 14 
 

• [CONS] A real community assessment model has not been developed yet but basing 
on the past experience, one of the parameters that have been used in REEB, was to get 
on board members who  belong to the ICT4EE community  and also represented by 
stakeholders, this was in order to address them towards new potential markets. The 
same could be applied to REViSITE, where it, of course, has to be related to the main 
outcome of the project. To have key stakeholders on board will undoubtedly represent 
an added value for the project.  

• [CONS] offered two simple indicators for quantifying the success of the project (as 
reported in figure 3): 

• Research topics suggested by the project are adopted in European and national 
research programmes. 

• The suggestions developed by REViSITE are supported by the different sectors, 
especially the ICT sector. 

The completion of these two criteria will offer to us the possibility to get our agenda 
approved in the future.  

The PM concluded underlining that, as stated by the European Commission, during 
negotiation, if the project will be able to incorporate into the community also some members 
from outside the European Union, i.e. from U.S. and Japan, it will represent an added value 
and it will be appreciated. It is also here where the intervention of REG is expected, as already 
underlined, in involving persons and or association that would be interested in the REViSITE 
research and become an active part of the community. 

 

4.4.2 About the ICT4EE common impact assessment methodology and 
taxonomy 

The REG commented two main aspects of the methodology: 

• They would prefer to adopt a taxonomy complying as much as possible to the 
specifications and terminology of the Energy Efficiency sector; 

• LCAs can be a very time consuming analysis and it requires time to take into account 
the life-span time of different technologies when analysing the LCAs processes: i.e. 
the life cycle for products in the lighting sector is quite short and this would affect a 
cross-sectoral analysis. 

The Consortium highlighted that the project is not looking at the LCAs of specific product but 
mainly at the processes itself, in order to identify if and where there is the chance of an 
improvement from an ICT4EE point of view. On the second observation Intel stated that 
REViSITE is going to utilise existing work, hence it will not conduct LCA as a part of 
primary research. Indeed the reason why the LCA methodology was chosen is because of its 
holistic spirit, its prevalence and its links to bounding the project. Thus, it will help in 
identifying where the use of ICT4EE can be regarded as a beneficial tool for augmenting 
energy efficiency solutions. 

 

4.4.3 About the REViSITE project 

The following paragraph lists the most interesting observations and indications provided to us 
by most of the REG regarding the entire project and the interest they and their organisations 
have towards REViSITE.  
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• ‘As CEO of an SME, this project brings me the opportunity to exchange ideas on 
ICT4EE, becoming a very interesting forum for sharing cooperative initiatives with 
other members of the consortium/REG’ 

• ‘My company is developing several initiatives towards the use of renewable sources of 
energy applied to energy efficiency. REG is regarded as a concrete opportunity to 
exchange with experts from other countries and realities, which can open a real range 
of effective synergies immediately and in the near future. To participate in REViSITE 
is a perfect symbiotic scenario where inputs can be provided to REViSITE from our 
current works and REViSITE results can be taken to improve our projects and 
initiatives. Moreover, REViSITE arena  certainly offers the possibility to identify 
potential research themes and partners for the future initiatives’ 

• ‘Being a member of the REG is an opportunity to exchange with experts of the other 
sectors, which could prove valuable for my laboratory and company. ‘REViSITE 
results will help to identify synergies between the concerned sectors in terms of 
ICT4EE, and thus could be useful to identify potential research themes and partners 
for the coming years.’ 

• ‘Our interest in REViSITE is the application of ICT for energy efficiency, especially 
in the manufacturing sector, to derive and enhance tools and methodologies like green 
PLM etc for the product development/innovation/generation process. Gaining 
synergetic effects between the different sectors in our opinion is a major mean to 
facilitate energy efficiency efforts and gain benefits in each single sector. We are 
interested in analyzing sector-specific best practices of applying ICT for EE in order to 
estimate their potential for other sectors’ purposes or as an origin for deriving a 
generic, cross-sectoral ICT4EE methodology in the sense of a comprehensive 
framework.’ 

• Interest in ‘Taking contacts with other experts to establish cooperation and identifying 
strategic applications and research themes.’ 

It’s clear that REG’s showed interest on REViSITE is very high, particularly considering that 
they all belong to different sectors. This means that REViSITE’ aim really matches the needs 
of the market and its result will undoubtedly define the areas of interest for fostering future 
initiatives. 
 

4.5 REG post-event feedback on WP1 and WP2 

The themes discussed during the CW1 are wide and the consortium is aware that they need 
more time to be analysed, at this aim it was planned to gather additional feedback after the 
event. This section is meant to report this feedback received on a number of the issues 
covered from REG. The first part is focused on the community consolidation and the 
community sustainability; the second one is focused on the IAM approach methodology and 
the taxonomy to be developed. 
For both the topics we report the feedback received from the REG after the meeting was 
concluded.  
 

