Recommendation to Support WEQ 2017 Annual Plan Items 2.a.i.1/R05019 and 5.a/R09003
Comments Submitted by Alan Pritchard, Duke Energy

[bookmark: _GoBack]Duke Energy thanks the NAESB WEQ OASIS subcommittee for the significant improvements to the preemption process that are embodied in this recommendation, such as:
· Improved communication to each Customer with a reservation that is subject to preemption with the right of first refusal by requiring the Transmission Provider to deliver a record showing an acceptable matching profile and also showing the capacity that would remain if the request is preempted.  In the current business practices, the Customer is told the assignment ref of the challenging request and the Customer needs to figure out what the matching profile needs to be.
· Modifying the capacity of the challenged request (Defender) when it successfully matches the terms of the challenging request instead of the current practice of creating a new reservation to replace the challenged request.  This change permits all encumbrances such as tags and resales to remain in effect whereas the current standards require those things to be reestablished under the new reservation.
· Improved documentation that shows a list of participants in the Preemption-ROFR Process and the status of each participant throughout the process by the creation of a new template.
· Creation of a new optional email notification process that will notify Customers about any Preemption-ROFR Process where their reservation or request is a participant.
· Establishment of clear guidance on how to address situations where not all Defenders with ROFR can be granted their matching profiles and establishing a priority list for evaluation of ROFR responses.
Duke includes a marked up copy of the recommendation with numerous editorial changes/fixes and also recommends the following changes which are shown in blue:
1. Recommend resetting competing request flag for Dependents of ROFR Defenders  who do not attempt to match the Challenger when the competing request flag is reset for the corresponding Defender.  X001-xx.4.6.5.1 and corresponding changes in x013-6.3 PREEMPTION WITH ROFR.	Comment by Wood, James T.: DUKE Comments and Redlines: 44	Comment by Wood, James T.: 08/16/17-08/17/17 Subcommittee disposition: accepted
x001-xx.4.6.5.1 	For each Defender with ROFR that elected not to submit a ROFR request or failed to submit a valid ROFR request, the Transmission Provider shall set the Defender reserved MW to equal the remaining profile as calculated by the Transmission Provider.  The Transmission Provider shall reset the competition flag to its original setting as they take action on each such Defender. The Transmission Provider shall also reset the competition flags for all Dependents associated with each such Defender.



2. Recommend adding x001-xx-4.7.3	Cleanup of Redirects on a non-firm basis in the Conclusion of the Preemption-ROFR Process.	Comment by Wood, James T.: DUKE Comments and Redlines: 48	Comment by Wood, James T.: 08/16/17-08/17/17 Subcommittee disposition:
accepted with added words “on the Parent Reservation”
x001-xx-4.7.3	Cleanup of Redirects on a non-firm basis

x001-xx.4.7.3.1	Each preempted Transmission Customer that has redirected a Defender on a non-firm basis shall be responsible for relinquishing capacity for those Redirect reservations where there is no longer reserved capacity held to support those Redirects. 
3. Recommend changing the Transmission Provider Evaluation Time Limit from 2 to 30 days for Secondary Network Transmission Service with a request interval of “year” in Table 105-A since these requests fall outside of the normal ATC calculation window and will need to be addressed in other study methods.  The recommendation of 30 days is consistent with the time allotted for DNR requests with a request interval of “year”.	Comment by Wood, James T.: DUKE Comments and Redlines: 49	Comment by Wood, James T.: 09/26/17-09/28/17 Subcommittee disposition: accepted



