AMI Enterprise Task Force Notes
Consumers Energy Face-to-Face August 20, 2008

Wayne Longcore: A method patent on Sothern California Edison (SCE) Use Cases has been filed; I have asked Paul DeMartini to discuss SCE’s intentions and plans at 11:30 via teleconference.   From my discussions, I believe their intentions are good relative to the goals of this task force; we just need to understand the situation better.  The patent was filed on July 18th 2007; it is now ‘published’ but has not been granted yet.
Kurt Swanson: We need to get clarification sooner than later

Craig Rodine: I would like to request we review by-laws of UCA

Action Item: Review by-laws of UCA concerning intellectual property
Wayne: Agree. While we are operating under assumption that the patent is of good intent, my legal team’s advice is to understand the specific requirements and potential implications.
Comment: The Department of Justice has some guidance
Craig: There is a case where company disclosed information to a group, the group used the material and moved forward with it, and the company later withdrew the information and had the information patented
Wayne:  For details, search on Patent Application Number US 2008 0177678 A1 – Issued July 24, 2008
Wayne: There is a working group involving Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) and Reliant Energy meeting at Reliant involving process compatibility between HomePlug and Zigbee; Currently don’t know how far it will reach into Enterprise; I think it is meant to be at lowest layer of interface

Craig: how can I learn about what is being done in the working group?
Brent Hodges: The meeting in Huston is not the HomePlug/Zigbee working group. A press release went out this morning/today announcing the collaboration of the two bodies

A joint committee is established by the two boards – rescheduled for next week. The first face-to-face HomePlug/Zigbee meeting will be held in Atlanta September 11th; Next week is a utility HAN technical summit for a committee that has been very active in groups like this - viewed as separate from the HomePlug/Zigbee working group
An information model will be developed across the two mediums; will form working groups in HomePlug and Zigbee Alliance; we have to work out the participation details of the people participating in the different groups

Wayne: There will be implications here out of those working groups; Members of the steering committee will consist of 6 utility members, 3 HomePlug members and 3 Zigbee members. The plan is to have marketing, certification and technical working groups

Craig: They are deriving information models too; What will be the implications?
Wayne: Implications will be similar to OpenHAN

Craig: what will that look like?

Wayne: we don’t know what that looks like yet

Craig: want to get some of the PR and know where we can go to learn stuff

Wayne: agreed. These groups are only as good as the communication that comes out of them
Wayne: (Refer to Slide “A Straw-Man Team Structure”) This is a key area of what we need to cover today.   Because our work and therefore our teams would build on the work being done in the IEC for CIM (which is now working closely with MultiSpeak), I have asked Greg Robinson to step in become the AMI-Enterprise shepherd.  Does anyone have a problem with this approach or with Greg taking my place as chairman of this task force?
Doug Houseman: We need to realize difference between the speed IEC 61968 moves as compared to this group

Wayne: we understand this and it may be incompatible in places and may need to provide extensions of these groups

Frances Cleveland: This also ties into other bodies such as the Utility Standards Board (USB).
Wayne: So how would we best tie in with them?

Frances: It needs some thought

Wayne: I’d like to ask you (Frances) and others as appropriate to bring information back to this group and make recommendations on how to best collaborate. The more communication we can bring back into this group the better.
Frances: We don’t have any issues communicating, but we need to work on how to handle collaborate since the USB work is not available to be shared without some action being taken.
Wayne: (Refer to slide 2) Team 1 would be the System Requirements Specification (SRS) team that lays the foundation on how services are to be defined. This is not going to be a small assignment and I am asking for folks to lead these teams including my own folks to participate

Wayne: (Refer to slide 3) Team 2 would be the Use Case Team that documents use cases in accordance with the scope of this task force.  We may need to break it up work into two or more teams. We need to create high level activity diagrams – we have done this with one of their service providers.  Greg and I talked with Terry Mohn about his willingness to lead a team doing this work.  He accepted, but wants to make sure that the work is a reasonable scope to be covered by a team of volunteers.  It may make sense to have two or more teams, depending on what we all decide about this work.
Wayne: (Refer to slide 4) Team 3 would be the Services Definitions Team – it builds on use cases from Team 2; Gerald ‘Jerry’ Gray is already doing a lot of this work. I want this team to take lead from the other teams. This is the basic structure proposed. I would like to open to questions –

Frances: Is the SRS team is developing an architecture? And is use case team developing use cases? Etc.
Jerry: We had discussed in New Orleans that there may be a way to work on use cases; working with other utilities