4.5.1 Community consolidation post-assessment 

Observations about the REViSITE Community and its scope have been rationalised into two 
main issues (RTD themes and procedures) 
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• Sectors and organisations to be included 

- ‘We need to make more reference to the energy supply side; as energy becomes 
more expensive over the next 5 years, renewable energy will become more 
prevalent.’ 

- ‘Identified ETPs almost cover the whole scope of REViSITE project. Future 
Internet initiative should be included since Telecom Operators must play a key 
role on Services Platforms development.’ 

- ‘I would suggest to team up with Digital Europe. This Industry association for sure 
will applaud the creation of new business opportunities and from the EU 
Commissions point of view is seen as a highly relevant player.’ 

 

• Procedures and control tools 

- ‘Building an active community takes time (refer to the REEB return of experience) 
and the difficulty increases with the size and heterogeneity of the concerned 
sectors.’ 

- ‘The presented approach seems OK, but the metrics definition will probably be 
tricky.’ 

- ‘Building an active community which includes the different initiatives and ETPs 
will be not an easy task in my opinion, in particular when discussing on different 
topics which are not covered by all the members of the community. Think of 
defining community subgroups actively involved in specific cross-themes between 
the 4 areas, which could be asked to take part to specific brainstorming sessions 
(or other actions)’. 

- ‘I also share the view that ‘building an active community takes time and the 
difficulty increases with the size and heterogeneity of the concerned sectors’. To 
build a Community needs a strong motivation to have it born and, more than that, 
to be kept alive and growing. REViSITE has to, eventually, devise a ‘contingency 
plan’ in order to mitigate the risks associated to this ‘not so easy’ task. Reward 
must be very visible to the members, independently of its form. Metrics can also 
be a challenging  aspect  

- ‘Some recommendations: Maybe an interesting initiative to look at is  RTD: IKT 
2020, http://www.bmbf.de/en/9069.php’ 

 

4.5.2 IAM approach methodology post-assessment 

Post-event comments from the REG on the IAM approach methodology were aggregated in 
two main issues (the proposed methodology and taxonomy) as well:  

 

• Proposed LCA + CMM mixed methodology 

- ‘Among the 4 chosen sectors, smart manufacturing seems to be dealing more with 
concepts and method than with products. Indeed, I can easily imagine what is a 
smart building, a smart grid, and smart lighting in a building or in a district, but I 
can't think of "smart manufacturing" as a product or as a specific application.’  
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- ‘The WP2 methodology was well introduced, although for some of the smart 
systems mentioned LCA probably adds not that much extra. For lighting >95% of 
the energy is with operation, for buildings 80%. Smart grids and smart 
manufacturing require substantial changes in the infrastructure and probably in this 
case we are confronted with a different situation. Consortium’ proposal to deal 
first with the individual systems and subsequently to deal with their interactions 
seems quite logical to me. In my view each of the subsystems will already be ICT 
enabled and no substantial additional investments are required to make them 
communicate, assuming the communication is based on information exchange 
instead of data exchange’.  

- ‘The methodology for quantifying the 3 elements for the evaluations of the 
maturity of each topic (sophistication, intensity and impact) must be defined in 
detail and possibly related to quantitative evaluations (e.g. in terms of savings) to 
avoid misjudgements. Also, the details and boundaries of the “impact” must be 
defined in detail, for instance if and how considering peak shaving, CO2 
emissions, primary energy, final energy use, etc.’ 

- ‘Despite the fact that the work seems too ambitious, the methodology and main 
points presented on WP2 presentation are coherent. Considering that there are 
several (scattered) works on this area, identification process will require a big 
effort in order to not miss relevant inputs and cases.’ 

- ‘Well-structured work package with reasonable approach to establish an common 
methodology.’ 

 

• Proposed taxonomy 

- ‘The definition of a commonly agreed SMART taxonomy among the whole 
ICT4EE domains is very interesting’. 

- ‘However, the developed SMART methodology/taxonomy is very interesting and 
seems to apply to all 4 considered sectors. I will be very interested to have access 
to the compilation of the 4 sector reports.’ 

- ‘Regarding the semantics it is hard to judge whether this needs further fine tuning, 
for me it seemed OK. The Smart grid as well as the smart manufacturing 
contributions clearly gave the first indication on where to focus on’.  

- ‘SMART Taxonomy seems to be appropriate. However, the four sectors are not 
easily comparable so categorisation will be the key step during the process. REG 
members must help.’ 
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5. EVENT EVALUATION 

5.1 Event participation 

The total number of attendees for CW1 was 19, of whom 9 REG (Appendix II) and 10 
members of the consortium (Appendix III). The REG members and their expertise are 
reported in Table 1. 

Table 1: REG members and their field of expertise. 

