Parking Lot

Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)

0) It was decided that SAMTS will be a different recommendation than NITS and Alan P will develop for the 2/2-2/3 OASIS meeting

1) Provide the TP with some evidence for the need for rebid/withdraw at final true-up. 

a) Is it a requirement? 1/25/11 decided it is still applicable. The need to build into the standard the ability for the TC to rebid or withdraw an accepted request. The TC should be required to specify the request that could not be accommodated in full in order to perform such rebid or withdraw. Should permit a TP to refuse or annual request if the incorrect information is provided. 
b) Is the TP required to verify? 1/13/2011 decided The TP should not be required to verify.
2) Definitions
a) Pre True-up 2/8/2011 decided not applicable with the rewrite of the SAMTS scope
b) Final True-up 2/8/2011 decided not applicable with the rewrite of the SAMTS scope
c) Linked Group 2/8/2011 decided this was changed to Coordinated Requests and will be defined in the standard
d) SAMTS (or other name for this process, if necessary) 1/25/2011 decided we have put this in the acronym section WEQ-000-1
3) OASIS subcommittee should address the following issues:

a) Establish rules for permissible transmission services in a coordinated request 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document.
i) Yearly Firm PTP

ii) Monthly Firm PTP

iii) Monthly Non-Firm PTP

iv) Firm Network Service with a minimum duration of one month
v) Monthly Secondary Network Service

b) Require pre-confirmation of short-term PTP requests (ref. Additional Guidance 1.b) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master.
c) Establish an identifier field which is to be assigned to the coordinated requests and rules for establishing it (ref. Additional Guidance 1.c.i.) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master.
d) Make provisions for capturing info on all additional requests in the Coordinated Requests (ref. Additional Guidance 1.c.ii) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master.
i) Transmission Provider & aRef number decided see additional guidance in scope document
ii) Make provisions after initial submission of a request for Transmission Service for adding or updating information about the other requests that are part of the linked group decided see decision reference 3.s.a below
iii) Establish a submission deadline for adding or updating such information decided see decision reference 3.s.a below 
e) Address items/issues which are permitted/prohibited (may mean silence rather than explicit practices) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master. Except ii Where we will not include the requirement to offer new products in the standards.
i) The Transmission Customer must be permitted to include any number of requests in a linked group (ref. Additional Guidance 1.e. subsections i.-v.)
ii) No requirement for TPs to offer new products (ref. Additional Guidance 1.f.) 1/25/2011 (JTW will look to see if there is a requirement all ready in the standards Found in WEQ-001-2.0)
f) Processing queued request through pre true-up: 
i) Timing and evaluation is the same as other requests (ref. Additional Guidance 2.a, 2.b., 2.c., 2.d. .)1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master. Subcommittee decided that parts 2c and 2d will not be addressed in the standards.
ii) Validation  
(1) Meet requirements on TP’s OASIS but no requirement for a Transmission Provider to validate consistency of product names and/or attributes across requests which are part of a linked group. (ref. Additional Guidance 2.e 2.f) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master. (Subcommittee will look at ways to maybe incorporating validation)
(2) Transmission Providers may not deny a request for any of the following reasons (ref. in Additional Guidance 2.g.): 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master. (Subcommittee will look at ways to maybe incorporating further enhancements to the validation.)
(a) A request should not be denied because it has a different time zone than another request in the linked group.  

(i) With regard to time zone differences, the scope of work for this annual plan item shall be limited to addressing time zone differences in NITS on OASIS Business Practice Standards.

(b) A request should not be denied because it has a different requested MW capacity than another request in the linked group.  

(c) A request should not be denied because it has a different product type than another request in the linked group.  

(d) A request should not be denied because it has different start/stop time(s) than another request in the linked group for further guidance see SAMTS motion 1
(e) A request should not be denied because start and stop times of the requests in the linked group are not contiguous.  (Linked groups are required to be comprised of requests and reservations on adjoining systems.) for further guidance see SAMTS motion 1
iii) Preemption & Competition (ref. Additional Guidance 2.i.) 1/25/2011 decided This section was taken out of the Scope Document.
(1) When a request which is part of a linked group triggers a ROFR offering to an existing reservation on a constrained interface, the process should accommodate the process timing to work through the ROFR process (extend response time).

