Proposed WGQ 2010 Annual Plan Item No. 7 – Location Codes

Proposed Modifications to NAESB WGQ Interpretations from the Business Practices Subcommittee 

Proposed Modified NAESB WGQ Interpretation 7.3.16

Which location code should be sent in a request to confirm and confirmation response? Sender's Code or Recipient's Code?

Interpretation:

As between the interconnected parties, and in the absence of agreement to the contrary,

(1)
The common code is the data reference number (DRN) in the Petroleum Information database. There is one DRN for every location nominatable on the facilities of a service provider. An Interconnect is two points. One, the point used by the contractually delivering party (operator or TSP) and the other one, the point used by the contractually receiving party (operator or TSP).

(2) 
NAESB WGQ Standard 1.3.20 states 'The receiver of a nomination initiates the confirmation process. The party that would receive a Request for Confirmation or an unsolicited Confirmation Response may waive the obligation of sender to send.’

(3)
NAESB WGQ Standard 1.4.3 - the dataset itself has the following definition of the data element 'Location*': 'The location where the quantity will be scheduled by the transportation service provider.' As to which Transportation Service Provider's (TSP) code is within the field 'Location' that is within the 1.4.3 dataset, the cContractual fFlow iIndicator indicates (as of January 9, 1997 vote of the EC) as follows: "Indicates the logical direction of flow at a point from the confirmation request originator's perspective". In order that the remainder of the document sent from the Confirmation Requester be interpreted unambiguously, the contents of the Location code data element in both the Request to Confirmfor Confirmation and Confirmation Response document should be the Location code of the party sending the Request tofor Confirmation.

Proposed Deleted NAESB WGQ Interpretation 7.3.27 – This Item will be discussed by the Interpretations Subcommittee
Can a Transportation Service Provider (TSP1) require that a Service Requester (aka shipper) provide to that TSP1 a location code belonging to a different TSP (TSP2) in a nomination to TSP1? In other words, in a nomination from a shipper to TSP1, can TSP1 require that shipper to provide location codes for locations that belong to TSP2?

With respect to nominations by a Service Requester to a Transportation Service Provider (TSP1) which nominations reflect a transaction with respect to a receipt and/or delivery location(s) which location(s) are interconnections with other TSPs (i.e., a TSP2 and/or a TSP3 respectively), can TSP1 require that a Service Requester provide to that TSP1 a location code associated with a different TSP (i.e., TSP2’s location code at the receipt location interconnect and/or TSP3’s location code at the delivery location interconnect, respectively) in a nomination to TSP1? In other words, in a nomination from a shipper to TSP1, can TSP1 require that shipper to provide location codes for the interconnect location(s) that are associated with TSP2’s and/or TSP3’s side of the interconnect?

Interpretation:

A Transportation Service Provider (TSP1) can not require that a Service Requester provide to that TSP1 a location code belonging to a different Transportation Service Provider (TSP2) in a nomination for service with respect to receipts and/or deliveries on the system operated by TSP1. Nominations to TSP1 should involve TSP1’s locations and thus locations codes associated with that TSP1. There should be no case where a nomination to or from an interconnect with another Transportation Service Provider (TSP - i.e., TSP2 and/or TSP3) is rejected because that nomination did not contain a location code for a TSP other than the TSP to whom the request for service(s) was directed. This response specifically does not address the issue of what location code should be employed in those cases where TSP1's service requesters contracts' with TSP1 obtain rights at locations on the system of another TSP (TSP2).