N° Expert 
Smart 
Grids/ 
Energy 

Smart 
Manu-

facturing  

Smart 
Buildings 

Smart 
Lighting  

ICT  

1 
Prof. Dr.-Ing. Reiner 
Anderl. Replaced by 
Thomas Rollmann  

 X   X 

2 Shailendra Mudgal transversal expertise on Energy Efficiency & ICT 

3 Bruno Smets    X  

4 Mr.  José J.  de las Heras   X  X 

5 Giorgio Recine X     

6 Andrew Haslett (replaced 
by Akira KIRTON) 

X     

7 Dr David Shipworth   X   

8 John Shaw X X    

9 Philippe MARECHAL X  X X  

Total by Area 4 2 3 2 2 

 

From the table above, the REG covered all four sectors of the ICT4EE and further in many 
cases their expertise covered more than one field.  

 

5.2 Impact on the CW1 scopes 

The CW1 has been held for two main scopes: 1) assessment of the Community scopes and 
procedures and 2) IAM methodology evaluation. We can add a further scope to complete the 
analysis: feedback on the REViSITE project. 

In total we received 29 added value feedback from REG, this amount has been calculated by 
sum of the speeches during the event and the post-event gathered data. 

 The list of comments is in section 4 
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composition of REG feedback

the Community
31%

the Project 
17%

the IAM 
methodology

52%

 

Figure 4: distribution of REG feedback among CW1 main issues  
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Figure 5: feedback raising discussions Vs added value ones in CW1 
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5.3 Comments on the CW1 event 

5.3.1 REG comments 

For the evaluation of the workshop, in relation to its organisation, venue and scheduling, we 
received the following aggregated feedback, they are all extremely positive in regards of the 
CW1: 

• Organisation: well 

• Instructions: very clear 

• Location: good 

• Agenda: clear 

• Objectives: reached 

• Schedule and timing: no delays 

• Presentations: interesting 

One REG member suggested about the implementation of a brainstorming session during the 
next meeting to optimise the entire process.  

Because of the extremely positive feedbacks, the scheduling and the organisation of the next 
meeting can be based on this experience relating to the time schedule and agenda of CW1.  

 

 

5.3.2 Chairman assessment and global evaluation 

The PM, Prof. Tarek Hassan, states “The coordinator is generally pleased with the outcome of 
the workshop. The comments and feedback provided by the REG members have been very 
useful and helpful and will be taken into consideration in the ongoing work of REViSITE and 
the forthcoming workshops”. 

As underlined by the REG the aims of REViSITE are quite ambitious thus represents 
distinctive  added value for the entire ICT4EE community. The CW1 merged for the first time 
experts belonging to the different industrial sectors investigated and lead to common points 
discussed by the whole audience. As starting point it produced very useful results,REViSITE 
allowed the first cross sectoral round table, where “different cultures” discussed about 
common points that will be further analysed in depth through the scheduled upcoming 
meetings. 

Generally,, the positive outcome of the meeting encouraged the project team to continue on 
the approach undertaken, thus next workshops will be more based on process of knowledge 
transfer than on simple introduction of the project’s aims and scopes.  
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Conclusions and lessons learnt 

CW1 represented the first of the planned workshops in REViSITE. Despite the complexity of 
the project and its processes in defining its scope, the REG positively accepted the overall 
approach and methodologies adopted by REViSITE consortium. 

The first roundtable, that put together the REViSITE project team and the REG, had a positive 
impact on the overall process of the project, in terms of assessment of:  

• the project itself 

• the methodologies including the IAM 

• the taxonomy 

• the community consolidation 

• the community sustainability after the end of the project 

For the Impact Assessment Model, the REG and project team both agreed in: 

• the high need of accuracy for the definition of the taxonomy 

• the high need of accuracy for the implementation of the model  

• the need for careful choice of the inputs for the model 

Some REG members stated that although that it seemed to be a hard and time consuming 
work, it would lead to the significant and worthwhile results.  

For the community consolidation it will be important to take up the following actions: 

� gaining the participation of people in the community by underlining the benefits and 
the advantages for them 

� addressing the request of membership only to targeted people through the contacts of 
the REG, of the consortium, and by some ETPs. 

Although this is not easy and may take a long time, the foundation is present to succeed in 
this aim. This Community will be the first of its kind, incorporating under the same 
umbrella expertise of the different four sectors of ICT4EE which will uniquely define 
the more critical aspects of cross-sectoral research and development. 

6.2 Recommended issues for the next REG workshops 

All the observations gathered during the CW1 have been aggregated to formulate some useful 
remarks in order to optimise the interaction with the REG during the next meetings. 
Notwithstanding that the presentation given by the PM to the REG is clear and easy to get, it’s 
clear that a preliminary REG’s knowledge base about the project would bring an 
unquestionable advantage for the event itself.    