(2) Confirmed requests prior to true-up will be considered as Confirmed with respect to ROFR eligibility as set forth in Table 4-3 (shall not be considered a Pending request). Should the Transmission Customer opt to submit a MATCHING request  in response to an ROFR, the MATCHING request will not become part of the linked group.

(3) Request of type “MATCHING” shall not be a valid request type in a linked group. 04/15/2011 subcommittee decided that “MATCHING” was valid and would not require additional standard changes. 

g) Final true-up of a reservation

i) Need mechanism for customer to notify TP of final true-up

(1) Record time of final true-up notification (ref. Additional Guidance 5.a.) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master.
(2) Final true-up MW (ref. Additional Guidance 3.a. & 3.b.) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master.
(3) Possible additional item: notification of the most restrictive linked reservation if MW capacity is lowered (see Parking lot item 1) 1/25/2011 will still need to address
02/08/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this was resolved in parking lot item 3.k.b.b

(4) proper timing and communication requirements (ref. Additional Guidance 3.b.i.1.) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master. 
02/08/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this was resolved in parking lot item 3.t.a.b

ii) True-up only applies to capacity (ref. Additional Guidance 3.b.i.2.) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master.
(1) If all requests confirmed as requested and, where applicable, rollover rights are granted – no adjustment permitted (ref. Additional Guidance 3.a.i. and Additional Guidance 3.d.) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master. Additional Guidance 3.d decided not to put into the standard
(2) If one or more requests not confirmed at requested capacity or, where applicable, rollover rights are not granted -- Customer may request to adjust capacity on reservations to values lower than the amount granted in the pre-true-up process, or may request nullification of reservations.  True-up MW is not required to be the same for all reservations. (ref. Additional Guidance 3.b.i. and Additional Guidance 3.d)) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master. Additional Guidance 3.d decided not to put into the standard
(3) The true-up process shall not require a Transmission Customer to ultimately reserve Transmission Service in excess of the lowest capacity granted by any Transmission Provider (ref. Additional Guidance 3.b.ii.) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master. 
iii) The true-up process shall not require any Transmission Provider to accept a reservation which is not obtainable by other Transmission Customers (e.g., require a weekly request to have different MW values for different days of the week if all other Transmission Customers are required to profile a single MW value for each week). (ref. Additional Guidance 3.b.iii.) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master.
iv) Need mechanism to show that the reservation has been moved to final true-up. (ref. Additional Guidance 3.c.i.) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master.
v) TP response time shall comply with Table 4.2. and Table 105(?) (ref. Additional Guidance 3.c.ii.) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master.
vi) Upon completion of final true-up is completed, requests are no longer linked. (ref. Additional Guidance 4.) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master.
h) Different treatment of pre true-up reservation vs final true-up reservation.  (ref. Additional Guidance 2.h. vs. Additional Guidance 3.c.i.2. 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this section was taken out of the Scope Document.
	Component
	Pre True-Up
	Final True-Up

	release of parent firm capacity on a firm redirect
	Prohibited (capacity is not released on the parent reservation because it might change and could not be reclaimed if the redirect MW is reduced at final true-up) However, capacity available for redirect should reflect the impact of the linked reservation.
	Permitted (when final MW value of the firm redirect is known, it is released from the parent reservation)

	Resale
	Prohibited
	Permitted

	Redirect
	Prohibited
	Permitted

	Release of DNR capacity of a concomitant request
	Prohibited
	Permitted

	tagging of  a reservation
	Prohibited
	Permitted

	renewal request
	Prohibited
	Permitted


i) Determine if resales, redirects, and renewals of pre true-up reservations may be submitted prior to true-up or if their submission would be deemed invalid.
ii) Treatment of timing, creditworthiness/deposits, transmission upgrade agreements, etc 

(1) Pre-true-up: same as other requests (ref. Additional Guidance 2.d.)

