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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 Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS

· Continue review of NITS recommendation

Mr. Wood provided a brief summary of the work he had done offline on behalf of the subcommittee; this effort is found on the NITS Recommendation work paper. 
· Continue review WEQ-002

Mr. Wood noted that no draft was ready for the subcommittee to review; he expressed hope that a draft would be ready by the March 1, 2011 Carmel, IN meeting. 

· Continue review WEQ-003

Mr. Wood noted that this effort was suspended pending completion of the draft WEQ 002 standards. 
3. 
2010 Annual Plan 2.a.iii.1 through 2.a.iii.3 Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)
· Continue development of SAMTS

Mr. Pritchard opened the SAMTS Master with changes submitted by A. Pritchard, Duke Energy document and offered a brief synopsis. The attendees noted the various versions of the SAMTS Master document before agreeing to use the above version as the baseline work paper. Throughout the day, many changes were made; each was captured on the SAMTS Master Redline document. In addition, numerous questions, comments and explanations were added in the margins. 
Ms. Molotch posed a question relating to the definition of Coordinated Group, noting that the definition did not appear to match WEQ 001-2.1.1. Specifically, she observed that the standard admits the possibility of using both requests and/or reservations, while the definition does not. Attendees recognized the inconsistency, noting that the intent had been to require at least two requests, but permit the use of reservations. Both the standard and the definition were adjusted to better capture this intent.  
001.4.6

Mr. Pritchard noted that he had added new states (CR_ACCEPTED and CR_COUNTEROFFER) to this standard.  

001-4.7.3.4.1
The subcommittee held discussion confirming that this standard was intended to express that a counteroffer on price alone on one system does not trigger the right to negotiate capacity on another system. 
001-4.9.2
Mr. Pritchard noted that his suggested change was intended to ensure that withdraw of other accepted requests in the Coordinated Group is only available if an amount below the originally requested capacity is countered. The three sub-standards were discussed and certain modifications made. 
Mr. True asked why such a high standard was set for the withdrawal of a Coordinated Request. Mr. Wood replied that each Coordinated Request is required to be submitted preconfirmed. He added that this burden is intended to show that the Customer will accept the capacity if granted. The group took note of the provisions in draft 001-4.1.2.2. 
001-4.10 
References to QUEUED, RECEIVED, and STUDY were removed before attendees noted that 001-4.10.1 provides the clue that this context deals only with REBID. Ms. Rehman suggested a header to make it clearer and received confirmation that, although present in the work paper, the existing standard (4.10) would not appear in the recommendation to the Executive Committee because no changes were being recommended for that specific  Business Practice Standard. 
Ms. Rehman further observed that because the existing wording applies only to the point-to-point (PTP) context, certain conforming changes would be required to accommodate SAMTS in NITS. The group recognized that changes to existing standards will be required for both the PTP and NITS business practices. 
After some high-level discussions, Mr. Pritchard provided an overview of the essential 001-4.9/4.10 concepts. He noted that the most crucial big picture concept was the fact that if each Coordinated Request that forms a part of a Coordinated Group is CR_ACCEPTED, then the only option left to the requesting Customer is to CONFIRM.

001-xx.3

Mr. Pritchard shared that he had combined what was formerly captioned “initial processing” and “final processing” to create a single section called “treatment of coordinated request.”
001-xx.3.3.2
Ms. Rehman noted that with CR_INTERVAL, the service increment was missing if the request was PTP, while duration was missing if it was a DNR; a note was added to address this issue.
001-xx.2.6  The group noted that this section was critical since it required each Coordinated Request to be submitted preconfirmed, even the yearly requests. After Mr. Pritchard noted that 001.xx.3.6 was intended as a confirmation time limit, a draft table was entered for discussion purposes. 

The attendees listed items that needed to be incorporated into WEQ 003 before holding discussion on whether to make SAMTS-related changes to existing standards in one recommendation or two separate ones. There was an understanding that SAMTS and NITS would be submitted on separate recommendations, each along with any associated modifications needed to existing standards. 

001-4.7.3.4.1 
This standard was reworked to clarify that the initiation of a price negotiation on one system does not trigger the right to negotiate capacity on another system. Changes were also made to 001-4.9.2.1.1.

001-4.10.3.1.1
Mr. Wood noted that the most current idea is that a Customer must inform a Provider of a counteroffer on another system through setting the CR_ACCOMMODATED value to N. He stated that the underlying idea was that because the Customer has access to the key information (i.e. what activity is transpiring on other systems), these events could be indicated by some mechanism in the event of a capacity counteroffer. Mr. True suggested that if this is the mechanism of choice, then a standard should be drafted announcing the circumstances under which a Customer may set the flag to N.  
001-4.9.2.1.1
Ms. Rehman asked whether some kind of continuation record were needed. Mr. Wood responded that he had understood that these would appear under transrequest/transstatus, which already has continuation records. A note was added to ask Mr. Sorenson before cross-references and a note that REBID does not apply were added.
001-4.9.2.1.2 
Ms. Molotch asked whether, in a situation wherein none of the requests have been accepted, all requests may be set to WITHDRAWN. Mr. Wood replied that this would be true of long-term requests, but not short-term requests because they are preconfirmed. He added that long-term requests can only be withdrawn prior to completion of the evaluation; wording was adjusted to clarify this disparate treatment. 
Mr. Wood emphasized that typically, long term service is not preconfirmed, leaving the Customer the option to withdraw the request. In this instance, he continued, because it has been bundled with other requests into a Coordinated Group, the long term request cannot be withdrawn if all associated requests are accepted. The reason for requiring preconfirmation in this context was understood to be a deterrent to potential market manipulations.

MS. Molotch asked which requests were set to preconfirmed by the Customer. Mr. Wood replied that all the requests would be set to preconfirmed by the Customer.
001-4.9.2.1.3 
This new standard was drafted to indicate when other requests may be withdrawn after an associated request has been withdrawn. 
Changes were made to the timing table (at Table 4.2). 

001-4.9.2.1.4 
In response to Ms. Rehman’s request for clarification, the group came to the understanding that capacity_requested and capacity_granted are bilateral communications between the Customer and a single Provider, whereas CR_REQUESTED and CR_GRANTED are information gathered by the Customer and shared with all Providers to document what is happening on other Provider systems. Therefore, the capacity amount ultimately granted on Provider 1 would appear on that system as CAPACITY_GRANTED, while also appearing as CR_GRANTED on the Provider 2 and Provider 3 systems. 

4.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The group confirmed that 2 separate recommendations would be crafted, one for NITS and another for SAMTS. Ms. Rehman offered to post ongoing WEQ 13 work for the March 1 meeting. 

5. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:19pm Central

6. 
Attendance
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