The next planned event will be the first Validation Workshop (VW1) primarily focusing on 
the initial roadmap vision document assessment and, in second instance, on the Community 
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procedures check. It becomes necessary to gather from REG as much ideas and information as 
possible in order to enrich the REViSITE’s vision towards the future objectives.  

This quite-challenging objective can be achieved only if the Consortium is able to ensure a 
strong active participation from REG members, hence it could be helpful to use brainstorming 
strategies to maximise their contribution. Such strategies might include:   

• Implementing the REG as a focus group 

• Organizing one hour of brainstorming session, i.e. dividing the REG in two 
heterogeneous groups (each group representing all the ICT4EE sectors) and asking 
them to formulate inputs to the project aimed to the cross sectorial roadmap 

• Recording the brainstorming session to analyse in depth after the meeting 

• Trying to stimulate their interaction during the meeting finalising an ad-hoc 
questionnaire and ask them to fulfil it before the end of the meeting about: 

o Relevant issues regarding the interaction of the four sectors of ICT4EE 
o Assessment of the meeting, i.e. schedule, venue, added value furnished,  
o Assessment of REViSITE, i.e. ongoing work, corrections in the process areas 

of interest for REViSITE 

As a good practice, we intend  to provide REG members with: 

• the evolving roadmap update documents at least two weeks before the workshop 
date, so to give enough time to read it before the event; 

• the planned themes of discussion and kind of expected feedback, so to let them 
develop already some ideas to discuss  during the workshop 
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7. INPUT FOR D1.1 AND D2.1 

The section is meant to aggregate content to be used as input for the deliverables D1.1 
“REViSITE consolidated community report” and D2.1 “ICT4EE – Data Taxonomy (Common 
Methodology to assess the impact of ICT developments”). 

We will expose the qualitative analysis and some useful recommendations; the impact of this 
feedback has been listed in the previous sections. 

 

7.1 Qualitative analysis 

• About the REViSITE Community (D1.1) 

From a general point of view, the event has outlined the challenging and time-consuming 
task to be carried out in building a community that, as required by REViSITE, shall be 
heterogeneous and – for this main reason – will bring difficulties for obtaining the 
commitment of people joining the community. For this reason the REG promotes the 
development of a “contingency plan”. 

The undertaken discussion through the workshop participants underlined the importance 
of highlighting via the website the benefits for the potential community members and their 
role on  REViSITE. In particular the website shall show them what REViSITE research 
aims to find out, i.e. the identification of cross areas where community can drive the 
focus of their activities in order to improve energy efficiency, and what the project 
expects from them, i.e. from their active participation in web activities and in giving 
feedback on different documents or results. 

The overall participants agreed on:  

• the modalities chosen by REViSITE to carry on its aims 

• the active participation of experts in: 

o the meeting activities 

o involving in the REViSITE community people who they are linked with 
and who could represent potential members of interest 

Undertaking these actions REViSITE will avoid the risk on generating spam mail, or 
elapsing time in connecting with people. 

In conclusion the REG recognised REViSITE as a very interesting initiative for the 
overall ICT4EE community. 

 

• About the common methodology to assess the impact of ICT developments (D2.1) 

Basically the REG showed their positive opinions about the methodology proposed by the 
REViSITE project; indeed the use of this strategy looked innovative to their point of view, 
and appeared to be suitable for REViSITE’s aim. The discussions during the workshop 
emphasised the importance of defining both a suitable ICT4EE taxonomy and the 
implementation of the impact assessment model, which will require accurate 
information. Two main issues to be considered: 
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- there is a general consensus on the challenging aspect in evaluating the four ICT4EE 
sectors as a whole, in particular for smart manufacturing that does not present 
characteristics to be easily compared with the other ones 

- the REG answered positively to the S.M.A.R.T.1 methodological approach that seems 
to be almost coherent and bringing added value to the sector; moreover we can review 
and build on several works in this area 

The strategy and methodology proposed by the REViSITE consortium have been acquired 
and understood by the REG, this gave strength to proceed on the already outlined way. 

 

 

7.2 Recommendations of the REG Community 

• About the REViSITE Community 

The following table includes the list of projects participated by the REG members as potential 
starting point for enlarging the Community.  

Detailed information has been provided by the REG who shall contact the related consortia 
and introduce REViSITE for a potential cooperation. 