(2) True-up: revise to reflect actual final reservation capacity (ref. Additional Guidance 3.c.i.1.)
i) The Business Practice Standard shall permit regional alliances to establish a mechanism wherein a single request is processed for Transmission Service on multiple Transmission Providers, as is done by WesTTrans.  Such a mechanism must allow linked requests that extend beyond  the boundaries of the alliance.  (ref. Additional Guidance 5.b.)
 a) 1/25/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided this is consistent with the scope document and have included it in the SAMTS master.
j) Look at possibility of an accept or counteroffer state with a flag to minimize the requirement of making a new state diagram or to indicate new timing requirements. 
a) 02/02/2011 new have not discussed where and if it will go in the doc.

b) 02/03/2011 subcommittee discussed two options subcommittee decided to go with option b
a) one new state called xxxxspecial 
b) two new states xxxxaccept and xxxxcounteroffered 02/09/2011 subcommittee decided on CR_ACCEPTED and CR_COUNTEROFFER as the two new states. 
k) Develop standards for response to inappropriate  request to reduce capacity (rebid or withdraw) when all requests have been accepted. 
a) 02/02/2011 need to have not discussed where and if it will go in the doc. Decided in b)
b) 02/08/2011 Issue is that if all requests have been accepted the customer is not permitted to rebid or withdraw. When the customer attempts to rebid or withdraw it should be deem an inappropriate action. What recourse does the TP have if the TP monitors the status of other requests?
a) Accept customer’s actions and file complaint with FERC

b) Somehow force confirmation at MAX.

Subcommittee decided to make a requirement that if all requests have been accepted the customer is not permitted to rebid or withdraw and if the customer attempts to rebid or withdraw it should be deem an inappropriate action. The TC must indicate the AREF number which has not been granted full capacity including the capacity requested and the capacity granted. The subcommittee will not establish a response to the inappropriate request.  The TP may prevent a rebid or withdraw if the information has not been provided for the request that has not been granted in full.

l) Look at the possibility of asking the Customer for the total path and term (that make the path contiguous) that they are requesting even if the request in that path are confirmed. 
a) 02/02/2011 new have discussed. Still needs to be resolved in the standards. Subcommittee decided that there will be a requirement to include but not limited to the ARef and TP code for each request and reservation that will be include in the Coordinated Requested path such that it displays contiguity. 
b) 02/02/2011 subcommittee decided based on the discussion of the different scenarios in the SAMTS examples document it was determined to go with scenario 2 (samts examples xls spreadsheet) displaying requests and reservations on each system over a given time interval. See SAMTS motion 1 
m) Look at the possibility of permitting the inclusion of reservation of third parties in the link group. 
a) 02/02/2011 need to have discussed. Still needs to be resolved in the standards. decided in b)
b) 02/02/2011 decided that we would permit third party reservation to be included in the validation of SAMTS.
n) Look at the possibility of permitting the inclusion of requests of third parties in the link group.
a) 02/02/2011 need to have discussed. Still needs to be resolved in the standards. decided in b)
b) 02/02/2011 subcommittee decided to include third party requests in the link group. 
o) The link flag should be public in the disclosure but the path inclusion should remain private till finalized. 
a) 02/02/2011 need to have discussed. Still needs to be resolved in the standards. decided in b)
b) 02/08/2011 subcommittee decided not to have anything private on the Coordinated Requests. Will review this position in the event that during the informal comment period, if there are multiple customers providing feedback in opposition.  

p) Look at the hoarding standards in WEQ-001-8.3 to look to see if the standard takes care of the issue of SAMTS. 

a) 02/02/2011 need to have discussed. Still needs to be resolved in the standards. decided in b)
b) 02/08/2011 Subcommittee decided that this section has already been addressed in the standards.
q) MISO’s Proposed language for discussion :

Transmission customers shall provide all transmission requests for the full physical path of the transaction.  While a transmission request is in STUDY, ACCEPTED or CONFIRMED, COUNTEROFFER or REBID status, Transmission Providers have the ability to confirm the path and capacity request reasonableness.

Transmission Providers can develop and implement individual business practices necessary to confirm the path and capacity request reasonableness.  The Transmission Providers’ business practices shall not inhibit in any way the basic functionality of Scheduling Across Multiple Transmission Systems service requests.  The Transmission Provider requirements should be posted on said Transmission Providers’ OASIS website. 
a) 02/02/2011 new have discussed. Still needs to be resolved in the standards. decided in b)
b) 02/08/2011 Subcommittee decided that this issue is being address with the parking lot decisions.

