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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome
Mr. Wood welcomed attendees to the meeting and the participants introduced themselves over the telephone. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance before the group reviewed the draft agenda.  After discussion of a future meeting was added as an agenda item, the motion to adopt the revised agenda passed unanimously.

2. 
2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
a) Discussion and editing of Sections 105 and 106

Participants opened the WEQ-001-106 section - Clean document to discuss issues concerning REBID, confirmation, and displacement; changes were captured on WEQ 106 - Modified 6/17/10. 

106.5

Attendees discussed the implications of denials and counteroffers in the concomitant context. The group recognized that it needed to arrive at consensus whether a concomitant request should be one undesignation dependant upon one NITS (or PTP) request being granted, or whether it wanted to consider multiple requests at the same time. There was also recognition that this decision affected the availability of counteroffers. After discussion that revealed the cascading complications inherent in pairing multiple requests, the group agreed to limit the scope of concomitant to one undesignation paired with one NITS (or PTP) request. 

Concerning counteroffers, three positions emerged: 1) if a counteroffer is made to the second piece, then the temporary termination is unaffected; 2) if a counteroffer is made to the second piece, then the temporary termination is automatically adjusted to reflect the counteroffer; 3) if a counteroffer is made, the Customer determines the requested capacity value of both the counteroffered request and the temporary termination. Mr. Wood noted that this third option would give a Customer the option to counter both or either of the pieces. After brief discussion, this approach was drafted into 106.5 after the former 106.5 was deleted (former 106.5 stated that if one request was countered, then both failed). 
Concerning REBID, the group agreed that they be permitted, although direct mention was knowingly omitted from this section because the draft COUNTEROFFER standards speak to this mechanism. 

106.5.1

After Ms. Rehman made reference to 105.2.13.3, the group decided to import this standard and adapt it to the current context. 
106.6

This proposed standard was adapted from 105.4.8 to the concomitant scenario without discussion or objection. After going through the draft concomitant section and making grammatical and stylistic changes, Mr. Wood opened the floor to discussion of the newly drafted section. 
Ms. Rehman asked what would happen to a DNR if the related piece of the concomitant request is displaced. A participant asked whether this stranded DNR would be simply forgotten. Ms. Rehman suggested that the Customer could submit a separate request to redesignate. Mr. Pritchard agreed that redesignation should be made available in this scenario. 
Ms. Rehman posed her question in different terms: if the NITS/PTP request is displaced after confirmation by the Customer, what happens to the other part of the concomitant request? She suggested that the options were to leave it here, do nothing or submit another request to redesignate. Ms. Rehman asked whether a Customer should be required to annul the orphaned request. Ms. Bigelow suggested giving Customer an option to annul because she did not favor automatic annulment. No consensus was captured concerning this issue.
An attendee asked whether the level of priority that applies to preconfirmed in PTP would also apply to concomitant requests. Mr. Wood stated his understanding that the treatment would be identical. Ms. Rehman stated that two types of preconfirmation exist, one that provides gives queue priority and one that does not. After brief discussion, the group reached consensus that the priorities associated with preconfirmed PTP requests would apply equally to the concomitant context. Noting that this Section 106 work paper needed to be inserted into the NITS Master document, participants closed discussion on Section 106.
Attendees opened the NITS Master Redlined to search for undefined terms. NITS Master Redlined - Modified 6/17/10 captures any agreed-upon changes. Mr. Wood noted that corresponding changes would have to be made to the PTP standards for consistency. 
Participants briefly discussed and edited NITS WEQ-001 Definitions Needed; changes were captured on WEQ Definitions Needed - Modified 6/17/10. Without debate, attendees reached consensus on the following items: 1) Application should carry the same definition as in the OATT; 2) Eligible Customer should be replaced with Eligible Transmission Customer throughout the NITS Master document; 3) Network Customer, Network Resource, and Network Load should be capitalized throughout the NITS Master document; and, 4) Secondary Network Service should be changed to Secondary Network Transmission Service.

Attendees also replaced the existing provisional definition of Network Scheduling Right with the following: “optional mechanism on OASIS to request transmission capacity or to post the scheduling rights associated with Network Integration Transmission Service.”
3. Adjourn
Attendees selected the agenda items for the next meeting, to be held June 21, 2010 from 9:00am to 4:00pm Central, before the meeting adjourned by consensus at 3:55pm Central.
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