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PROGRAM PERFORMANCE REPORT 
 
1) DOE Award Number: DE-SC0005480 

Recipient: University of Utah 
 
2) Project Title: Innovation Ecosystem Development Initiative 

Project Director/Principal Investigator: Robert C. Bell - Robert.Bell@utah.edu  
 
3) Report Date: January 17, 2014 

Period Covered: October 1, 2010 – December 31, 2013 
 
4) Comparison of actual accomplishments with the goals and objectives 

During the Energy Commercialization Center’s (ECC) three years in operation, the only thing 
constant was change. The world of commercialization and cleantech evolved significantly during 
the time the ECC was formed and operating, including: the availability of cleantech funding 
lessoned, the growth of incubators and accelerators skyrocketed, the State of Utah created an 
office dedicated to energy development, the University of Utah was both praised and criticized 
for its success in commercialization, and the Federal government temporarily shut down. During 
the three-year grant there were three principle investigators on the grant, as well as three 
directors for the University’s Commercialization Office. Change can be hard for an organization, 
but as we instruct the companies we support, “Fail fast and fail often, because it is the fastest 
path to success.”  
 
Although there were some unanticipated challenges along the way, the local ecosystem is 
stronger because of the ECC’s efforts. Perhaps the greatest lesson learned was the importance of 
aligned incentives between key stakeholders in the commercialization process and the need for 
resources at the company and individual entrepreneur levels. The universities have systems and 
incentives to commercialize technologies, but creating value and companies generally rest with 
the individuals and entrepreneurs. Unfortunately the ECC was unable to create a viable 
mechanism to transfer the commercialization process that successfully aligned incentives and 
achieve a more effective ecosystem within the Rocky Mountain West.  However, the ECC was 
successful in adding value to the individual ecosystems, and connecting national resources to 
regional and local needs.  

Regarding the ECC’s effectiveness in developing a cleantech commercialization ecosystem, 



initial inroads and relationships were established with key stakeholders.  However, incentives, 
perceived or real competition, differences in commercialization processes, and culture all played 
a role in inhibiting the development and distribution of a regional ecosystem and 
commercialization process. Had the University and the ECC been able to develop a software 
platform, some of these challenges may have been overcome, but without the final development 
and release of the Western Innovation Network, the ECC realistically could not scale and 
distribute a commercialization platform. Further, cleantech startups need to engage in a more 
intensive customer validation process, and establish strong community connections if they are to 
succeed in commercializing their products. The university system incentivizes research and 
access to research funding and risk capital is competitive, so by nature collaboration on 
commercialization was difficult.  

Each of the local ecosystems within the Rocky Mountain West was unique. Utah did not, and 
does not, have a system outside of the universities to support entrepreneurs and cleantech 
commercialization. Through the ECC’s efforts developing a regional ecosystem, it became clear 
that successful ecosystems had a community and associated mechanisms that supported local 
entrepreneurs and startups.  

Most importantly the ECC aided in the creation of Utah’s cleantech ecosystem, one that supports 
entrepreneurs and startup companies that need help and support in their efforts to commercialize 
clean technologies. The absence of support for clean tech from state government and local 
organizations was a significant impediment to cleantech commercialization.  To overcome this 
challenge, the ECC has formed Sustainable Startups.  Sustainable Startups is a new non-profit 
organization designed to build a culture and community in Utah that supports and understands 
the importance of cleantech and sustainable development.  

While the ECC generated mixed success in building a regional commercialization ecosystem for 
cleantech, the organization did provide tremendous benefit to startups and the broader public.  
Over 60 companies were given direct business development support by the ECC, many of whom 
then generated direct economic development impacts.  In addition, the ECC served an important 
role as community convener, educator and relationship builder through hosting numerous public 
and private events including: Energize 2013; Millennial Train whistle stop; business plan 
competition supporter; Clean Tech Open Accelerator organizer; Sustainable Startups Series 
developer, and much more.  