Table 2: REViSITE thematic related projects and potential amount of organisations  to 
involve  

Project Acronym Full name Website 
Number of 
partners 

AIM 

A novel architecture for 
modelling, virtualising and 
managing the energy 
consumption of household 
appliances 

http://www.ict-aim.eu/ 11 

DEMAG 
Domestic energy advance 
generator 

http://www.labor-
eu.net/siti%20CRAFT/demag-

project.net/index.htm 
9 

eDiana 
Embedded systems for energy 
efficiency buildings 

http://www.artemis-ediana.eu 19 

ENPROVE Energy consumption http://enprove.eu/ 8 

                                                 
1 The S.M.A.R.T. methodology, refined by INTEL and VTT, defines in detail the LCA phase of products and it 

is based on 5 technology macro-categories:  

- Simulation, modelling and design 

- Monitoring and intelligent control  

- Awareness and decision support 

- Resource, SCM and integration 

- Trading and energy management  

Each macro-category is in turn defined by technological sub-categories and specific RTD topics. More details 
are available in the WP2 presentation and – later – in the document D2.1 “Methodology” 
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Project Acronym Full name Website 
Number of 
partners 

prediction with building 
usage measurements for 
software-based decision 
support 

eTurbine 

Improved Wind Turbine 
Control and Communications, 
To improve Wind Turbine 
availability and reduce 
downtime 

Early stage project. List of 
potential partners identified, 

nothing agreed yet  

 

n.a. 

Hospilot 
Intelligent energy efficiency 
controls in hospitals 

http://195.83.41.221/ 10 

ISIS 

Integrated Seabed Information 
System. A Decision support tool 
to accelerate development of 
Offshore Windfarms 

Early stage project. List of 
potential partners identified, 

nothing agreed yet  

 

n.a. 

Intelligent Energy 
Switching  

 

Supergrid controls. Help enable 
deployment of Supergrid in 
Europe by improving control, 
communications, data collection 
and analysis  

 

Early stage project. List of 
potential partners identified, 

nothing agreed yet  

 

n.a. 

ITEA2 ISN Interoperable Sensor Networks  11 

MARE 

EU Maritime Spatial Planning 
for the North Sea. Similar to 
ISIS.  

 

Early stage project. List of 
potential partners identified, 

nothing agreed yet  

 

n.a. 

SAHC 
Solar Assisted heating and 
cooling 

http://www.sahc.eu 5 

SuperLightCar 

Sustainable Production 
Technologies of Emission 
reduced Light weight Car 
Concepts 

http://www.superlightcar.com/ 38 

 

The REG highlighted that, due to the project objectives mostly characterised by a “market-
oriented” view, it would be better to try to find a double-flow connection with ICT 
associations. This connection will be added to those already planned with ETPs that would 
mainly require an approach of “information gathering”. 
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8. APPENDICES  

Appendix I: Agenda of the CW1 
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Appendix II: Expert Members Group attending the CW1. 

 

 

Name Organisation 

de las Heras, José Javier  Advantic Systems, Spain 

Kirton, Akira  Energy Technology Institute, United Kingdom 

Lima, Celson  (participating only at 
post-event comments) 

Uninova, Portugal  (Last minute apology, presentation was 
sent and presented on his behalf by CSTB) 

Maréchal, Philippe  CEA Liten, France 

Mudgal,  Shailendra  Bio Intelligence Service S.A.S., France 

Recine, Giorgio  Labor Srl, Italy 

Rollmann, Thomas  TU Darmstadt, Germany 

Shaw, John  Mainstream Renewable Power, Ireland 

Shipworth, David  UCL Energy Institute, United Kingdom 

Smets, Bruno  Philips Lighting, The Netherland 
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Appendix III: Member of the Consortium attending the CW1. 

 

Name Organisation 

Ellis, Keith Intel Performance Learning Solution Ltd 

Feraco, Antonio Innova Spa 

Fies, Bruno Centre Scientifique & Technique du Bâtiment 

Firth, Steven Loughborough University 

Fouchal, Farid Loughborough University 

Hannus, Matti VTT Technical Research Centre 

Hassan, Tarek Loughborough University 

Kuhn, Daniel 
Fraunhofer-Institute for Production Systems and Design 
Technology IPK 

Pille, Hans KEMA Consulting 

Zarlì, Alain Centre Scientifique & Technique du Bâtiment 
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Appendix IV: Workshop proceedings 

The proceedings in this appendix refer to links to the secure area which require signing in.  

Currently, this is a restricted access to the consortium and the REG. 

WP1 and WP2 presentations have been included into the appendix V, nevertheless interested 
people are invited to ask to REViSITE board for accessing the whole documentation 

 

Presentations and PPT included into the external annexes 

Annex I:  

REViSITE-CW1-REG Members Presentations.pdf 

https://revisite.basecamphq.com/projects/4600271/file/52490287/REViSITE-CW1-
REG_Members_Presentations.pdf 

 

Annex II: 

REViSITE-CW1-WP1-Presentation.pdf 

https://revisite.basecamphq.com/projects/4600271/file/52490285/REViSITE-CW1-WP1-
Presentation.pdf 

 

Annex III: 

REViSITE-CW1-WP2-Presentation.pdf 

https://revisite.basecamphq.com/projects/4600271/file/52490286/REViSITE-CW1-WP2-
Presentation.pdf 
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Appendix V: Workpackages presentations  

 

 



REViSITE CW1 MeetingSophia Antipolis, 4th June 2010 GA No.: 248705

REViSITE Meeting

WP1: Communities 
Consolidation



REViSITE CW1 Meeting Sophia Antipolis, 4th June 2010GA No.: 248705

Global Context and Objective

 ICT4EE / ICT for energy-efficiency 
• Multidisciplinary community Focusing on 4 disciplines:

Manufacturing / Construction / Lighting /Grids

• Enabling Communication

• Develop and Promote a
cross-sectoral RTD roadmap 

 Targeted ETPs:
• ARTEMIS (embedded systems), NESSI?

