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DRAFT 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 resulted in the addition of items regarding the WEQ 002 and WEQ 003 impact of SAMTS, the subcommittee approved the motion to adopt the revised agenda 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 noted that he had added the most recent meetings to the agenda. 

· Continue review WEQ-002
Mr. Wood undertook to contact Mr. Sorenson to verify progress made on this effort. 

· Review State diagrams
Mr. Wood opened the NITS State Diagram Modification of Service 3/11/2011 document. Ms. Rehman provided a brief review before referring attendees to the notes at the bottom of the page. Ms. Rehman then made reference to 001-105.2.4.5.3 of the NITS Recommendation to help address the question of whether the process may go directly from COMPLETED to DECLINED; Mr. Wood pointed also to 001-105.2.4.5.6. After some discussion, the group agreed that this was permitted. 
After discussion related to the second note, the group agreed that the bubbles for ACCEPTED and REFUSED needed to be switched and several related changes made. 

The group then turned to 001-105.1.6 in response to the third note. Ms. Rehman stated that the final two bullets in this standard had not yet been incorporated. She added that the inclusion of concomitant requests had partially addressed the note’s intent, but that the aspect regarding change to NITS Application stop-time had not been.

Mr. Lee undertook to make the above changes to the work paper on the subcommittee’s behalf.

3. 
2010 Annual Plan 2.a.iii.1 through 2.a.iii.3 Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)
· Continue development of SAMTS

Attendees opened the SAMTS master and began their review by determining which 001-xx3.5 provisions were already reflected in other draft standards. After discussion, the time zone provision was removed because it was already covered by 001-xx2.1.1. Likewise, start/stop time was found to be previously addressed by 001-xx2.3, so it was deleted. Service increment was deleted for similar reasons. Attendees next reworded the draft standard to better express their intent, until the final product was rendered a single provision effectively stating that capacity requested may vary. These decisions, and other subsequent changes, were recorded on the SAMTS Master Redline document. 
001-xx.3.6
Mr. Pritchard stated that the idea of this standard had been to establish a customer response time limit; he further remarked that the table had been included for discussion, not necessarily for publication. The group began to write standards using the table as a reference point by turning table provisions into sentences. Ultimately, the group decided to keep the table, as opposed to expressing table parameters in a narrative form. 
001-xx3.8.1/2
After confirming that these items were already expressed in 001-4.9/4.10, they were deleted. 
001-xx3.8.3 
This provision was moved to 001-4.11.1 

001-4.10.1.1.3 
Certain changes were entered on this standard; parallel changes were made to 001-4.9.2.1.3. 
After reviewing comments at end of document and cross-checking to the SAMTS Parking Lot, attendees looked to certain special issues. First, attendees noted that, currently, the only time an update is required to the CR_ACCOMMODATED Y/N flag is upon rebid or withdrawal of a CR_ACCEPTED request. The group understood Mr. Sorenson to have suggested that the flag be updated anytime a final state is reached because this could simultaneously activate a response timer. The group noted that another way to understand the question was whether the standards should require a Customer to update the CR_ACCOMMODATED value. Ms. Rehman asked about how the 24-hour submission contemplated in 001-xx.3.4 fit with the timing provisions established by footnote 8 in Table 4.2. Mr. Pritchard clarified that 001-xx3.4 deals with CR_SUBMIT_DEADLINE, whereas footnote 8 deals with confirmation time limit. 
After consulting 001-4.9.2.1.3, attendees briefly discussed the fact that withdrawal could effectively destroy the contiguity requirement. There was brief mention of whether contiguity would only be made a requirement when initially requested, or whether it would remain a requirement throughout the evaluation process. Consensus was reached that it was only required at the time of the initial request. 
The next issue discussed was whether a Customer should be required to decide whether to confirm a request when it has two received requests on different systems, and it had indicated that it would confirm one request regardless of the other’s treatment on the other system. Mr. Wood stated that it would be so required if the request was not in a final state. This issue was entered as (dd) on the SAMTS Parking Lot Redline. 

Ms. Molotch observed that some way of knowing when to start the timer would be preferable to the current process, whereby the triggering of a timer is dependant on a Provider monitoring requests made on other systems. This issue also related back to the Table 4.2 fn 8 provision. Mr. Pritchard noted that if a Customer is required to change the CR_ACCOMMODATED value, then Provider response times would be implicated. A provisional decision on this issue was entered as (dd)(a) on the SAMTS Parking Lot. 

After participants noted that many provisions currently contained in 001-4.9.3 and 001-4.10.3 needed to be moved to 001-xx.3.8, Mr. Pritchard undertook to draft a revised section on the subcommittee’s behalf. 
· SAMTS WEQ 002

Mr. Wood opened the SAMTS WEQ-002 work paper he had prepared and posted prior to the meeting. After providing a review, he solicited input from the subcommittee. The resulting SAMTS WEQ-002 Redline reflects the subcommittee-approved version of the document. 
In response to a question, Mr. Pritchard stated that CR_REQUESTED and CR_GRANTED in 002-3.4 applied to other systems. Mr. Wood asked whether these values were needed because CR_ACCOMMODATED was intended to provide this data which was critical to determining whether the Customer was eligible to withdraw or rebid on the host system. Mr. Prichard stated that the value in original CR_REQUESTED was that it would not change as the negotiations continued; he made reference to 001-4.10.3.1.1.

Mr. Pritchard asked whether a Customer in the process of submitting information should be permitted to enter information on linked requests that it knows to have been invalidated on another system. This issue suggested the issue raised above concerning the ongoing requirement of contiguity; neither question was resolved.  

The group did agree that a change to CR_ACCOMMODATED was only possible in cases of counteroffer to CR_REQUESTED. Related marginal notes were added to the SAMTS Master Redline at 001-xx.3.8. 

· SAMTS WEQ 003 

Mr. Wood opened SAMTS WEQ-003 and the group began its review. Mr. Wood noted that blue font would represent SAMTS provisions, whereas red font would represent NITS provisions. 

The question was asked whether a Customer should enter other information relating to other requests in the linked coordinated group all at once, or whether the information may be entered incrementally. Mr. Wood stated that, currently, if a Customer has the information, it may enter it all on transrequest; otherwise, transcust can either be used to modify data entered on transrequest, or to add new information. A comment was added in the margin for transcust on the SAMTS WEQ-003 Redline document. 
Attendees held discussion regarding whether CG_CONTIGUITY should be changed to N from Y if a Customer realizes that contiguity has been compromised. The group decided that this was not needed because this would effectively be accomplished through the Customer’s setting of CG_FLAG to N. 
Several SAMTS template definitions were rewritten on the WEQ 003 work paper. 
Under CR_COUNTEROFFER, the group held discussion of the reseller role in requests for capacity. Mr. Pritchard stated that it could be the case that a Customer wanted to structure a SAMTS agreement that was contingent on the ability to purchase (at a given price) certain scheduling rights that have been released back to the market through reassignment. Ms. Rehman stated that she understood this resale to be a reservation; as such, it would fall under COUNTEROFFER, not CR_COUNTEROFFER. Mr. Pritchard disagreed, stating that if it were a request and the Customer flags it as part of the Coordinated Group, the Reseller would be required to use CR_COUNTEROFFER under the current mechanism. 

The group noted that Reseller needed to be added in certain situations when Customer was mentioned in the SAMTS standards; Mr. Wood undertook to include these changes. In addition, attendees noted that the standards might have to be edited in other ways to permit such specialized requests. 
4. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:12pm Central. 
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