While the ECC did not fully apply, develop, and transmit the University of Utah’s TCO 
commercialization model to cleantech, it nevertheless assisted numerous inventors, entrepreneurs 
and institutions in furthering the growth of clean energy and energy efficiency technologies.  The 
TCO’s commercialization model was not applied to regional clean tech initiatives for several 
main reasons. First, flaws with the commercialization model were realized after the ECC’s 
formation.  Second, leadership changes within the TCO and ECC hampered early organizational 
development and implementation initiatives. Third, misaligned incentives between the ECC, 
regional universities, institutions, and the State of Utah resulted in a lack of collaboration and 
knowledge transfer regarding commercialization. In principle, everyone was aligned and willing 
to collaborate, but reality was much different and challenging. 

 



Original Objectives 
 
 Main Objectives 

a) Apply and further develop the commercialization model that has been successfully developed 
at the University of Utah Technology Commercialization Office (TCO) to clean energy and 
energy efficiency technologies.  

 
b) Transfer that model to other universities and institutes in the western United States, and build 

collaborative ties with these universities, private sector capital, and strategic industry players 
to develop marketable clean energy and energy efficiency technologies.  

 
Specific Objectives 

(1) Make the ECC a self-funded entity.  This is to be accomplished through fee-based 
initiatives with industry associates, venture capital, and revenue generation through 
commercial sponsored research and liquidity events. ECC will eventually be restructured 
as a private partnership with affiliate institutions, which will contribute to its support by 
providing deal flow and expertise to sustain operations. 

(2) Assist participating Western Universities to increase their rate of 
commercialization. ECC will screen promising technologies to reduce waste in the 
technology transfer process and increase efficiency in technology licenses and startups 
per dollars of research funding. 

(3) Share TCO’s early stage assessment system. The system will be shared with affiliate        
institutions to rank, prioritize and bundle the most promising energy-related technologies 
for commercialization. 

(4) Replicate the University of Utah’s commercialization ecosystem. Engage key 
stakeholders required for successful energy commercialization throughout the West. This 
requires active participation from state officials, venture capitalists, angel groups, 
entrepreneurs, students, education centers, universities, researches and service providers.  

(5) Provide resources for the inventor/entrepreneur. This includes mentoring, proof-of 
concept validation, prototype guidance and legal expertise. The Center will also provide 
access to the University’s Venture Bench Program. The ECC will also access external 
resources including the Oregon State Accelerator, The Energy Dynamics Lab at Utah 
State and the Cleantech Open. Additional resources will be added as affiliate institutions 
are added to the center. 

(6) Create the necessary organizational infrastructure. We will hire a Director and 
support staff, build a website, create a database, create a brand, develop a marketing plan, 
host a regional conference and develop education and outreach programs to involve other 
universities, institutes, colleges and students. 

(7) Complete partnership agreements between the ECC and western universities.  This 
will be done in order to assess and commercialize CE and EE technologies.  



(8) Implement the “Energy WellInvested” (EWI) initiative.  This will bring industry, end 
users, and venture capital early-on into the commercialization process. 

(9) Develop meaningful metrics to help understand the impact of university-originated 
EE and RE technologies on society. This will include impacts on job creation, fossil 
energy dependency, global climate change, and factors that contribute to the successful 
commercialization. This will include technologies assessed, licenses executed, start-ups 
created, and dollar-cost efficiency in commercialization of state and federal grants. 

Comparison of Objectives 

Specific Objective 1: Create a self-funding mechanism for the ECC. 

The ECC was successful in achieving this objective, however not through the structure first 
proposed. The ECC’s initial ever-green plan was to develop a public-private partnership between 
participating venture capitalists, institutions and universities, utilizing a fee and/or membership 
structure. This plan was ultimately unsuccessful. The value proposition seemed to be confusing. 
Most organizations, again, agreed in principle but aligning incentives to commercialize 
technologies appeared to be of interest, aligning incentives and value was difficult. Participating 
institutions and universities did not have the incentive and could not justify the value in a 
financial relationship with the ECC. Essentially, for free some partners were willing to engage in 
the process, but a financial relationship proved unappealing.  