Frances: On Utility Standards Board (USB) work have expanded on use cases. It covers a lot more ground where the work can be standardized over an interface

Wayne: work that has been done in the USB needs to be shared with AMI-Enterprise in some fashion. I don’t know how you may do this; maybe participating companies can split the tasks.
Wayne: one of the reasons to have Terry Mohn lead one of the teams is that we would like to use some of the work that other utilities have already done. Since we have a lot of commonality in basic business process among utilities; we should look at how we deviate from common use cases.
Junaid Hossain: When you refer to a specific set of use cases, to which are we referring?
Wayne: The SoCal use cases - we are talking about a consolidated deviation
Jerry: SharePoint – was working on and now can begin working to put the hard facts back out there
Wayne: We need to create a site for each group. Now I will turn over the meeting to Greg and Jerry.  We need to agree on the scope of the teams and decide on their leaders. I strongly believe that there is a need to reach out to international standards and collaborate with other groups and bring everything into an Open environment - and don’t have anything that restricts our work.  We need to learn how to take our use cases down to useful service definitions.
Greg: In regard to the SRS team; I would like mention a foundational concept that is particularly relevant to our work – the IEC 61968-1 interface reference model (IRM) allows integration analysis to be performed using generic logical functions.  Each utility knows which software application, whether it is home grown or a vendor product, performs a specific logical function.  If all utilities were to use the same industry reference model for their use cases, it would enable us to share and reuse use cases with each other with much less effort.  Also, when utilities change product vendors, impacts on integration analysis and design artifacts would be substantially decreased.  So the idea for this team is use the tried and true approach for the OpenHAN SRS while also leveraging applicable industry standards work such as IEC 61968.

Greg: To make things happen more quickly, we need to do work in parallel and then iterate on it as we find discontinuities between teams. The use case team (slide 3) is intended to more business focused while the Service Delivery Team (slide 4) is intended to be directly complementary, but more technically focused.  It’s better to be on use case team if member is concerned more about type of info contained, but not, for example, the specific tags coming out of CIM. The 3rd (Service Delivery) team would be making specifications more concrete – matching up with other teams’ work.  The 3rd team will produce work that can be turned into code. Multi-speak is already being harmonized with the IEC 61968 standards. In general, if something is missing in CIM, then we’ll add it so that the CIM contains everything that is required, i.e. it becomes superset.  The idea is to let CIM/IEC community create the standard building blocks and let the user community (i.e., this task force) defined when and how the building blocks are used – defining useful profiles for compliance and conformance testing.  AMI-Enterprise will probably get ahead of the IEC working groups responsible for maintaining and extending the CIM.  Therefore extensions that we develop will need to feed back into the IEC.  We will effectively define de facto standards based on the IEC’s de jure standards. Does this explanation help everyone understand the intended focus of the teams? Are there any suggestions for a better way to organize this work?  Are there enhancements to this proposed team structure to make this better so we can roll our sleeves up and get this done?  No objections or suggestions stated – participants were nodding their heads in favor of giving this approach a try and making mid-course corrections as we progress and learn.

Greg:  How many are involved with the OpenHAN spec? (some hands raised).  Is there interest in this room for folks leading today and/or beyond in the SRS (based on OpenHAN)?
(Ivan nominated)

Ivan: I am being transitioned to work more on the HAN; 

Wayne: Is what we’re doing with HomePlug going to decimate OpenHAN (Ivan)?
Ivan: No, I think it is going to complement, continuation of OpenHAN work

Brent: OpenHAN has done a good job developing a specification, but I think work is being done to extend it for example, Zigbee/HomePlug working group. Further refining the specification doesn’t seem necessary.
Wayne: How do you see tie between what Chris has proposed and the utility, for example the Disconnect switch? How do we gain understanding of services vs. home area network?
Brent: Information flows back to enterprise - supports enterprise level; to go forward on AMI-Enterprise
Wayne: Looking for other utilities to lead this

Brent: currently we are resourced constrained

Action Item: To get list of names that can support/participate on each team

Randy Lowe (AEP Enterprise Architect) can participate

Wayne: are coming up with services and could provide information?

Belvin Louie: Yes.
Wayne: Can you talk about what are service calls are?

Belvin: Yes. We can be involved on this team.
Wayne: Does anyone have feelings to have work on this such as consultant to lead working group?

