CO96024

TQ:  |nterpretation SubCommittes
FR: (Greg Lander - Chair
Kirt Kleinman - Vice Chair

RE: [Inmterpretation Request No. 24
Question of which Lecation Code to send in Request to Confirm (RTC) and
Confirmation Response (CR). Recipients Code, or Sender's Code.

Attachment: Request of Koch Gateway far clarification or interpretation.

CC: Board of Directars
Executive Committee Members
BPS Committee Chairs
BPS Nominaticns Cormmittes Members
Market Executioh Task Force Chairs
Market Execution Task Force Members

DT: December 1, 1008

Action [tem: There is an Interpretations SubCommitlee Conferance Call {including all
interested persons) scheduled for Decembear 5, 19498 at 12:00 C5T o
discuss this matter and appropriate associated course(s) of action. The
conference calling number is 1-402-331-9086 and the passcode is GISB.

---------------------------------------------------------------

Ln Naovember 14, 1996 Koch Gateway forwarded to Greg Lander a request for
interpretation which was believed to have been simultanecusly forwarded to the GISB
Office. 1t was not forwarded until November 30th. Monetheless. several infgrmal
discussions have taken place hetween members of the above ciled Committees and
Task Foroes which make it clear that an irmmediate need exists to fast track the
interpretation of standards 1.1.8 (Use of Common Codes); 1.3.20 (Recaiver of
nomination initistes confimation process); 1.4.3. (Requesl la Confirm {i.e., RTC)
Cataset). and 1.4.4. (Confirmation Respanse (i.e., CR) Dataset) with respect to which
code to send when sending an RTC andfor CR,

Problem Statement;

When sending an RTC, should the sending party send their location code or the
location code of the receiver, or should the dataset be modified o nclude both codes?

Likewise, should the respanding party {the party returning the CR} send the code they
were sent, or another code or both codes?

The standards are not specific as lo which of the two codes should be senl. it is
reasonable to assume that at Lhis point there is division as to whether the sending party



will send their nomination code (the one that shippers on their system use to identify the
receipt ar delivery location} thus, requinng the receiver to cross-referance the sending
party's code to their own code or codes; or, whether the sending party will send the
receiving party's nomination code (the one that shippers on the receiving pary's system
use lo identify the delivery or receipt location) which of course would reguire the sender
to cross-reference the sending parties code{s} to the receiving party's code(s).

Ifthere is no convention, the most complicated of situations could exist, namely that in
some Cases the sender would send the receiver's code and in others the senders would
send their own. This would entail cross-referencing the super set of possibilities and
having an indicator which, for each entity (or location) and document, would identify the
code to be sent and/or received. This |atter approach has the highesl potential up-front
identificabion and on-geing maintenance issues associated with it.

Complicating Factors:

Not all parint oparators have codes for their side of the flange. Many producer-operators
(and LDCs) employ the code of the TSP to which they are attached. Additionally,

many interconnect operators {usually TSP's) have multiple codes far the location.
Usually these different codes are employed by a TSP to determine whether it is a
receipt or delivery activity: or to identify entities at the location (i.e.. pools, or Ao ing
agregments).

What tha Standards say:

Slandard 1.1.8. states that a common ende should be used. The common code is the
DRNin the Pl database. There is one DRN for every location nominatable on the
facilities of a service provider. An Intercannect 1s two points. Ona, the point used by
the contractually delivering TSP and the other one. the point used by the contractually
receiving party. Simply stating that a common code will be used does not soive the
problem. Simply, the problem is “if one code, then which code?"

Standard 1 3.20. states “Recewer of nomination initiates confirmation with the caveat
that the receiver of the confirmation may relieve obligation of sender to send.” While
clear az to who iniliates the process, it is silent on what eode is utilized.

Standard 1.4.3. - the dataset itself has the following definition of the "Location®™ “The
location where the quantity will be scheduled by the transpartation service pravider.”
The only other hint within the 1 4 3. dalaset is the definition far the contractuat flow
mdicator, It states: "Indicates the logical direction of fiow at a point from the arignatar's
perspeciive” (Note: Market Execution has reguested that "ariginator's perspechive” be
expanded to read - “confimation request criginaters perspective™. Where scheduling
iz accurring at an inkerconnect between TSP's, there would be two TSP's involved. thus
the definition of location is, as it stands, ambiguous.