While this fundraising scenario proved unproductive, the ECC was able to raise some private 
funds in 2013 to start a follow-on organization, Sustainable Startups.  Sustainable Startups has 
incorporated as an independent non-profit outside of the University of Utah and is pursuing a 
number of opportunities to generate revenue through grants, donations, membership fees and 
consulting services.  Sustainable Startups narrows the geographical scope of the ECC to Utah, 
and expands its entrepreneurial support to companies looking be both environmentally and 
fiscally sustainable.  

Specific Objective 2: Assist participating Western universities by increasing their rate of 
commercialization. 

The ECC had mixed success in assisting other universities with commercialization efforts.   
While most Western universities proved difficult to engage, the ECC proved more successful 
with assisting a number of non-western universities. 

The engagement process with Western universities was mired with mistrust and misaligned 
incentives.  Many western universities saw the ECC’s direct affiliation with the University of 
Utah as competition and did not trust the ECC’s intentions.  Specifically, there was confusion 
and conflict over IP rights that made collaboration even more difficult.  The techs that were 
received from Western universities were often opportunities that had already proved difficult to 
commercialize and likely already failed ventures.  

However, under the leadership of Varun Gowda, the ECC was able to build relationships with 
some non-western universities including: Penn State; Michigan State; and Rutgers.  The ECC 



engaged with a number of their technologies and helped to review, analyze and de-risk the 
technologies resulting in effective knowledge transfer.  This de-risking process proved costly 
however, as it required immense resources and produced no revenue. The initial partner 
universities were more than willing to have the ECC add value to their IP at no cost to 
themselves. However, the innovation ecosystem was larger, but it was not scalable especially 
without revenue to support the value. 

Commercialization assistance was also hampered due to numerous changes and developments 
within the University of Utah’s Technology Commercialization Office (TCO), which was 
recently rebranded to better reflect the activities of the Technology Venture Commercialization 
(TVC) as the office was refocused under Bryan Ritchie’s direction. This refocusing of efforts 
was a priority for the University and it appears to have made a significant improvement over the 
office’s ratings and effectiveness. Although the leadership changes at the TCO were imperative, 
these changes resulted in a succession of leadership changes within the ECC as well, ultimately 
causing lost time, organizational confusion, inefficiency and stagnation in development.  

During one of these transitions, ECC relocated within the University to the Energy and 
Geosciences Institute (EGI) during the first two quarters of 2012.  This move was initially made 
to improve access to industry and build on the success that EGI had bridging the gap between 
industry and energy research, but ultimately it impaired commercialization efforts, because the 
EGI corporate partners perceived value for EGI was in the research realm, not the 
commercialization realm.  
 

Specific Objective 3: Share the TCO’s early stage assessment system. 
 
The ECC was unable to achieve this goal for two principle reasons.  First, a significant amount 
of internal change occurred within the University of Utah’s commercialization process, resulting 
in a less effective system than initially perceived.  Second, the inability of the ECC to establish 
solid partnerships with other western universities prevented successful knowledge transfer of the 
early stage assessment system. 
 
By 2010, the University of Utah’s TCO was seen as a commercialization powerhouse and was 
recognized as a leader in startup creation, over rivals such as MIT and Stanford.  However, 
criticisms began surfacing soon after the ECC was formalized, asserting that the TCO and its 
leader, Brian Cummings, were creating shell companies containing no commercial viability, 
funding or management.  After these criticisms appeared, Brian Cummings left the University of 
Utah and the TCO was reorganized as Technology Venture Commercialization (TVC).  Hence, 
much of the stated success of the TCO’s commercialization process proved shallow, and the 
importance of sharing the early-stage assessment was reduced.1    That said, the restructuring and 
rebranding of the TCO into the TVC has begun to fix the initial flaws of the original 
commercialization system, and positive results are on the rise.  
 