r) What do we call the SAMTS request? Linked group, linked request, etc 
a) 02/02/2011 new have discussed. Still needs to be resolved in the standards. decided in b)
b) 02/02/2011 Subcommittee decided on Coordinated Request as the name for the SAMTS request to be used in the standard.
s) How long does the customer have to get all the data into each linked request?
a) 02/03/2011 discussed and decided that the customer will have 24 hours from the time queued of each linked request on that TP’s system to complete all required information for that linked request.  
t) How long does the customer have to respond (confirm, rebid, withdraw) after all linked requests have been respond to by the TP’s? 
a) 02/03/2011 subcommittee discussed three options subcommittee decided to go with option b. 
a) select a specific time example 4 days? 
b) time is a function based on the response time (PTP table 4.2, NITS table 105) of the longest request (monthly/yearly) in the coordinated request (all requests will have the same response time of the longest request)

c) the response time for the linked request (each request has its own response time) 
u) Need to consider requiring pre-confirmation of yearly and network service requests (firm and non-firm) in addition to the existing pre-confirmation requirements for monthly. This would permit TP to move all accepted requests to confirmed state in the event that a TC misses the response deadline. It also reinforces for customers the thought that a Coordinated Request will be confirmed if all TP’s accept at full requested capacity. 

a) 02/08/2011 subcommittee discussed and decided that the customer will set the pre-confirmation flag for all requests.

v) Need to discuss the ANNULLED, INVALID or DECLINED state of one request and time line for customer withdrawal

a) 02/09/2011 Subcommittee discuss and decided that if one request of a Coordinated Request is ANNULLED, INVALID or DECLINED then the customer shall withdraw all other requests unless a replacement for the ANNULLED, INVALID or DECLINED request can be made in the 24 hour window starting from the queue time of the first queued request of the Coordinated Request (refer to samts parking lot item s(a. 
b) 02/09/2011 Subcommittee discussed and decided that the deadline for withdrawals of all other requests is 24 hours from the time that the state change occurs for the ANNULLED, INVALID or DECLINED state if the replacement cannot be made in the information window. 

c) 02/09/2011 Subcommittee discussed and decided that the customer who withdraws must indicate which request was annulled, invalid or declined.

d) 02/09/2011 Subcommittee discussed and decided that theTP is not required to monitor these states but if observed that the customer has not responded within the deadline then the TP may set the state to RETRACTED. 

w)  Need to discuss the SUPERSEDED state of one request and time line for customer withdrawal 

a) 02/09/2011 Subcommittee discussed and decided that the SUPERSEDED state will be handled the same as REFUSED state.

x)  Need to review all state definitions to see if they need to be modified.
a) 02/09/2011 added to parking lot and still needs to be addressed decided in b)
b) 03/16/2011 decided and reviewed definitions
y)  Need to discuss if allowing price as part of the new counteroffer state.

a) 02/09/2011 Subcommittee discussed and decided that TP negotiation of price, via a CR_COUNTEROFFER, will not trigger negotiation of capacity on other requests as part of the Coordinated Request.

z) Need to discuss the template additions and changes
a) 02/09/2011 Subcommittee discussed and decided that the changes will be made to the transrequest and not make an addition template.
List of possible template additions and changes
1) Coordinated Group flag

2) TP for off system coordinated request

3) AREF for off system coordinated request

4) capacity requested

5) capacity granted

6) SERVICE_INCREMENT PTP service increment

7) NITS service duration

8) TS_CLASS Firm or Non-firm

9) INVALID, DECLINED, REFUSED, ANNULLED, etc.

Possible templates that need to be changed

1) Transrequest

2) Nits secondary
3) Dnr

4) Nsr

5) Concomitant request
aa) Need to modify WEQ-100 table 105 for response time for coordinated requests.

a) 3/3/11 subcommittee added this item decided in b)
b) 04/15/2011 decided to moved to the nits parking lot to be decided on during the NITS process

bb) Need to make sure that 001-4.9 and 001.4.10 includes CR_ACCEPTED and CR_COUNTEROFFER in the appropriate places.
a) 3/16/11 subcommittee added this item decided in b)
b) 3/22/2011 decided and completed
cc) Need to make sure that WEQ-100 includes CR_ACCEPTED and CR_COUNTEROFFER in the appropriate places.
a) 3/16/11 subcommittee added this item decided in b)
b) 04/15/2011 decided to moved to the nits parking lot to be decided on during the NITS process
dd) Need to discuss whether the standards should require the Customer to update the CR_ACCOMMODATED value for all Coordinated Request in the Coordinated Group whenever the change in state could trigger the Customer response deadline (CR_ACCEPTED, CR_COUNTEROFFER or a final state). The current version of the Business Practices does not require this.

