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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, Ms. Knox 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 review of Parking Lot

Mr. Wood opened the SAMTS Parking Lot and provided a brief overview. In the course of the subcommittee’s review, numerous changes and additional items for future review were captured on the SAMTS Parking Lot (Redline) document. The following is a selection of the decisions the group made during the course of these initial discussions. 
Several changes were made to section (k) in the event of an inappropriate rebid or withdrawal; the requirement that a Customer include the A-ref, capacity requested, and capacity granted for associated Coordinated Requests to permit Provider verification was established. 

The group decided that permission from a third party regarding an associated reservation would be handled through an attestation; this decision was added to (o). The group further decided in (o) that no part of the Coordinated Group be made private, pending receipt of any informal comments to the contrary. 
The group renewed its commitment that a Coordinated Group be required to be consist of at least 2 requests and may include reservations. 

· Continue development of SAMTS

Mr. Wood opened the SAMTS Master document alongside the SAMTS Parking Lot and made several conforming changes. These changes, and others made throughout the course of the meeting, were captured as redlines on either the SAMTS Master (Redline 02/08/2011) or SAMTS Master (Redline 02/09/2011) work papers. 
001-xx1.1.11 
Attendees discussed additional product purchases as they related to time zone differences. Mr. Saini expressed concern that a requirement that a Provider offer a new product in order to fill a time zone gap could be interpreted. Mr. Pritchard referred participants to the SAMTS Scope Document at 2(g)(i)(1); Mr. Wood noted that the issue was also currently listed in the NITS Parking Lot. The group discussed whether the requirement of temporal contiguity (contemporaneity) was met in the case of time gaps created by a time zone difference. Some attendees agreed that gaps created because of time zone differences would have to be permitted to prevent Customers from paying for this accounting gap that is not reflected in operational reality. Others understood the difference to have an adverse impact that a Customer should bear. An example cited was whether the three-hour difference between midnight EST and midnight PST would require a 3-hour gap to be filled. 
Mr. Pritchard proposed the following motion, captured on the SAMTS Motions (Redline) document: 

Motion 1, when referring to contiguous, shall permit time zone differences to exist. For example, a start time of midnight EST shall be deemed contiguous with a start time of midnight CST. This is so that we will consistent with the EC approved scope, Additional Guidance 2.g.i.
In the discussion surrounding the motion, Mr. Pritchard explained that the time zone issue had been was raised by the SAMTS task force and several solutions had been put forth. He also stated that these solutions had suggested problems of their own, such as obliging a Provider to offer products that it may not currently offer. He concluded that the task force had eventually decided that resolution of this problem was outside of the scope of the SAMTS project.  A vote was taken, with none opposed and no abstentions; the motion carried. This new understanding was written into 001.xx.1..9. 

001.xx.1.2 
After some discussion, the subcommittee decided that setting a pre-confirmation flag would be required for all requests (yearly and monthly). The decision was based both on a desire to facilitate a Provider’s ability to verify coordinated requests, and on a desire to reinforce a Customer that a SAMTS request would be binding if each request were accepted in full. This consensus was added to the SAMTS Parking Lot. 
001-xx.2

The group drafted numerous eligibility requirements that put into words previous consensus items. These draft standards were captured on the work paper.

The group discussed what nomenclature to assign the new accept and counteroffer states that were agreed upon at the previous meeting. Ms. Rehman suggested SAMTS_ACCEPT to distinguish this type of acceptance from an unlinked request. She stated that such a difference could trigger the Provider’s extended response time frame. After an informal vote, the group eventually decided to adopt CR_ACCEPT to signify the acceptance of a Coordinated Request. 
Mr. Pritchard noted that INVALID had not yet been addressed for Coordinated Requests; the item was added to the Parking Lot, with the intent that a Customer be permitted to withdraw all other requests if one has been found to be invalid. 