While components of the TCO’s commercialization process were less effective than initially 
perceived, there remained good knowledge to be shared with other universities.  However, due to 
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the inability of the ECC to generate meaningful partnerships with western universities (as 
discussed in Objectives 2 and 7), the sharing of commercialization knowledge was limited.  
Within Utah specifically, the three major research universities (Utah, BYU, and Utah State) and 
state government do cooperate on research initiatives.  However, both real and perceived 
competition issues remain, making partnership difficult.  
 
Finally, the State of Utah chose to focus its energy efforts through USTAR and created the 
Office of Energy Development, within a year of the ECC’s founding.  This created local 
commercialization competition for the ECC, as well as confusion.  The state’s stance and action 
on energy development resulted in conflict from previously supportive stakeholders, including 
ECC board members.  
 

Specific Objective 4: Replicate the University of Utah’s commercialization ecosystem. 
 
Although substantial efforts were undertaken by the ECC to replicate the University of Utah’s 
commercialization ecosystem, it was ultimately unsuccessful.   
 
The ECC and the TCO were co-located and this appears to be a key component of why western 
universities viewed the ECC with some degree of suspicion.  There was some concern that the 
Western Innovation Network (WIN) and the ECC were being comingled and the value 
propositions between the two were confusing.  Comments from ECC board members indicated 
that the lines separating WIN and ECC were blurred and that this perception existed both 
internally and externally. 
 
The ECC was relocated to Energy and Geoscience Institute (EGI), whose focus was research and 
commercialization for energy projects, but they were primarily for fossil fuel based conventional 
and unconventional projects. EGI had a strong alignment with industry and memberships, but 
again the value proposition was misaligned and EGI’s board and members weren’t interested in 
collaborating or shifting focus to renewable energy or energy efficiency. 
 

Specific Objective 5: Provide resources for clean tech inventors and entrepreneurs.  
 

The ECC demonstrated success in providing business development resources to inventors and 
entrepreneurs, especially during the second and third year of the grant period.  The ECC worked 
with over 60 companies and entrepreneurs on product and milestone development and connected 
them to additional business development resources.  Consultations varied from one-time 
meetings on customer development, strategy, milestone development and product viability, to 
intensive mentoring and introduction to strategic partners and investors.   
 
In 2013, the ECC held its Energize Summit, within which it organized a business competition 
focused on emerging ventures with clean energy technologies. The top ten finalists for Energize 
Emerging Venture Competition (EVC) pitched on day two of the summit to be selected for the 
$10,000 cash award plus $7,500 of in-kind services. Energize EVC had 22 applicants, which 
included 16 from Utah and 2 each from Arizona, Colorado, and Idaho. 
 
Also in 2013, the ECC facilitated an entrepreneurial roundtable with DOE Deputy Secretary 



Daniel Poneman and 12 local clean energy companies and entrepreneurs.  The roundtable gave 
local entrepreneurs an opportunity to showcase their work, express insights regarding ecosystem 
needs and better understand DOE priorities and resources.  Later in the year, the ECC held the 
Sustainable Startups Series, a three-part panel discussion series with local entrepreneurial leaders 
running established, sustainably minded businesses.  The Series attracted over 200 attendees and 
was designed to inspire and educate local entrepreneurs about the successes and challenges of 
sustainable business development.  
 

Specific Objective 6: Create the necessary organizational infrastructure.  
 
Overall, the ECC demonstrated success in creating a strong organizational infrastructure.  
Throughout the project, the ECC maintained a director and strong support staff.  (Although, 
leadership changes within the TCO impacted ECC leadership and hampered organizational 
consistency.)   The ECC developed two websites designed to encourage collaboration, build 
ecosystem connections and disperse valuable information for inventors, entrepreneurs and the 
general clean tech community.  
 