a) 3/16/11 Subcommittee added this item and provisionally decided that the Customer will be required to update the CR_ACCOMMODATED value on other Coordinated Request which are not in final state, upon a change in state to CR_ACCEPT, CR_COUNTEROFFER, or a final state.
b) 3/22/11 decided and completed

ee) Review note(no reference  number) about other modification of service on the state diagram. “Other types of Modifications of Service shall use the state transitions described in WEQ-001”.

a) 3/16/11 subcommittee added this item decided in b)
b) 04/15/2011 decided to moved to the nits parking lot to be decided on during the NITS process
ff) Need to look at accommodating RESELLER in the standards.
a) 3/16/11 subcommittee added this item decided in c)
b) 3/22/11 JT and Alan will change and present to group 3/28/11

c) 3/28/11 decided change all references to SELLER

gg) Need to add exception to the pre-confirmed sections in weq-002 and weq-013 for automatically settting the status to confirmed. (see weq-001-4.11.1)

a) 3/22/11 subcommittee added this item decided in b)
Example (see last paragraph)

013-2.2.1 ACCEPTED Status Restrictions

OASIS shall block a request from being set to a STATUS of ACCEPTED by the Seller if the values for OFFER_PRICE and CAPACITY_GRANTED, do not exactly match the corresponding values for BID_PRICE and CAPACITY_REQUESTED over every START_TIME/STOP_TIME interval. This ensures that both parties to the transaction are in agreement to the terms of the request. If the request is flagged as PRECONFIRMED=YES, OASIS shall immediately set the request STATUS to CONFIRMED when it is ACCEPTED, with the exception of the PART_TRANSFER and FULL_TRANSFER requests. For these two REQUEST_TYPEs, OASIS shall require that STATUS has been set to ACCEPTED and PRIMARY_PROVIDER_APPROVAL has been set to Y before moving the request to CONFIRMED. 

b) 04/15/11 decided to add to WEQ-013
hh) When referring to transmission service we will state PTP or NITS specifically. Will only apply to SAMTS provision. 

a) 3/2/2011 subcommittee added this item 
b) 04/15/11 decided to do this in the standard
05/03/11 Parking lot for concepts dealing with informal comments
1) From OATI

Need to change WEQ-013 to deal with the concept of withdrawing a preconfirmed request prior to ACCEPT and CR_ACCEPT. Parking lot item (K.b.b) is the concept that we need to retain.
2) From OATI
Note that there is the provision that when final actions are taken (xx.3.5), the Customer must update all other Coordinated Requests and indicate that the withdrawn request has been acted on (later comment suggest that this action be incorporated into the CR_ACCOMMODATED data element).  Once any Coordinated Request is not granted in full they can withdraw the other requests.  In the text for 4.9.4 and 4.9.5, the BPs should be based on the information that is available on any given Coordinated Request.  So, the standards should make only reference to the CAPACITY_GRANTED and CAPACITY_REQUESTED for a specific CR and the CR_ACCOMMODATED value for all other CRs in the CG.

3) From OATI 

CCONFIRMED.  4.11  already gives the right to move CR_COUNTEROFFER to RETRACTED, so that really isn’t an exception.  Why shouldn’t the TP have the right to force confirmation of a CR_COUNTEROFFER as well as the CR_ACCEPTED state?  The Customer has had time to evaluate the offer, and has been given an extended period of time to act and hold queue position, so might consider that for those extra rights comes the consequence that if do not take timely action, you may be forced to take service by the TP.
001-4.11.1
After expiration of the Transmission Customer confirmation time limit, specified in Business Practice Standard WEQ-001 Table 4-2 Request Timing Requirements, the Transmission Provider has a right to move a request with the status of CR_ACCEPTED to the CONFIRMED state and to move a request with the status of CR_COUNTEROFFERED to the RETRACTED state.
Subcommittee decided on 05/03/11that the two in 001-4.11.1 will remain the same and not change it.

