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At the January 19, 2006 WGQ Information Requirements Subcommittee (IR) meeting, the group reviewed the request and determined that the instructions from BPS to IR conflicted with NAESB WGQ Standard 1.3.27.  The following motion was made and passed unanimously:

Motion:
Send the following question to BPS:

During the processing of R03027, IR concluded that BPS needs to review the need to modify NAESB WGQ Standard 1.3.27. 

Issue:

The instructions from the Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) to the Information Requirements Subcommittee (IR) dated April 16, 2004 regarding R03027 indicate that the usage for the data element Capacity Type Indicator should be changed from mutually agreed to business conditional. NAESB WGQ Standard 1.3.27 currently says (highlighting provided for emphasis):

1.3.27
The key should be composed of: service requester contract (Service Agreement), transaction type, upstream party, upstream contract (when applicable), receipt location (as applicable), downstream party (as applicable), downstream contract (when applicable), delivery location (as applicable), package ID, upstream package ID (where mutually agreed), downstream package ID (where mutually agreed), capacity type indicator (where mutually agreed).  Upon receipt by a service provider from a service requester of a transaction whose key elements match those previously received by the service provider from the service requester, the service provider should then process the begin date/time and end date/time consistent with the intentions of the NAESB WGQ Standard 1.3.7 and then process the rest of the transaction's data elements consistent with the applicable standards to determine the business results. When data is not supplied (e.g. is not applicable, is not supported or is not mutually agreed upon) the pertinent portion of the key would be determined to be null.

IR believes that the language in NAESB WGQ Standard 1.3.27 is in conflict with the subject instruction from BPS.  IR recommends that BPS modify NAESB WGQ Standard 1.3.27 as follows:

1.3.27
The key should be composed of: service requester contract (Service Agreement), transaction type, upstream party, upstream contract (when applicable), receipt location (as applicable), downstream party (as applicable), downstream contract (when applicable), delivery location (as applicable), package ID, upstream package ID (where mutually agreed), downstream package ID (where mutually agreed), capacity type indicator (where mutually agreed when supported).  Upon receipt by a service provider from a service requester of a transaction whose key elements match those previously received by the service provider from the service requester, the service provider should then process the begin date/time and end date/time consistent with the intentions of the NAESB WGQ Standard 1.3.7 and then process the rest of the transaction's data elements consistent with the applicable standards to determine the business results. When data is not supplied (e.g. is not applicable, is not supported or is not mutually agreed upon) the pertinent portion of the key would be determined to be null.