The ECC was able to develop strong branding as a leader in clean tech development in the state 
and the region, along with a detailed database of clean tech initiatives within Utah, and to some 
extent the Rocky Mountain Region.  In April of 2013, the ECC hosted its Energize Sustainable 
Energy Summit at Snowbird Ski Resort, bringing together over 200 regional clean tech leaders 
together for collaborative planning and discussion.   
 
While the organization had difficulty conducting educational and outreach initiatives with other 
western universities, it did lead and participate in a number of educational and community-
building opportunities within Utah including: the Millennial Trains Project, Solar Day Salt Lake, 
Green Drinks SLC, the Sustainable Startups Series, and developed a blog and newsletter 
centered on both local and regional clean tech issues. Finally, the ECC engaged numerous 
students at the University of Utah through classroom lectures, organizational internships and 
collaboration with the University’s Foundry Program.  
 

Specific Objective 7: Complete partnership agreements between the ECC and western universities 
 
The ECC had mixed success in completing partnership agreements with western universities.  
After initial results appeared promising the effort stalled.  The ECC made changes to the 
partnership agreement in an attempt to make it more attractive, but most western universities 
proved difficult to engage.  The ECC had greater success partnering with a number of non-
western universities, but the effort to execute partnership agreements with universities was 
ultimately abandoned. 

The Nevada Institute of Renewable Energy Commercialization was the first partner to sign the 
ECC’s Associate Membership Agreement but the ECC struggled to bring on additional partner 
universities.  Three changes were made to the partnership agreement in an effort to make 
partnership with the ECC more attractive.  These changes included waiving partnership fees, no 
longer requiring partner attendance at ECC events, and reducing the number of individual 
technologies universities were required to submit to the ECC.  



These changes failed to make a difference, however as the ECC engagement process with 
Western universities was mired with mistrust.  Many western universities saw the ECC’s direct 
affiliation with the University of Utah as competition and did not trust the ECC’s intentions.  
Continued confusion and conflict over IP rights made collaboration even more difficult and the 
techs that were received from Western universities were often opportunities that had already 
proved difficult to commercialize and likely already failed ventures.  

However, under the leadership of Varun Gowda, the ECC was able to sign partnership 
agreements with some non-western universities including: Penn State; Michigan State; and 
Rutgers.  The ECC engaged with a number of their technologies and helped to review, analyze 
and de-risk the technologies resulting in effective knowledge transfer.  This de-risking process 
proved costly however, as it required immense resources and produced no revenue.   Hence, the 
success seen here was not scalable and the effort to execute partner agreements with other 
universities was abandoned. 

Specific Objective 8: Implement the “Energy WellInvested” (EWI) initiative. 

The ECC had mixed success in implementing the EWI initiative.  Initial engagement with 
industry and venture capital was promising, but the lack-luster results in attracting promising 
technologies through university partner agreements hampered this initiative.  

Stakeholder interest was strong early on and the ECC found support from industry and venture 
capital institutions including Pacificorp, Questar, Schlumberger and Renewable Tech Ventures 
(RTV), each of whom had representatives on the ECC’s Advisory Board.  An instance in which 
Schlumberger provided valuable feedback early in the process of vetting a water treatment 
technology demonstrated the potential of this approach and venture capitalists expressed 
excitement at having a platform for getting early exposure to promising new technologies. 

Stakeholder interest waned as the ECC struggled to acquire promising technologies and no clear 
process was established for engaging stakeholders early in the vetting processes. Stakeholders 
began to doubt the value of the initiative and without demonstrable successes the ECC found it 
difficult to attract additional support from industry, finance and end-users. 

The leadership changes at the TCO and ECC were highly disruptive in the effort to implement 
this initiative, as well.  New leadership was required not only to re-establish previous 
relationships, but now had to overcome the disillusionment of early stakeholders and the ECC’s 
failure to gain traction. 
 

Specific Objective 9: Develop meaningful metrics to help understand the impact of university-originated 
EE and RE technologies on society. 