• ECTP (Construction)

• MANUFUTURE (Manufacturing)

• PHOTONICS21 (Lighting)

• SMARTGRIDS (Grids)
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Aim

 Create / mobilise the concerned community 
fundamentally from following ETPs:

• ARTEMIS

• ECTP

• MANUFUTURE

• PHOTONICS21

• SMARTGRIDS

 Deliver Roadmaps / identify RTD priorities for 
ICT4EE
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About WP1

 Community Consolidation

… under the common theme of ICT for Energy Efficiency

REViSITE Focus GroupREG Members

Smart Buildings

Community

Smart Lighting

Community

Smart Grids

Community

Smart

Manufacturing

Community

REViSITE Focus GroupREG Members

Smart Buildings

Community

Smart Lighting

Community

Smart Grids

Community

Smart

Manufacturing

Community

Smart Buildings

Community

Smart Lighting

Community

Smart Grids

Community

Smart

Manufacturing

Community

a) Range of initiatives b) Communities topology
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Envisaged steps and 
interactions with other WPs 

WP3WP2WP1

Step 6: Common 

brainstorming and production 

of a unified RoadMap

ICT
4

EE

Step1: Methodology for

Identifying / classifying

Initiatives…

Step 2: Analyse data to identify 

potential focus group members

Step 3: Presentation  of 

REViSITE objectives

Step 4: Identification of relevant

initiatives and persons

Step 5:

Parallel brainstorming
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Strategy

 ETPs
• Artemis: Advanced Research & Technology for EMbedded 

Intelligence and Systems 

• ECTP: European Construction Technology Platform

• ManuFuture:

• Photonics21:

• SmartGrids:

 RTD projects
• REEB with IRC (International Reeb Community)

• ICT 21 (European Thematic Network)

• ICT4EE forum

• Others (suggestions from Consortium partners / REG 
members)?
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ARTEMIS JU

 Internal organisation
• Eight sub-programmes
»Methods and processes for safety-relevant embedded 

systems

»Healthcare systems

»Smart environments

»Efficient manufacturing and logistics

»Computing environments for embedded systems

» Inter-networked ES for Security and Critical Infrastructures 
Protection

»Embedded technology for sustainable urban life

»Human-centred design of embedded systems

• Relevant Project: eDIANA (Embedded Systems for Energy 
Efficient Buildings)

 Contacts: Jose Javier De las Heras Bueno 
(member of the REG)
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ECTP RoadMap – Top 9 
Priorities

 Technologies for Healthy, Safe, Accessible and Stimulating 
Indoor Environments for All

 Innovative Use of Underground Space

 New Technologies, Concepts and High-tech Materials for 
Efficient and Clean Buildings

 Reduce Environmental and Man-made Impacts of Built 
Environment and Cities

 Sustainable Management of Transports and Utilities Networks

 A Living Cultural Heritage for an Attractive Europe

 Improve Safety and Security within the Construction Sector

 New Integrated Processes for the Construction Sector

 High Added-value Construction Materials
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ManuFuture (-> Fraunhofer )

 SRA ranks “energy efficiency” as Top 3 within the field of future 

manufacturing research

Source: MANUFUTURE-D, Fraunhofer IPA

MANUFUTURE-D Workshops 2007

Ranking of importance of subjects for research in manufacturing 

(118 participants in 14 branches; top 15 = 80% )
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Photonics21 (-> VTT)

 Domain: 

• Optics and photonics

• Sectors: Production technology; 
Measurement & automated vision: 
Medical technology & life science; Optical 
communications; Information technology 
& printing; Lighting; Flat panel displays; 
Solar energy (PV); Defence photonics; 
Optical components & systems. 

• Key technologies for lighting: In-organic 
and organic light-emitting diodes (LED, 
OLED), Solid state lighting (SSL)

 Objectives: 

• Define and continuously update a joint 
European strategy for photonics in 
Europe, for both industry and science.

 Results: 

• Photonics21 In Europe (2007)

• SRA Organic & large area electronics 
(2009) 

• SRA (2010)

 Internal organisation

• WG1 Information and Communication

• WG2 Industrial Production / 
Manufacturing and Quality

• WG3 Life Sciences and Health

• WG4 Lighting, Organic Electronics & 
Displays

• WG5 Security, Metrology and Sensors

• WG6 Optical Components and Systems

• WG7 Research, Education and Training

 Contacts:

• Many members in all REViSITE 
countries.