Belvin: I feel that if the consultant is working for a utility then they are representing the utility

Wayne: It should be someone that is representing a utility, not another working group outside the utility. Today we can look to members that have already done some of the work to lead.
Greg: Today our primary goal is to find individuals to help organize each team’s work – we need each team to gather up everything that we can leverage and find out where the gaps are. Today it would be nice for members that worked in OpenHAN to inform us what worked well/what didn’t. 

Wayne: Can we get a list of utilities in the room? Can we offer up what we have done in our own company? Currently when we reach out to vendors they say they have it – but when get it, it is an email interface or something like that. 

Doug: I have published and sent to group 70+ service definitions to AMI-SEC
Wayne: where is collected from?

Doug: From work in all companies doing work for.

Belvin: Can you give an example?

Doug: (Reference “Who Benefits – Benefits Definition”) Read some of things from “who benefits – benefits definition” document
Belvin: Need to know of details like - enterprise service bus, alarms being sent, etc.

Wayne: I think we need to define what we all mean by services.

// break //
Doug: Confusion is coming from how we were generically using the term services. Examples: business, IT, SOA, security, governance and customer services. We need to specify what we mean by services when discussing
Doug: Displaying “Integration Architecture” Capgemini/SDG&E Slide – I warn that this slide is incomplete. There are probably 200-240 messaging services today that can be defined without much of a problem if that is what services team is looking to do. Then if we talk to folks at Sempra – and others – I can helped write the paragraphs of what the services are supposed to do - what are the services intended to convey. I don’t think it would be a problem to pull a good list together – provided we get permission

Belvin – This slide is available on the open market?
Doug: I’m willing to contribute ½ of 1/3 of (workers) his time if we get permission from San Diego to use their material – if not, then try to get permission x Hydro to use their material

Doug – Names are generic enough that can put out there for SRS to look at

Belvin – We need to get down to a common language and definition

Doug – Things I’ve looked at are more developed/advanced on billing side than demand response (DR) management side. There is no such DR management piece yet. Most utilities don’t have a distribution management system. There are 46 message types that have been identified at Energy Australia; at Bautenfall (sp) there are 24 for what will be in the DR. There are lots of types that we need to deal with.
Gray: Need to focus on teams 2 & 3 right now and not so much on team 1. Does anyone object to using the IEC work?
Belvin: I haven’t looked at this particular work; don’t know for whatever reason why I’m not more familiar
Greg: It is still in a progress in work (IEC)

Belvin: no objection

Greg: I am wondering if IEC is a good foundation for our scope of work.  If so, then we should be able to focus on teams 2 and 3 without too much risk of major rework. 
Brent: What is the definition of this team an where we are trying to go?
Greg: 2nd team have business information flows (type of message), not a service; team 3 would take all requirements and factor into … SDGE/Reliant/Etc. all provide service definitions to see if there are any gaps 

Greg: Jerry is already leveraging standards and making sure grounded in reality; making sure we have a ‘complete’ set; I’ve got an idea about team 2 & 3, need to figure about team 1

11:30 Call - Paul DeMartini:
Wayne: Paul to give brief word on status and what to expect

Paul: What we did at SoCal as we started the process 3 years ago - we realized new work being done and realized that others may seek patents and use them in a predatory fashion and use against the utilities. An example is “Pat Patrol” for call centers had extracted money around a business process that was fairly benign that ended up costing the utilities 10’s of millions of dollars. We did not want utilities to be exposed to this again. I don’t want people to be sued against using business methods. We are behind on getting information out and want to make it freely usable/freely available and have published it on the web. This has come up in the context of Consumers and has come up in SAP.  Does anyone have questions?
Q: Will it be published as open source?

Paul: Yes. It should be within the week. We have just revised website and will post the information along with the use cases. We are also revisiting to see if want to seek putting the use cases into public domain. We need to see what is involved with doing this. I’ve been talking to Erich Gunther about putting into a public forum and that will create a record of when it was made public. We are also coming up with another 100+ scenarios and looking to make those public.  Within eight weeks, we’ll have on the web site a royalty free license for all utilities and vendors to use the use cases.
Wayne: I understand the problem is that there is no way of making sure when a “record” was published for the current use cases?

Paul: The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) agreement was that for phase 1 that the information is made public

Jerry: Are they going to put under a GPL?

Paul: not sure what a GPL?