 
The ECC had mixed success in developing meaningful metrics to help understand the impact of 
university-originated EE and RE technologies on society.  This objective was addressed early on 
in board meetings, but no concrete metrics were adopted until the metrics developed jointly by 
the five ecosystems funded by the DOE were completed. 
 
These metrics captured much of the economic impact of commercialization efforts, including 



companies established, private and public funding obtained, and jobs created.  However, the 
ECC was not able to capture whether and how these technologies had an impact on other aspects 
of society such as health, environment, and cost of living. 
 

5) Key Accomplishments Under These Goals: 
Following are highlights of some of the ECC’s key accomplishments in the past three years. 

• Signed Associate Member Agreements with The Nevada Institute of Renewable Energy 
Commercialization; Penn State; Michigan State; Boise State and Rutgers. 

• Brought 52 Technologies under its umbrella, including 10 energy efficiency technologies 
and 42 renewable energy technologies. 

• Helped organize a regional renewable energy summit that evolved into the annual Utah 
Governor’s Energy Summit headed by the Utah Office of Energy Development. 

• Organized Energize 2013, a two-day sustainable energy ecosystem summit and business 
competition, focused on bringing together a diverse and influential set of stakeholders for 
interactive networking, collaborative problem solving, and inspiring dialogue. Over 160 
people attended the two-day summit on April 11th and 12th. 

• Organized a business competition focused on emerging ventures with clean energy 
technologies. The top ten finalists for Energize Emerging Venture Competition (EVC) 
pitched on day two of Energize 2013, for an opportunity to be selected for the $10,000 
cash award plus $7,500 of in-kind services. Energize EVC had 22 applicants, which 
included 16 from Utah and 2 each from Arizona, Colorado, and Idaho. 

• Supported and hosted events to provide the local community an opportunity to learn more 
about the ECC’s mission and highlight the momentum behind clean energy development 
in Utah. Our largest event had over 200 people from the local business, academic and 
environmental communities attended the event; this was the largest gathering during the 6 
years of the event’s history. 

• Hosted an entrepreneurial roundtable with DOE Deputy Secretary Daniel Poneman and 
12 local clean energy companies, entrepreneurs and community ambassadors. The 
roundtable gave local entrepreneurs an excellent opportunity to showcase their work, 
express insights regarding ecosystem needs and hear from Deputy Secretary Poneman 
regarding DOE priorities and resources. We also took a quick tour of 
PK Clean’s 10 ton/day plastics to oil pilot plant. 

• ECC Executive Director, Robert Bell was appointed as the Utah State Director for the 
Clean Tech Open and provided support to Utah companies applying to the 
accelerator/business competition. 

• Consulted over 60 entrepreneurs on product and milestone development and connected 
them to additional resources.  Consultations varied from one-time meetings to discuss 
customer development, strategy, milestone development and product viability to 
intensive mentoring and introduction to strategic partners and investors. 

• Produced the Sustainable Startups Series, which consisted of three separate educational 
and networking events that took place in September, October and November of 2013. 
The series attracted over 200 attendees to hear from founders and executives from 
companies such as Black Diamond, Adobe, eBay, Powdr Corp, Goal Zero, Power 



Practical, Space Monkey, PK Clean, EcoScraps and Momentum Recycling about their 
efforts to strengthen environmental sustainability through their business practices, 
services and product offerings. 

• Established a co-working office space in downtown Salt Lake City for entrepreneurs 
committed to environmentally sustainable business practices. 

