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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

Mr. Wood opened the SAMTS Master document and announced that he had renumbered the standards in the process of incorporating the previous meeting’s modifications. He observed that strikethroughs in the work paper reflected changes made offline by subcommittee members which had not yet been approved by the subcommittee. The group began its review and drafting process, capturing changes and recording comments on the SAMTS Master Redline document. 

001-xx.3.3
Mr. Pritchard questioned the value of asking a Customer to copy information from other fields in the same request into this section. The group discussed whether the Customer should enter the information in this section only for other Coordinated Requests in the group, or for all requests in the Coordinated Group including information about the request which is being submitted. Mr. Pritchard stated that this information is available elsewhere in the same request. Upon request, he clarified that the process seemed duplicative because he had understood that, in an example of a Coordinated Group consisting of two requests, only information from a “neighboring” Provider would appear in this section, rather than both “neighboring” and “host” Provider information. After confirming that host information is already captured on transrequest, attendees agreed that this requirement was unnecessary and duplicative. The standard was rewritten to require only non-host information to be entered and updated.
001-xx3.3.3
After the subcommittee combined several draft standards upon Ms. Rehman’s suggestion, Mr. True asked what was meant by “customer control.” Mr. Wood replied that he understood the term to refer to tagging rights. Mr. Manning asked why this provision was needed, given that the DNRs would have already been attested to by the Customer.  Mr. Pritchard responded that an attestation did not necessarily exist because SAMTS was not restricted to DNRs. He continued that, even if a DNR were to exist, the associated attestation would only appear on one Provider’s system. Participants agreed that the intent of this provision was to attest that contiguity requirements were being met, while simultaneously avoiding the requirement to list each associated reservation in the Coordinated Group. The subcommittee agreed to change CG_ATTEST to CG_CONTIGUITY to clarify the difference between DNR attestation and contiguity attestation. 
001-xx3.1 

This provision, which required a unique identifier for each Coordinated Group, was deleted because each request will have a record of all requests in the Coordinated Group. The group reached consensus that one Coordinated Group would be restricted to one Customer submitting each Coordinated Request. Attendees noted that this singularity requirement did not extend to reservations, which may or may not be owned by that requesting Customer.
Mr. Manning asked whether other requests might be linkable after the initial submission of the Coordinated Requests forming a Coordinated Group. The subcommittee agreed that a Customer would not be permitted to link a request to a Coordinated Group if it had originally been submitted as a stand-alone request. 

Mr. Manning noted that the proposed 24-hour window for a Customer to enter all the required information could be problematic, citing long-term multi-year requests as an example. The group accepted that a Customer would likely have assembled the requisite information, such as which requests to combine, prior to submission. 
The group agreed that the underlying process logic would be: 1) Customer sets CG flag; 2) Provider sets 24-hour submission period using the setting of the CG flag as the start time; 3) Customer submits relevant information within this time; 4) Customer sets Contiguity flag within this period. The draft standards were rearranged to reflect this order of operations. 
Ms, Rehman suggested that CR_SUBMIT_DEADLINE should be defined in the data dictionary; a note was added to this effect. 
Participants agreed that, if during the 24-hour period the CG_FLAG is changed  from Y to N, preconfirmed status could be removed. Specifically, if the CG-FLAG is set to N, the Customer would retain the option to reset the preconfirmed value to No,; this provision was added at 001-xx3.3.2.3. Additionally, the group accepted the suggestion that, if the CG_FLAG is changed from Y to N, the Customer could withdraw the request; this provision was added to 001-xx. 3.3.2.2. 
Mr. True asked and received confirmation that the flags under discussion were to be set at the Coordinated Request level, as opposed to being set on each Coordinated Request listed in section 001-xx3.3. A comment was added noting that this fact needed to be more precisely established in the standards. 
After a recess, the group opened the SAMTS Master with changes submitted by A. Pritchard, Duke Energy document and compared its 001-4.10.3.1.1 with the existing version. Attendees noted that REBID was an available option from only CR_ACCEPTED in the current draft. The draft was revised to permit going to REBID from CR_COUNTEROFFER as well as STUDY. Other wording choices were modified and copied into 001-4.9.2.1.1. 

The group resumed its discussion of CG_FLAG and recognized that setting this flag and receiving a queue time are functionally equivalent; clarifying wording was added to 001-xx3.1.1. Mr. Pritchard noted that CG_CONTIGUITY meant simply that all information has been submitted; he stressed that it should not necessarily stop the 24-hour clock because a Customer should be permitted to adjust information if, for example, an associated request is marked invalid on another system. The group agreed.
001-xx3.3.1
This standard was modified to indicate that CR_ACCOMMODATED may be changed after this 24-hour period, as in circumstances when a request is rejected on other system.  

001-xx3.3.4
Attendees held discussions concerning what were to happen when the 24-hour deadline has expired. Mr. Pritchard asked the following question: If 2 of 3 requests in a Coordinated Group have CG_CONTIGUITY set to Y, and the 3rd is kicked out (making the CR_ACCOMMODATED value N), is failure to set this value to Y sufficient to permit other 2 requests to continue along and be withdrawn at any time? No consensus was captured. 
After certain sections were deleted because they were duplicative of previously-drafted 001-4 provisions, the group agreed to discuss whether to restrict SAMTS to existing customers.
5. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:08 pm Central.
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