Other: copy-left, GNU Public License

Paul: I’m not sure how others would receive it - not sure about this, but understand that it would be accepted well in the open source community

Wayne: I understand that you are going to do a webcast?

Paul: Yes. Going to do a webcast 

Belvin: Is the website going to instruct each utility whether they should have to get a letter to use the use cases? Or other means?
Paul: On the website there will be a pop-up that says here are the terms that have to be agreed to in order to continue. In other words, that can’t sue us if you use it

Belvin: I didn’t want us to need legal to have to create a letter 

Paul: Yes. Did not want to have to get into this with 3000 utilities

Paul: The use cases are not just for utilities, anyone can use these. This is not technology, but it is a business method. I challenge other vendors to think about business methods as open source as well

// end call //

Greg: (ref IEC document) I suggest that I provide a few highlights to this task force of overall structure and some key parts of IEC 61968 standard.  Is there a liaison established between IEC and UCA? What is status on this document Frances?

Frances: not sure, but they take longer

Greg: This liaison will become available shortly (already approved from UCA and IEC tC57, just waiting on IEC Sector Board approval which is expected to occur by October).  The IEC 61968 series of standards  covers things like how to build an Enterprise Service Bus (ESB) using CIM based message payloads, XML Schema Naming and Design Rules, the aforementioned IRM.  (Refer to IEC 69168-1) the diagram entitled, “Distribution Management Business Functions – Business Functions External to Distribution Management,” provide a nice top level view of the IRM.  The IRM breaks down into business sub-functions and abstract components.  Business sub-functions provide an ideal basis for use case activity diagrams. 
Greg: While using interface reference model (eg. Refer to 5.2.2.2 Meter Health events) use sequence diagrams to describe events - can see information flow. This allows for an RFP to provide the services – and not naming products or specific systems. This becomes a way to share generic use cases – a way to genericize each use case. We would have to go through the process of taking particular technologies and mapping to generic terms when procuring

Greg: A lot of the pieces are here to work with when we build the use cases. We are using a UML tool (switching to Enterprise Architect because the relatively low price makes it available to everyone). Now we have a lot of the IRM-based use cases documents that can be leveraged. One way to go forward is to take use cases and leverage each other’s work.  So instead of creating an AMIent SRS from scratch, the proposal is to leverage the IEC 61968 draft standards and find out what is missing or wrong and feed back into the IEC process.  Then we will move forward (don’t wait) and extend the standards as needed on this de facto standard while the de jure standards catch up.   Does anyone object to basing this on IEC’s work?

Frances: You have this in two pieces CIM and IEC 619850. I am having problem relating the two. What about the CIM stuff and how to use it?

Greg: If CIM is not available we would have to remedy that. We have already put in a liaison.  It was requested by Kay Clinard and has been authorized by IEC.
Frances: Can we make assumption that we can use the information?

Greg: Right now, yes.

Frances: Can pass out documents?

Greg: Now is a good time to get website up to speed. Need to make these available in a readable format to those that need access. I think most have been defined, but HAN is weak - up to this point traditional point has been the meter
Belvin: support idea of leveraging IEC; one approach that anyone familiar with this work be part of these committees – otherwise discussions could be all over the board

Greg: Frances and Aaron are part of Working Group 14. If we don’t have a reference model then it forces us into a serial process – but with this model we can work in parallel and make progress quickly. This was a quick introduction and not hearing any objections - any questions?

Decision: Decision is made to use IEC standards and define use cases and services, form teams and begin the organizing process.
Greg: after lunch and demo, to come back at 2:00p to discuss teams; Is there anything to cover not on the agenda? (no comments)
// Lunch // 12-1p

1-2p Demo

Introductions:
Kevin Walsh/OSI Soft; Belvin Loui/PG&E; x Violi/PG&E; Gary Stubean/Duke Energy; Wayne Loncore/Consumers Energy; Erik Gilbert/Tindrell Networks; Srini x/Eco Systems; Doug Housman/Capgemini; Bobby Brown/Enernex; Vishant Sha/Enernex; Randy Lowe/AEP; Joe X/Control 4; Jim Ziron/Intelon; Jay Voldon/BC Hydro; Mike Lamay/UofI Student under Carl; Louis x/Eclaira; Frances Cleveland/xxx; Coalton Bennett/Enernex & Uni; Greg Rodine/Gridnet; Jerry Gram/Consumers Energy; Aaron Snyder/Enernex; Greg Robinson/Xtensible Solutions; Ben Rankin/Enernex; Niel Greenfield/AEP; Genay x/FPL; James Pace/Silver Spring Networks

Greg: How to do collaboration – Jerry, what was decided in New Orleans?