 
Following are the self-reporting results from 14 companies that responded to the ECC’s final request for 
information. Unfortunately with the turnover at the ECC, supported companies from year 1 and 2 didn’t 
provide feedback. Figure 1 illustrates the areas in which respondants believed the ECC was benefial to 
their commercialization goals. Figure 2 shows how those same respondants scored the ECC (x-axis 
labels), compared to the financial benefits (y-axis). Figure 2 shows the sources of funding for private, 
dillutive, and revenue that the repondants on the same graph. 
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6) Cost Status:  

The ECC was unable to find a sustainable model during the time of the grant. However, Sustainable 
Startups completed a successful spin out from the University of Utah and incorporated as a Utah-based non-
profit entity. Sustainable Startups’ mission is to continue building an innovation ecosystem by fostering 
sustainably focused entrepreneurship in Utah. Below is the final summary of the ECC’s budget through the 
completion of the grant. Although we are slightly over budget, the remaining money raised from Wells 
Fargo was used to cover the expense. The remaining funds were than granted to Sustainable Startups as 
seed money for growing the non-profit. 

 
7) Schedule Status: 

The ECC was on schedule with the funds and completed its research within the time frame allowed. The no 
cost time extension was important to help provide a buffer to properly allocate the funds. 

 
8) Changes in Approach and Supporting Reasons: 

The ECC has continued to refocus its approach on building a local and regional ecosystem and we have further 
narrowed our focus to filling Utah’s sustainable business development gap through entrepreneurship in Salt 
Lake City. To accomplish this, Sustainable Startups was created, a non-profit organization independent of the 
University of Utah.  Sustainable Startups looks to further Salt Lake City’s sustainable development through 
entrepreneurship.  Specifically, Sustainable Startups promotes the growth of sustainable businesses 
through a combination of development services for entrepreneurs, business and sustainability 



education and community events.   
 
The ECC took a number of steps to identify and secure its proper place within the innovation 
ecosystem as the DOE innovation ecosystem funding closes.   As indicated in the draft peer review 
report, the University of Utah may not be an ideal home for regional or even local innovation 
ecosystem initiatives. The Energy Commercialization Center took that feedback seriously and 
discussed options and opportunities with the University. Through these discussions with the 
University it became clear that there was not currently an opportunity for follow-on funding for the 
ECC with the current direction and initiatives. In fact, the University’s Technology 
Commercialization Office (TCO) also underwent and completed a pivot during this period as well.  
 
Due to these reasons, Sustainable Startups is not directly associated with the University of Utah.  
However, it is engaging a number of community partners to achieve organizational goals including: 
Salt Lake City, Salt Lake Community College, Renewable Tech Ventures, the Community 
Foundation of Utah and others.  Sustainable Startups plans to help build a strong community in Salt 
Lake supportive of environmentally sensitive businesses and clean tech, which will then provide the 
ecosystem necessary to develop clean tech at a regional scale.  

 
 

9) Actual or anticipated problems or delays and actions taken or planned to resolve them: 
No. The spin out was successful. The non-profit is alive and well. Things are moving forward based on 
lesson learned.  

 
10) Any absence or changes of key personnel or changes in consortium/teaming arrangement: 

There were multiple key personnel changes throughout the ECC’s operation. The first key change was the 
retirement of Jack Hamilton in Q4 2011. About the same time there were some changes within the TCO 
office and Brian Cummings left for an opportunity at Ohio State. During those two major changes a number 
of the key personnel changed over, requiring the ECC to essentially reboot. Varun Gowda from EGI 
assumed the responsibility of the ECC at that point. Varun hired Michael Wellman and Robert Bell to help 
rebuild the ECC under EGI. Although the intentions were to more closely align the ECC with industry and 
EGI’s corporate sponsors, EGI’s board didn’t believe the ECC’s mission and objectives were a good fit.  
Hence, Robert Bell assumed responsibility for the ECC’s direction at the end of Q1 2013 and moved it back 
to the TCO under Bryan Ritchie. In all there were 27 staff members through the ECC’s operation. Three (3) 
of those were ECC Directors and Principle Investigators, fourteen (14) of them were support staff, and ten 
(10) were interns. 

 
11) Products Produced and Technology Transfer Activities: None. 

 
SPECIAL STATUS REPORT 

 
1. Developments that have a significant favorable impact on the project: None 
2. Problems, Delays, or Adverse Conditions: None 



   
 

 
  



 



 