The only other hint that we presently have iz in the conventions used to nominate flow,
lo identify pre-determined allocatians at locations, and to upload capacity release pre-
arranged deals. In all these cases, it is clear that the sender fthe service requester)
sends the receiver's {service provider's) code for the locations being sent to the service
provider and the senvice provider returns their code ta the service requester (ex.
Momination Guick Responsa (NOM QR}, PDA QR, Scheduled Quantities (SO,
Imbalance Statement (IMBAL}. Matered Volume Statement (MYS), Invoice (INV), and
Upload Validation {UWAL) document)

Altarnatives:
1} Leave it up to the interconnected parties b work out,

2} Agree that the namination, PDA and UPPD convantions requiring Lhe sender
to zend the receiver's code apply to the ETC from the service requester (a la
nominations and FOAs) with the service provider sending their cade in return {a
la the QR's and 5Q's}. Service requester dees all cross-referencing.

3} Establizh a conventicn thal Llhe sender sends the sender's (service
requester's) code when sending an RTC and receives back their {the service
requaster’s) code in the CR. Service provider does all crogs-refe rencing.

4) Establish a convention thal the sender sends the sender's (service
requester's) code when sending an RTC and receives back the senders (service
providers code) code in the CR. In othar words, each sends their own code and
the recipient does all cross-referencing after receipt.

% Establish a convention that the sender sends the receiver's {service
provider's) code when sending an RTC and receives back their {the service
requesters code) code in the CR. In other words. each receives their own code
and the sender does all cross-referencing before they send

B} Establish a new standard convention via a modification of the existing
definition of lozation {(make it clear that this is the localion of one of the parties'
(i 2. the sender or the receiver} locations) and then add & new standard dala
element to bath the RTC and CR documents (i.e., the other party's location
code) which would enable the identification of both the sanding and receiving
panies’ locations via the wo codes. In other words, the initiator of confirmation
process performs cross-referencing befors they send an RTC, and thereafter all
recigients {including confimation inilitacr when they receive the CR) have both
codes when they receive a document for processing.

Short Diacussicon:



Alternative 1: Dizadvantage: requires interconnected parties to contact all

interconnected parties to determine [hegatiate?) which way they are o
send and receive codes from all interconnected trading partners: build
tross-reference tablefs), then design systems to identify which codes
they are to send or receive on a by destination/source (possibly by
transaction) bazis. Requires systems | determine that party will
spmetimes perform lgok-up to get codes when receiving and processing;
sometimes perferm look-up to get codes when receiving, processing and
sending; sometimes perform look-up when processing and sending: and
zometimes perform look-up not at all. Is the determination of when and
for whom to do lovk-up permanent? Labor intensive up-front and guning
maintenance. Manual determination process prone to mistakes,

Advantage: no need for interpretation or new standard

Alternative 2: Disadvantage: requires service-requester-sender to cross-reference

Altarnative 2:

their codes to the senvice-provider-receiver's code(s) when sander is a
service requaster. Requires service requester to perform laok-up (to get
recipienl’s cade) post-processing of the RTC and befare sending it, as
well as, to perform a look-up after receiving the CR {to get their own
code) before pracessing the CR into SQ. Service providers receiving
RTCs. which do not have a code for their loeation (ex. producer
operators) will gither need to have one created or em ploy the code of
the sender (service requesting TSP) for their location  Requires
interpretation, possibly new standarg depending an wheather definition in
dataset needs to be revised.

Advantage: one time cross-reference activity for service requesters
(and service providers where no code cumently exists): ne need far
service providers to cross-reference service requester's codes when
performing service provider rale; no need for either party to devote
resources to negotiations concerning which party's codes to send ar
receive; promotes the perception that service-requester-sender sends
service-proveder-recipient's code is a slandard convention which could
apply lo future datasets and systems design.

Disadvantage: requires sevice-provider-receiver to cross-reference
their codes to the service-requester-sender's code(s) (or in some cases
create a code or adopt the service-requester-senders code for @
location) when receiver is provider of confirmation service. Requires
sefvice pravider to perform look-up (to get ther internal eode} prior to
processing an RTC as well as after processing the CR and priar to
sending it (where service provider's internal systerns are based on
senvice provider's codes). Leaves impression of complicated rules



Alternativa 4;

Alternative 5:

concerning which codes service-requester-sender sends to service-
provider-receiver, in that sormetimes the service requester sends their
codes, other times they send the provider's code; no standarg
cenvention that could apply to future datasets and systems design is
established. Requires interpretation, possibly new standard depending
oh whether definition in dataset needs to be revised.

