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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome 
Mr. Wood welcomed participants to the meeting. After attendees introduced themselves over the phone, Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance. After a review of the draft agenda, Mr. True made a motion that it be adopted; the motion carried without opposition. 
2. 
2010 Annual Plan 2.a.iii.1 through 2.a.iii.3 Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)
· Continue development of SAMTS

After an introductory discussion where attendees reviewed the SAMTS Scope Document and SAMTS Parking Lot, attendees decided to begin by establishing the high level structure for SAMTS standards. The group went sentence-by-sentence in the scoping document and used each sentence as a new seed standard. The SAMTS Master Redline and document captured this effort, while the SAMTS Parking Lot Redline captured issues for future consideration. 
The group decided to write definitions for terms and acronyms at a later stage of standards development.

Ms. Franz noted that the reference to wesTTrans should have been made to westconnect. The group concurred, while also agreeing that the idea initially announced by the Commission was to permit the creation of regional alliances to establish mechanisms, provided that they accommodated neighboring systems.

The group decided to open the SAMTS Parking Lot to issue 1(a). Mr. Pritchard stated that in broad terms, a Customer is permitted to confirm anything, but if it wanted to rebid or withdraw an accepted request, it must indicate that another system had offered less capacity than initially requested. 
Ms. Franz suggested that this information could be passed along by the tool (OASIS) rather than the Customer. Mr. Pritchard stated that the task force had decided to avoid additional overhead that would be needed to accommodate automation. Mr. Saini and Ms. Rehman expressed concern that the existence of counteroffered capacity on another system be verifiable. Mr. Wood stated that, if discovered to have been a fabrication, it would be a reportable offense. 
Mr. Tucker expressed concern that capacity hoarding appeared possible through linking a monthly request on another system, knowing that it would be refused, to another request of lesser duration. Mr. Wood stated that the duration was limited to greater than one month. Mr. Tucker stated that this would seem to lessen the possibility. He continued by stating that the issue would nonetheless persist so long as multiple pieces of transmission, unrelated in geography, time, or duration, may be connected. He elaborated that a Customer could put in a request and link it to another request known to be unworkable; if no requirement existed that the other piece of transmission had to be zeroed out, the request could be left in a pre-confirmed state, effectively blocking the use of capacity. He stated that this scenario seemed structurally possible in the current SAMTS proposal.
Mr. Tucker raised a second issue, asking what sort of timeline had been envisioned for the Customer to report that a request had been refused on another system. Mr. Wood stated that standards could certainly be drafted to address this issue. Ms. Rehman made reference to an ordering paragraph requiring Providers to allow other Providers to view their respective OASIS, with NAESB as the intended vehicle to standardize this communication.

Ms. Rehman asked whether the existing wesTTrans process, whereby a Customer enters through a single portal, might pose a problem with the emerging SAMTS standards. Mr. Pritchard reported that the technical experts familiar with wesTTrans who had participated in the task force supported the current proposal. 
The subcommittee returned to the discussion relating to what constituted a linked group. Ms. Franz asked whether serving load was a requirement; Mr. Wood replied that, as drafted, the only requirement to link requests was that a Customer ask that requests be linked.
An attendee asked about Additional Guidance item 2(e) on the Scope Document. After some discussion, Mr. Pritchard welcomed attendees to bring recommendations concerning the validation of requests for the subcommittee to review. The group noted that the establishment of validation protocols was understood to have required too much time to develop. Mr. Tucker stated that a cost tradeoff existed, since the cost is being pushed onto Customers. He conceded, however, that to require the east to act like the west would require reinventing the wheel. The group discussed the question of whether designing a system with a shorter implementation time might lead to increased gaming and litigation risks.
Mr. Tucker reiterated his request for some logic to be required to bundle requests.  He provided the example of monthly service from Michigan to Ontario starting the next day being linked to yearly service from Florida to Georgia starting in 2015 to illustrate his concern. Ms. Franz stated that, in the west, geographic contiguity was used as a reasonable limitation. 

Mr. True stated that this was the first he had heard of such important structural concerns. He added that he understood a limitation to exist on the back end because, if all requests were accepted, then the Customer must pay for all capacity requested. He further stated that he saw merit in the recent observations and welcomed participants to return at a future meeting with recommendations to tighten the structure. Mr. Manning also expressed support for such input, adding that he could support the inclusion of geographic limitations. 
Ms. Franz asked why (g), listing limitations on Providers’ ability to reject, had been included. Mr. Pritchard replied that the idea had been to accommodate time zone differences. 
Ms. Franz then asked why geographic limitations had not been considered. She suggested that the Customer could provide associated information from other system in the related reference field. She continued that such a restriction should be a bare minimum, where the Customer is required to make a type of attestation that the requests are contiguous. She stated that the counteroffer/rebid mechanism seemed to require a similar structure to be implemented. She added that a Provider could verify the accuracy of submitted information, if desired. Ms. Rehman observed that certain e-Tag specifications requiring point of receipt and point of delivery information might be a handy parallel. 
Mr. Pritchard noted that what constituted a valid linked group had not been defined by the WEQ Executive Committee (EC), so the subcommittee could create a limitation to a specified reservation path without exceeding its assigned scope. Ms. Franz and Mr. Tucker reiterated their support for such a limitation. Mr. Wood agreed that the issue could be addressed without returning to the EC, adding that the subcommittee would await a written proposal prior to making any decisions. Mr. Tucker undertook to draft a recommendation for the subcommittee’s review. 
Ms. Franz asked a question relating to profiling. Mr. Pritchard replied that the reasoning had been that if unique profiling was not required for other requests, then it should not be permitted for linked requests. Certain written changes were made to avoid confusion on this issue in the future.
Ms. Franz next asked about the communication envisioned with the wesTTrans portal. Upon receiving confirmation that wesTTrans /non- wesTTrans linkage existed today, the group agreed that correct perspective was that SAMTS be designed to ensure that linkage was permitted across all systems. 
3. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 3:40pm Central. 
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