4) From OATI 

There is a contiguity requirement, but nowhere is there any indication of the time frames of any of the CRs in the CG communicated.   It would seem that time is actually of more importance then the capacity values proposed.  It would also seem that one could remove the CG_CONTIGUITY ‘attestation’ if you required the Customer to provide the evidence of all requests and reservations that satisfy that requirement.  There is no obligation of the TP to verify that the data is correct on other nodes, but at least there would be information supplied that could be used to verify contiguity.  Without that, there is little one could do to prove comparable treatment.  The OS should reconsider whether there is value in requiring at least information on the total start/stop interval of each CR and possible of each reservation used to back the CG.

Subcommittee decided on 05/03/11 to go with b as the requirement for attestation. 
a) Contiguity the only requirement is CR information
b) Contiguity will requirement both CR and reservation information that make up CG
c) Contiguity the only requirement is CR information with time (start and stop)
d) Contiguity will requirement both CR and reservation information that make up CG with time (start and stop)
5) From OATI 
The CR_CAPACITY_REQUESTED and CR_CAPACITY_GRANTED are somewhat problematic as these could be profiled values.  What should be reported?  Minimum? Maximum?  The BP would need to be specific on treatment.  These elements really provide no more information than could be captured by having the Customer required to indicate if the CR was granted in FULL or PARTIAL or not at all in the CR_ACCOMMODATED element.  Or, one could actually just require that CR_ACCOMMODATED be set to final state of each TSR or CR_ACCEPTED or CR_COUNTEROFFER as applicable when each CR in CG is completed.  Once all CR_ACCOMMODATED elements in the CG are no longer PENDING the request will go forward with confirmation deadlines.
Subcommittee decided on 05/03/11 to replace the data elements CR_CAPACITY_REQUESTED and CR_CAPACITY_GRANTED with modified valid values for CR_ACCOMMODATED data elements. 
6) From OATI 
Included CR_TS_CLASS and CR_INTERVAL in the information.  The timing table in 4-2 only addresses PTP, and the NITS timelines may not necessarily be on par with the PTP, so suggest that adding CR_TS_TYPE to the elements would be of value in the event there were a change and NITS and PTP did not have identical timelines.
Subcommittee decided on 05/03/11 to include CR_TS_TYPE in the information to be supplied by the Transmission Customer.
7) From OATI 
CG_FLAG and CG_CONTIGUITY can be collapsed into a single data element by using enumerated valus such as PROPOSED (or PENDING) when first submitted, SUBMITTED when all CRs in the CG documented, and NONE or N if the request is not or no longer part of a CG.  Specific enumerated values can be determined by the OS.
Subcommittee decided on 05/03/11 to do this concept
8) From OATI 

For the OASIS S&CP recommended changes, the SAMTS data elements have been added to the basic TSR transstatus template structure as continuation records.  This use of continuation records is only spelled out for transcust but if used really applies to transrequest and transstatus as well and needs to be explained.  The last set of changes made to OASIS S&CP for cco and rollover were originally proposed as extensions to transstatus in continuation records but commenter’s objected to making such drastic changes to existing template structures so the OS opted to build the separate companion templates.  Suggest that the same action be taken in handling SAMTS.  Only include in the transstatus template the addition of the CG_FLAG and let that data element (maybe renamed) be used for the current proposed use of both CG_FLAG and CG_CONTIGUITY.

Subcommittee decided on 05/03/11 to do this concept
9) From OATI 

WEQ-001-xx.3.4.2.3 allows for resetting of the preconfirmed flag, but this data element was removed and has not been reinstated in the transcust template.
Subcommittee decided on 05/03/11 to do this concept
10) From Midwest ISO 
WEQ-001-xx-3.7

a. It is not clear how/when the seller will review the information regarding other coordinated requests without access to each OASIS.  The current language appears to require sellers to verify status on other systems prior to initiating the customer confirmation time limit and appears to require that the setting of such time limit become a manual undertaking. (CB)
Subcommittee will need to have more discuss on the intent of this standard and wordsmith it to make the meaning valid.
Subcommittee decided on 05/05/11 that we have already put this in the standard
11) Valid values for CG_STATUS
1) None – reset of a Pending value to indicate that the request is not to be considered a part of a coordinated group 
2) Pending – initial value for a request to be considered a part of a coordinated group
3) Attested – meet eligibility and information requirements 
4) Null – this is the default initial value which indicates a non-coordinated request
Subcommittee decided on 05/05/11 to calapse CG_FLAG and CG_CONTIGUITY into CG_STATUS
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