Advantage: cne time cross-reference activity for service-provider-
recipients. no need for service requesters to cross-reference service
providers codes when requesling service from service provider: no need
for eilher party to devote resources to negotiations concerning which
party’s codes to send or receive.

Disadvantaga: requires both senders {sarvice requester and service
provider) to cross-reference their codes to the receivers codeds) and do
a look-up (to get the recipient's code) every time they send a document.
Leaves impression of complicated rules concerning which codes
senders employ, while sender sends recipient’s code, the service
pravider is then sending the service requestar's code in the CR
document; may or may not help establish a standard convention that
could apply to future datasets and systems design. Requires
interpretation. pessibly new standard depending on whether definition in
dataset needs Lo be revised

Advantage: one time cross-reference activity for both senice
requesters and service providers; no need for either party o parform
took-up (to get internal codes) prior to process of incarming decuments.,
no need {o devole resources to negotiations conceming which party's
codes to send ar receiva,

Disadvantagea: requires bolh receivers {service provider and service
requester) ko cross-reference ther codes to the sender's codefs) and do
a look-up (to get internal code} every tirme they receve a document.
Leaves impression of complicated rules conceming which codes
senders employ, while sender sends sender’s code, this is the snly time
the service requester sends their own eode to a service provider {the
RTC document); may or may not help establish a standard comvention
that could apply 1o future datasets and systems design, Requires

inferpretation, possibly new standard depending on whether definitian in
dataset needs to be revised.

Advantage: one time cross-reference activity for both service providers
and service requesters; no need to perform look-up {to get recipient's
code} prior to sending a document; no need to devote resources to
negatiations cancerning which party's codes to send or receive.



Altarnative §: Disadvantage: requires both senders (when acting as service
requesler} to cross-reference their codes to the recipient's code(s) and
da a look-up every ime they initiate a fransaction {receiver's will hayve
the sender's code when they receive a document) and send a
document. Adds about 20019 30 characters to each RTC and GR (made
up of the segment identifier, plus associated qualifiers, separators, and
the DEN of 1 t» 10 characters) line item. Requires moadification of
existing standard to define existing location code asz one of the codes
(sender's or recever's) and a new standard 10 add the extra data
element (the other party's code).

Advantaga: one time cross-reference activity for both senders (when
acting as senvice raquester); receiver always has both codes in dataset
and can process using their own code and avoid look-up on eilther end
of processing; only initiator of fransaction has to do any look-up to get a
cade; no need ta devote resources to negotiations concerning which
party’s codes ko send or receive. If receiver or sender has no code for
the location, then the default would be the existing code for the location.

Allows receiver's {0 alter their business procass in the future and rely an
both eodes coming to them.

w2



Sub:.  Reouest to Canfirn Logaton Code

Date:  96-11 3017 2040 E5T

Freen.  nreni@mindspring.com (Mational Reqestey of Capacity Righta)
To: gisbi@ecol.cam

*Retum-Fath Arhurl@kcchind. com

=From. “Athur Lisa" <Arthurl @koching come

=To: BEd Bost <ebost@nrginie. cam=, Jim Keicler <him € Kelslerf TEPL TWE COM,
= Joyea Phillips <jphillipd@pel come

-‘ Lisa Hamson <LIEA .1 HARRISON@ranaco, dupanl.coms,

" Greg Lander = nrerg@mindspnng.com=, Roger Melaon <reges_nolsor@tcpl.cax
aCc "Peak, Bodie” <Peak BEkochind coms

= “Young, Rardy [Houston)”

* <¥aungdR@kachird com=

» ‘Dickenzon Kean [Consultant)”

e =DickercsK@kcching com:>,

= “Jahelka, Becka” <JahelkaB@koching com=

*Zuoject: Reguest to Confirn Locatvan Code

sDate, Wed, 13 Mow 19868 06 35 00 600

=

=\When sending a request to confinm al a pipaline irferconnect pon,
=shoald the requast inglude 1he requestor's DRM o Lhe recipient's TRM 0
=the Lacalien heid. or the SRID code ifirsl 10 chars should be the sama
=k parties on bath sdes of 1he intarconnect)

=

»Hete. Locabion 1z defined as “The Wcation where quarity will be
=scheduled by the transporalion serdce prosider”

el

=Qur @s3umpbian 15 1hat canlaing the requesiars DRM.

