OASIS Subcommittee Task Force Recommendation
Adoption of Provisionally Denied (PD) State

An OASIS Subcommittee task force reviewed many issues and options for implementing a new state named “Provisionally Denied.”  The concept for this new state had been included as part of the “EPSA proposal” submitted to the WEQ EC in August 2010 as part of the WEQ EC Scoping Task Force Report.  The new state had been discussed by the EC Scoping Task Force but time limitations had precluded a detailed consideration of it.  The EC therefore required that the OASIS Subcommittee consider it more thoroughly and the OASIS Subcommittee established a PD Task Force (PDTF) to do so.  The PDTF created a detailed definition of the PD State, including a number of possible implementation options.  While reviewing this new state, the PDTF members selected the options which would be the least complex implementation of the Provisionally Denied state to administer.  After further review of all the options, including a least complex Provisionally Denied scenario as shown below, the PDTF recommends that there be no work by the OASIS Subcommittee on establishing a new state called Provisionally Denied at this time.  The PDTF found that the key concerns expressed in the Provisionally Denied whitepaper could be addressed through implementation of a practice that merely extends the customer response time for a linked request until all transmission providers have responded to all requests in the linked group.  This change in practice would be easier to implement than the original practice recommended by the EC Scoping Task Force, while achieving FERC’s guidance in Order 890 that all the transmission providers involved in a request across multiple systems should consider a request that requires studies across multiple systems to be a single application for purposes of establishing the deadlines for rendering an agreement for service, revising queue status, eliciting deposits and commencing service. The PDTF recommends that WEQ EC approval be sought to make the necessary change in scope to allow for this extended customer response time. 
Least Complex Provisionally Denied Scenario:

Add a new state called “Provisionally Denied” (also referred to as “PD”).  This state would only be used when processing “linked requests” and would be applied to all currently queued and subsequently queued requests which cannot otherwise be accepted because they may eventually be granted additional transmission capacity through the final true-up process.  In this scenario, there is no change in the pre-confirmation flag of a request upon placing it in PD state, nor is there any special treatment of pre-confirmed requests (such as permitting withdrawal of a pre-confirmed short-term PTP request).  When partial capacity would be available prior to final true-up of the earlier-queued request, the TP is prohibited from making a counteroffer until after final true-up of the earlier-queued reservation.  In the event sufficient capacity is made available prior to final true-up of the earlier-queued reservation through another action, such as capacity made available through confirmation of a firm redirect of another reservation, the PD request should be accepted.  Also, outlined in the EC’s Scope document, PD requests would be permitted to match competing requests when in pre-true-up final state.
NAESB Business Practice Impacts/Work Required:

1. Definition of the state is needed.
2. State diagrams for PTP and NITS must be modified to show the PD state and its process flow
3. Business practices must be developed for a state that is only available when an earlier queued request is in PTU…new concept of having a state tied to the status of an earlier queued request.  Rules must be established for how quickly the downstream PDs must have status changes and rules must define what state to assign them (include Table 4-2, timing table changes)

4. May require additional timing table entries to address movement from PD to subsequent state

5. May need mechanism to identify which linked request(s) are associated with each PD 

6. May need rules on how to process the queue when additional capacity is freed up by a source other than the reservation that is in pre- true-up.

7. Need rules to prohibit counteroffer of PD request until after final true-up of the earlier-queued reservation(s).
8. Since processing of PD requests would otherwise be suspended, there may need to be some rules to permit PD requests to preempt pre-true-up reservations.  

Upside if adopting PD compared to the EC’s Scope document which recommended that upon achieving a pre-true-up final state of a reservation, the TP should continue processing the request queue:
1. Allows all PD requests to remain in queue behind the pre-true-up reservation without being refused for insufficient ATC until final true-up, thereby preserving queue priority.
2. Removes the possible gaming scenario where the customer with the PTU reservation would attempt to determine which subsequent request would be evaluated upon release of PTU capacity (This would likely be a difficult game to play due to automated processing of requests).

3. Removes the incentive for a customer to submit multiple identical requests due to the uncertainty of when the linked request would be moved to a final state.

Downside if adopting PD compared to the EC’s Scope document which recommended that upon achieving a pre-true-up final state of a reservation, the TP should continue processing the request queue:

1. May contribute to queue-flooding issues  

2. PD could impact processing on multiple paths due to flow impacts on multiple flowgates and/or interfaces

3. Complicates processing by the TP by introducing another state and another variable to be managed (PTU status of one or more earlier-queued requests) in addition to availability of ATC/AFC
4. Requires change to all back-end interface systems

5. Difficult for TP to administer because status is directly dependent on PTU status of earlier queued reservation.  As soon as reservation is trued-up, TP must change status of all downstream PDs (unless they are also PDs associated with other PTU reservations.)

6. May have increased queue congestion because processing of subsequent requests is delayed.
7. Processing delay associated with waiting on the final true-up may mean that customer requests are held in queue for an extended period of time and customer must honor (confirm) request if full capacity is made available at final true-up.

Upside if adopting PD compared to the option of not denying subsequent requests until final true-up (suspension of queue processing until all transmission providers have responded to all requests in the linked group  -- without PD state):

PD status provides notice to subsequently queued requests that they are in a suspended state due to pre-true up reservation(s); increased knowledge may reduce workload for TP pre-scheduling desk

Downside if adopting PD compared to the option of not denying subsequent requests until final true-up (suspension of queue processing until all transmission providers have responded to all requests in the linked group -- without PD state):

PD is difficult for TP to administer because status is directly dependent on PTU status of earlier queued reservation.  As soon as reservation is trued-up, TP must change status of all downstream PDs (unless they are also PDs associated with other PTU reservations.)
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