• Supporting VTT: Helsinki University of 
Technology, liisa.halonen@tkk.fi

• Secretariat: VDI Technologiezentrum.
Markus Wilkens, +49 (0) 211 6214-478
secretariat@photonics21.org
http://www.photonics21.org/

mailto:liisa.halonen@tkk.fi
mailto:secretariat@photonics21.org
mailto:secretariat@photonics21.org
http://www.photonics21.org/
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Smartgrids Research areas 
and tasks
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WP1 – Summary

 Create / mobilise communities from ETPs and related 
Initiatives (RTD projects…);

 Maintain this consolidated community during the 
project;

 Provide recommendations and tools to keep the 
consolidated community alive after the end of the 
project.
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REVISITE WP2 objectives.

Identify a common methodology & taxonomy to guide research.

Identify the energy profiles of the target sectors.

Identify ICT’s and  estimate their impacts on energy usage in the target sectors.y p gy g g

Identify ICT’s and their potential for improving energy efficiency in each sector.

Identification of potential opportunities for learning across the sectors.

Develop an ICT impact model for ICT energy efficiency.
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Criteria: for a common methodology 
and taxonomyand taxonomy

Need a common methodology general enough to include scope of identified sectors butgy g g p
targeted enough to be of value in identify the impact of ICTs on Energy Efficiency.

Appropriate for use in measuring impact of ICT applications in the four identified sectors:

• Smart Grids

• Smart Buildings

• Smart Manufacturingg

• Smart Lighting

Applicable to identified stakeholders.pp

Needs to consider current ‘Best Practice’, capturing consumption & enabling effects.

Measure impact of ICT where it makes sense to do so in ‘life cycle’.

Should assist in illustrating causal relationships
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Should assist in illustrating causal relationships.



Best practice: what are others doing?

Body Method Footprint
Enabling 

Body Method Footprint
effects

ITU (International Telecoms Union) Hybrid LCA Yes Yes

Hybrid LCA
ETSI (European Telecoms Standard institute)

Hybrid LCA
(National level)

Yes Yes

iNEMI (International Electronics Manufacturing Institute) Process‐LCA Yes No

IEC (International Electrotechnical Commission) Process‐LCA Yes No

Ericsson Process‐LCA Yes Yes

ATIS (Alliance for Telecom Industry Solutions) Process‐LCA Yes Yes

ISO LCA standards 14040 /44 & British standards Institute PAS 2050ISO LCA standards 14040 /44   &   British standards Institute PAS‐2050 

FP6 ‐ CALCUS www.calcus.net published 2009 (social, economic & environmental) LCA

FP7 – PROSUITE www.prosuite.org PROspective  SUstaİnability Assessment of TEchnologies 
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LCA – What is it?
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The REVISITE research

LCA methods can be heavily data dependant.

An issue, is the gap between a bottoms‐upssue, s t e gap bet ee a botto s up
(process‐LCA) focus at the offering level & a
tops‐down (EIO‐LCA) focus at the macro level.
This can lead to uncertainty.

Best practice suggests use of hybrid.
REVISITE 
Research

A synthesis of approach is required.

One which captures the heuristics & expertise
available in the sectors.
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Proposed methodology & Partners 
researchresearch

The proposed common methodology is a hybrid approach that seeks to adoptThe proposed common methodology is a hybrid approach that seeks to adopt
elements of LCA (both Process & EIO) and CMM (Capability Maturity Model)
methodologies.

LCA (considerations):
Partners will include completed LCA’s, to which they have access, in their research.

Partners may if deem appropriate complete ‘partial LCA assessments’ targeted at energy
consumption in their target sectors. These will be included.

Any existing statistical work/documents such as the EU’s ‘ICT Impact assessment by linking
data across sources and countries’ will be incorporated as appropriate.

Above elements will help to build a picture. Where there are gaps in analysis, we propose
individual partners would make an assessment of the impact of ICTs based on heuristics &
expertise. This is where the CMMmaturity analysis comes into play.
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Proposed methodology ‐ continued

CMM (Capability Maturity Model)CMM (Capability Maturity Model) 

Was developed by the Software Engineers Institute (SEI) at Carnegie Mellon University as 
part of their thinking about how to improve the software development process. Stripped 
of its software development content, the model provides as framework for thinking 
about the maturity of almost any process. Unlike many models in academia it is based on 
observation not theory.

The value in utilising CMM in the REVISITE context is that it allows partners to
quantitatively illustrate what is essentially inductive qualitative research. This research is
comprised of case study and expert opinion within a partners sector. REG feedback will
augment that researchaugment that research.