T

=i this 1% nat slardardized, then is the mahsation that vou need to be
*prepared to accept any of thase valuas. Thia will certanly slow down
+processing becanse you may have to do several dflerent searches to
=werfy the pein! number on an incomintng raquest

T

#Dhnes {nis need Lo be formalized aa a requost for cladficetan® § so, |
=wi | gocament by end of day o Thureday  Let me kiow 1 | should 1St
SO SOy S name on the reguest oo,

-

———---.- Headars
From nicn@mindsping com Sat Mow 30 17 20-45 15996

Retum-Fath srcrmindsprrg com

Recerwsd. fram maled mirds prng.com (mulel mingspang. com 204 180 1268 1661 by ermin34.mail aal com (8.6 “2/18.6 * 2
with ESMTP 0 RAAZETES far <giskv@acl corrs>. Sat 30 Nov 1996 17.20:04 0800

Received fiom GREG 158 westford ma nteramp.com |33 11,57 156]) by muled. mindgpring com (8.8.2'8.7 2) witk SMTP 1d
WAAT15498 for ~gish@acl.com=, Sat, 30 Mov 1995 22 20.00 GMT

Date: Sat 30 Mov 1996 222000 SMT

Message-lo- <1 5.4.16.198611 30171942 IPefaSTa@pop minds pang. com:>

A&ender: non@pap mindsprirg com

#-Mailer W-ndaws Eudara Light Yerssan 1.5.4 (16

Mirme-version- 10

Coment-Type @xlfplain; chaset="vs-agcn"

T gqisbidaal com

Fram® Matignal Registry of Capacity Ruyghts <nron@mindspring com>




Sulky PV FiW - Request to Confimm Losation Coda

Date:  96-11-3017.21.38 EST

From. nrer@mindsprng com (Mational Registry of Capacity Rights)
T gigbi@aal cam

» Retum-F ath Arthurlb@kochind. com
>Fram. "Ardhur, Lisa" <Anhurl@kachind coms
=Tg "[Mesk, Bedie" <PeakBi@kochind. cams,
» "Wourg. Randy (Houaton]”
> <NoungOREkochind. com=,
- “[ckensen, Ken (Consuitant]”
«DnckensKi@kas hind cerm>,
® “lahelka, Becks" <JahelkaBi@koc hind.com:>
»GCo Denise Breeden <denise.breadan@enracd_energy . cam:,
> Ed Basl
»  <poost@nrginfo.com>, GISE Ofice <gsbfraal.com>,
> Jirn Kensler
<Jim.E.Kelslen@TGPL. TWE COM =,
B Jovee Phillips «<jphillip@pel coms,
s Kim Wan Pell ckwanpelt@parenergy com=
=30 Lisa Hamsgn <LIZA. JHARRISCOMEwonooo. dupont coms.
= Greg Landar
=nienmmindsprirg com>
* Roger Melson <roger_nelsonsgtcpl cax
>Sukect FW- FW : Requesi to Confirm Lecalicn Code
=Date. Thu, “4 Mo 1596 11 18 0] 0630

=ihat Jin Keigler of Transca is sayng is that

= If we requesi confimation, we send aur ORM - The reply to aur
=raquas! [conhmiabion] should also reference our DRNM.

>

=1 210 we “ecene 3 request o confim, ing ncoming requeat wiil
~»oonta n the interconnecling party's ORKW. Gur raply 1o the request
=(confirmabion) should also reference the interconnecting party's ORM
= Just for the record, | wall submit an oficial request for clanficatson

awhen ime pemits Please mowe fonward asing these ascumptions for now.
=

>Thanks!

»Lisa Anhur
*KSPC
*IF151229 4536
From. Jm. . Kaslerd@intemat-mal e cam

=Te Anhyr, Lisa

»3ubject: Re: FW  Reguest :0 Contrm Locabion Code
=Date. Wednesday, Nowemper 13, 1995 11 J2AM

-

3

> Lisa.

=

e Thanks for your quaslicn!

= It ==ems clear 1o me 1hat the lacatiar code canWOT reflect tha

o=