Jerry: We haven’t decided but talked about SharePoint and use folders for each of the teams, etc.

Greg: I would like to talk about the process of making use cases
Action Item: We need a template (assigned to Greg) for developing use cases

Greg: PG&E would you like to put use cases into common format? Is it okay? If placed on SharePoint, would you be saying it is okay to share? 

Viola Lee: From an intellectual property (IP) standpoint we can’t post without having someone review. I don’t know how we could get done.
Belvin: We have been assigned to be here and tasked to do it – it’s just a question of how we will do it. We have a whole bunch of development teams working in parallel. I think we should pick top priority ones and start with those

Greg: That would be good – would get support from your company. I can contribute from WG 14 material. In this case we would be good to pick a few, then get that amount into the system and tackle the next round

Belvin: We could start with IEC and walk through those and follow what they have; and what they don’t have we could then add.
Greg: So would examining the existing IEC use cases and adding additional ones be the ideal course?

Belvin: Yes.

Greg: Only risk is falling into a track of thinking. What about Duke?

Gary Stuebing: I need to research what we can provide, what we can recast, etc.

Jerry: We use some of them with SCE collaboration developed from a business user’s perspective. We’ve been going through them with integration lens and finding gaps and finding inconsistencies. Where there are issues that were in original collaboration get them to sign off on gaps.

Greg: so are you going to research and get back?

Jerry: working with Noel
Greg: seems like so far utilities would want to do initial process themselves; AEP do you have use cases we could use?

Randy Lowe: I would have to check... What about use cases of EPRI and IntelliGrid?
Frances: There were about 700, but only a few developed with respect to AMI

Greg: We want to have a complete set for the use of this group; some case some use cases may be close and just need augmenting; other may just need to be added

Belvin: Want to focus on basic now and add long term horizon items of features and functionality. We can’t do much without having real world examples
Greg: That is a good way to determine what success looks like. Maybe start with top 5 or 10 use cases and go from there – and come back with another pass later

Greg: We need to get a template out; get generic use cases out; there are two sets IntelliGrid and USB you mentioned Frances.

Frances: IntelliGrid is public; USB is to make these available – but we need agreement on when these will be made public; USB is taking IEC work and going into detail, getting into the interface work 

Greg: Any idea when these will become available?
Frances: The best I can see is that some of the work would be available in a couple of months

Greg: Action Item: Frances to research what can expect can receive information and when?
Frances: Yes.

Greg: Action Item: To take Working Group 14 Use Cases making available (assigned to Greg)

Greg: What can we do realistically to make significant progress by the next time we meet? Is there interest by SCE?

Ivan: Don’t know what level SCE will be able to participate.

Greg: What about template, would you be interested into putting yours into that form?

Ivan: Not really. It is already out there in generic form. But if someone else does then that’s okay.

Greg: That is first step in getting these done for use cases. What about non-utilities?

Doug: Action Item: Would be happy to supply what we have done that can contribute.
Greg: Terry Mohn will be coordinating team two. Any utility members that do not want to be on team 2? (no comment) Then assumption is all utilities are part of team 2.  Additionally Frances Clevelan and Doug Houseman will be submitting materials for the team to leverage.

Greg: Template to be available within 2 weeks (part of action item). By next meeting have good set of use cases to review.

Greg: What is something we can do to properly care for IP rights?

Doug: Whatever, like a copy-left, we just something in place that someone won’t hijack other’s work and go off and copyright it.
Aaron: Also, there is another side - that there is a liability where ideas that are provided to a group, but the company that supplies the information later patens the work and makes it unavailable to the initial group
Craig: contributors don’t want to use ideas supplied only to have it used later and developed

Greg: Action Item (Immediate): Aaron would you take task to recommend some generic templates for the IP? And keep posted on steps of progress?

Aaron: yes. (Later in meeting said he hope to get some info back to end of the week)
TEAM 1 (SRS): Gary Stuebing/Duke; Capgemeni (Doug will assign someone); Randy Lowe/AEP; Jerry/Consumers will participate but not lead; Belvin/PG&E will participate but not lead

Greg: Would you like to discuss team 3 Jerry?
Jerry: Discussing slides from New Orleans face-to-face (Context Architectural, Use Cases, Naming Patterns, Sequence Diagrams, and Recommended Services)

Greg: a reasonable amount of work can get started in parallel with other teams. Any questions?