REViSITE – WP1 workshop Sophia Antipolis, 3rd / 4th June2010GA No.: 248705



Methodology / ‘SMART’ Taxonomy

Possible bounding of LC 
at output of RM phase 
& input to EoL phase?

High level categories of 
Taxonomy loosely 
following LC phases

Some categories maySome categories may 
run through‐out Informs an impact level 

assessment, 1‐5
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Taxonomy example for ‘smart buildings’

Monitoring & IC control
Possibly in Construction 
& usage/maintenance 
phases

Auto & control just 1 
sub categorysub category

Partners ID RTD topicsPartners ID RTD topics, 
here that might be 
smart HVAC, Lighting or 
generation control
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Taxonomy List

1. Simulation Modelling & Design technologies

• Design:

2. Monitoring & intelligent control technologies

• Automation & control: Monitoring:• Design: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• Modelling: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• Performance estimation:

Automation & control: Monitoring: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• Quality of service: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• Wired & Wireless sensor networks:• Performance estimation: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

3. Awareness and decision support technologies.

• Wired & Wireless sensor networks: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• Production management: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• Performance management: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• Visualisation:

» RTD’s defined by Partners

4. Resource, supply chain & integration technologies

• Process integration: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• Cognitive decision support:

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• Real‐time communication: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• System integration: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• Interoperability & standards: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

5. Trade and energy management technologies

• Building energy management

» RTD’s defined by Partners

• Knowledge sharing: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

We believe the taxonomy to be sound. 

REViSITE – WP1 workshop Sophia Antipolis, 3rd / 4th June2010GA No.: 248705

• District energy management: 

» RTD’s defined by Partners

y
However where the taxonomy proves 
to break‐down  we will  adjust. 



How we see it working – 3 steps

P SMART id h i h SMART C i & b iPartners use SMART taxonomy to guide their research. SMART Categories & sub‐categories
will be set (are common) in order to provide for cross sectoral analysis.

1 P t id tif & li t ifi RTD t i (ICT ) t b t i1. Partners identify & align sector specific RTD topics (ICTs) to sub‐categories.

2. For each identified RTD topic (ICT) the partner makes an educated and evidence‐based call on
the maturity level of that ICT with respect to the following three elements:the maturity level of that ICT with respect to the following three elements:

A. Maturity of the ICT in terms of sophistication compared to current SOTA.

B Maturity of the ICT with respect to intensity/adoption within the sectorB. Maturity of the ICT with respect to intensity/adoption within the sector.

C. Maturity of the ICT with respect to impact on EE within the sector. Taking into account
the immediate energy consumption & future enabling effects.

3. Template is completed by partners for 2(A) 2(B) & 2(C) of step 2.
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An Example –
BuildingsBuildings

SMART categories are 
defined, loosely 
following the LC phases

Scored against

Sub categories

Scored against
3 weighted 
effects

Sub‐categories 
are fixed

RTD’s entered
By partners
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Grids
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Grids
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Buildings
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Buildings
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Manufacturing: Energy consumption 
share and saving potentialsshare and saving potentials 
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Key Role of ICT 4 EE in Manufacturing

ICT bl EE ti i ti f ll t f d ti t llICT enables  EE optimisation for all parts of a production systems  over all 
lifecycle phases  

By applying the proposed LCA‐approach for Manufacturing we need to 
id th h l “ d ti t ” d t i l diconsider the hole “production system” as a product including

• Product (item which is manufactured within the production system)

• Process (manufacturing, assembly , organization and control, logistics …)

• Resources  (Machines, tools, equipment, factory buildings + HVAC …)

Research and development fields:

• Information and knowledge provision for the design phase of product• Information and knowledge provision for the design phase  of product, 
process and resources

• Modelling and simulation of energy consumption of a production system   

E f i di d d f ifi d l b l f• Energy performance indicators, standards for certificates and labels for 
manufacturing processes and machines 

• Smart Measuring, Monitoring and Control of machines and equipment
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• Holistic optimisation of an production system, considering the other 
projects target sectors 



Lighting
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Methodology summary

Partners utilise the common methodology & taxonomy in guiding their research . Existing 
LCA’s, statistics and relevant data is included. Where there are gaps an assessment is made 
using template based on heuristics & expertise within the sector.using template based on heuristics & expertise within the sector.

Each partner completes a ‘state of the art and best practice’ report on their own sectors

• Reports are compiled & reviewedReports are compiled & reviewed.

Partners then review the four available reports to identify that which is homogenous, 
heterogeneous and synergetic.heterogeneous and synergetic.

• Compilation & peer review is completed

The completed ‘desk‐top’ research informs the causal model which in turn feeds WP3The completed  desk top  research informs the causal model which in turn feeds WP3 
roadmap development.
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The Model

‘All M d l f l’‘All Models are wrong some are useful’
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