This led attendees to discuss whether the state of INVALID should appear either during, or after the 24-hour Customer response period. Participants recognized that a Customer could intentionally submit an invalid request and gain the ability to withdraw all others at will. Mr. Pritchard suggested that unless changes were made during the 24-hour window, all requests should be deemed withdrawn to prevent such an incentive. Ms. Rehman asked whether a Customer received dynamic notification of a state change; Mr. Wood replied that it would, although he noted that it was unclear how this information would be communicated to affected Providers in the Coordinated Group. 
Participants agreed that a Coordinated Request is not severable from the Coordinated Group. They agreed that a 24-hour grace period, beginning with the first Coordinated Request marked INVALID, be permitted to fix errors. They further agreed that if one request were marked INVALID at the close of this period, all associated requests in the Coordinated Group would be found INVALID. The following example was provided: if a Coordinated Request was marked INVALID after the 24-hour window to cure an invalidity ended on a different Coordinated Request in the Coordinated Group, the entire Coordinated Group would fail.

Attendees noted that there were two 24-hour periods under discussion: 1) 24 hours to cure a request marked INVALID and resubmit (the information window); or, 2) 24 hours to withdraw all associated requests (the withdrawal window). 
Attendees took up discussion of DECLINE, agreeing that this state involved contract terms and conditions (e.g. pricing), as opposed to application errata. Ms. Molotch asked whether DECLINE should follow the same process as INVALID. Mr. Pritchard replied that in his view, neither invalidated nor declined requests triggered a Customer’s right to rebid for lower capacity. An example was cited: if three Coordinated Requests are submitted to three different Providers, and two requests are approved and one invalidated, then certain options exist. These options are: 1) require the Customer to either cure the invalidation or withdraw all requests; or, 2) permit the Customer to cure the invalidation without gaining the right to reduce capacity on the other two Provider systems (since the invalidating Provider has not indicated an inability to provide the service, there should be no rebidding permitted by the customer on other systems). 
A slightly modified example was suggested: in the situation where one request in a Coordinated Group gets invalidated or declined, and the period for curing the error has passed, two alternatives existed: 1) make a Coordinated Group an all-or-nothing unseverable deal, wherein a Customer is required to withdraw all associated requests; or, 2) make it severable at the Customer’s option (but restricted to the terms/conditions initially requested), meaning that the Customer may elect to keep some of the requests as stand-alone requests. The group agreed upon the latter option. 
Participants discussed SUPERSEDED and the right-of-first refusal. After consulting the timing table, the group agreed that a SUPERSEDED request on one system would be sufficient justification for lowering the capacity of requests on other Provider systems, since it is functionally equivalent to REFUSED.
The group discussed the appropriate treatment of ANNULLED and DISPLACED; some attendees considered these states irrelevant to the SAMTS process because they occur only after confirmation. Mr. Pritchard stated that a pre-confirmed request can be marked annulled in certain scenarios. He clarified that because the Commission has recognized that a Customer can make a mistake in entering a pre-confirmed request, it has permitted annulled as a Provider action (i.e. after a Customer has called to report its error). Ms. Rehman agreed, citing 001-4.9.3 as the reference to this functionality. 
The group added the possible affect of price negotiation to the Parking Lot. The question was effectively whether a bid price negotiation on one system triggered the right to counteroffer capacity on other system(s). In terms of mechanics, the group recognized that it had previously agreed to the suggestion that a Customer show capacity requested and capacity granted to permit verification at the Provider’s discretion. 

Ms. Rehman observed that a related issue is whether a Customer may negotiate price in the first instance; the group recognized that some Provider tariffs do not permit price negotiation. An attendee noted that, in certain circumstances, negotiation of secondary network prices might be useful. Attendees considered the following options: 1) not permit price negotiation; 2) permit price negotiations but ensure that they do not trigger right to counteroffer of capacity. The consensus was to pursue the latter option; this decision was added to the Parking Lot, along with a comment to add the clarification to the draft standards. 
Attendees drafted definitions for Coordinated Group and Coordinated Request. 

After brief consideration, the group agreed not to adjust the existing timing table. 
Participants created a list of proposed changes on the Parking Lot to facilitate future discussions of template structures. 
4.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
Mr. Wood undertook to accept relevant changes made to the SAMTS Master and distribute the clean version of the document in order to permit an informal comment period that would close on Friday February 18, 2011. Attendees agreed to cancel their meeting scheduled for February 14, 2011 to permit internal reviews. 
Attendees agreed that the subsequent meeting would be primarily directed toward addressing SAMTS comments received and refining the wording of the SAMTS draft standards. 
5. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:00pm Central. 
6. 
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