Frances: why decide to go with sequence diagrams than activity diagrams at this level?

Jerry: good question. Had some discussion business functionality and some things not displayed in activity diagram, ex. enterprise service bus

Frances: I find sequence diagrams to be limiting

Jerry: As we documented we put down assumptions; had MDUS(?) if not doing any business processing logically is an extension of enterprise service bus; for good or bad that’s how we decided

Frances: I feel an activity diagram allows you to do more

Jerry: We wanted to show simplest activity diagrams; there are other activity diagrams that take a 48” sheet of paper to display and is very complex – we wanted to make it easy to share with others

Greg: will be posting things on collaboration site as they become available?

Jerry: Yes. Think that for members that want to participate we want to use discussion forum/library

Greg: what about if other utility has service that is similar - does it make sense that they collaborate with you ahead of time or afterwards (published to SharePoint)?

Jerry: I think that will become part of the lifecycle - something like “I’ll show you mine, if you show me yours” and determine how to reconcile

Greg: Providing a standard service. Would you have issue of hosting services you have defined (PG&E)?

Belvin: It’s hard to say. We don’t want to be a one-off industry but also have put a lot of work into standard and leave to others to grab. Much of this we made up along as we went. We all are at different stages of the process. We would like to make information freely available and share

Greg: So make paten straightened out and would be able to make those available (PG&E)?

Belvin: Yes. We would like to make it open.

Greg: Will you work with Jerry or go ahead and post them?
Belvin: That’s why recommend using IEC as a start. Many of us will map to that to start with.

Randy: IECs doesn’t have WISDLs
Greg: IEC has XSDs and supporting draft standards (architecture, ESB profile, XML Schema Naming and Design Rules) that enable a project team to turn IEC XSDs into WSDLs as appropriate for their integration environment.
Randy: would be willing to supply XSDs with Consumers and PG&E

Belvin: There is a balance. What you would like the interface to be and what you did

Greg: Jerry, does it make sense to pull in ahead of time or make part of review? About to create a service definition and compare with Multispeak and CIM - after you create, do you want to compare or want to get together first?
Jerry: I say we burn that bridge when we get to it

Jerry: We also talked about creating a collaboration service where changes can be made, but we must get other pieces in place first.

Greg: The important thing is to understand the scope and plan. Any concerns?

Belvin: I’m a little concerned about how we get our people involved all the time without having several people resources involved in meetings, etc.

Greg: The collaboration (website) may help. Another way is conference calls periodically to stay informed. How do we handle resource constraints?
Jerry: I just talked to Kay Clinard; there are different levels of admin control and member control (e.g., make folder, etc.)
Darren: There is a difference between overall control of site and content of site. Regardless of how information is contributed – when stuff is done by community run across normalization issues; everyone has their own way of adding info and subtle differences kill you; then someone sooner or later needs to go back and normalize. We need a point person to collect emails, post information, etc. It makes it easier for folks to find. There would be need to compensate person for time. Load is going to vary with how much traffic there is, and depending on what level of resource we want to put into the equation. There are numerous ways of sharing info – two different mechanisms that have are listserv and SharePoint today. The more ways you have to share information then the more participation you will receive. It is not something that is best done by committee

Greg: Action Item: work out who will manage SharePoint.   Team leads and Greg will get together to do this.
Wayne:  Regarding contributing to the website any services utilities and/or vendors have done, would everyone be able to supply their proprietary services to consulting resources that would be tasked with going though them and normalizing them?  

(nodding heads yes) Anyone not good with that? (no response)

Wayne: I will provide a consulting resource to normalize services.
Belvin: Are vendors representing utilities or themselves?
Wayne: I would make contract to make sure consulting resources represent utilities.

Brent: I wouldn’t have any problem, but it would have to be said clearly.

Wayne: For instance, I consider Greg an employee but he is a consultant working on behalf of the utility - talking about each of the services that we have in place now

Greg: A lot of work to be done in setting things up going forward.  TEAM 2 – All utilities (Doug & Frances to provide other use cases)
Darren: Should look at Creative Commons for IP.  Aaron noted this.
Greg: General questions/concerns?  OK, we have had some excellent discussions and have made viable plans for accomplishing significant work before our next meeting.  Thanks for your active and helpful participation.  We’ll get things set up over the next two weeks so that the teams will have the tools in place to make good progress. 
