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Proposed Modified to NAESB WGQ Standards and Interpretations

Proposed Modified NAESB WGQ Standard 1.3.55 
The Content Area of the nominations browser display should provide access to a query or listing of receipt and delivery point location codes/names/common codes from which to pick, in order to populate this data during transaction entry or selection.
Proposed Modified NAESB WGQ Standard 1.3.73

Where a Transportation Service Provider (TSP) has decided to offer Title Transfer Tracking (TTT) service by means of an arrangement (including an agreement) with a party which will act as the TSP's designated party, and regardless of communication methodology between Account Holders and such designated party, the TSP should, upon request, identify the Title Transfer Tracking Service Provider(s) (TTTSPs) at a location which have established active TTT arrangements with the TSP. The relevant information to be provided should include the name of each TTTSP, the ID code for each TTTSP used by the TSP, the contract number for each TTTSP assigned by the TSP (where applicable), the location code(s) for each TTTSP assigned by the TSP (where applicable), and the location code(s) nominatable to the TSP for transportation service to or from the location associated with each TTTSP. If, in the future, the common code for locations central repository includes listing of TTTSPs by location, the requirements of this standard may be met.
Proposed Deleted NAESB WGQ Standard 3.3.1

Electronic invoicing functions should use common codes as identified by the NAESB WGQ Common Codes Task Force.

Proposed Modified NAESB WGQ Standard 4.3.51

NAESB WGQ Common Codes common codes for entity entities and proprietary codes for locations should be available for data validation or selection (viewing) on a Customer Activities Web site and in a standardized downloadable format for use by customers and third party service providers. Cross-references to proprietary codes for entities may be provided on a mutually agreeable basis.

Proposed Modified NAESB WGQ Standard 4.3.56

The industry should use common proprietary codes for location points and common codes for legal entities when communicating via EDI/EDM, EBB/EDM and/or FF/EDM. The corresponding common code name should also be used in EBB/EDM.

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).

(21) 
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.’
(32)
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 contractual flow indicator indicates (as of the 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 Confirm and Confirmation Response document should be the Location code of the party sending the Request to Confirm.

Proposed Deleted NAESB WGQ Interpretation 7.3.27

Can a transportation service provider (TSP1) require that a service requester provide to that TSP1 a DRN 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 DRNs 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 DRN associated with a different TSP (i.e., TSP2’s DRN at the receipt location interconnect and/or TSP3’s DRN 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 DRNs 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 DRN 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 DRNs associated with that TSP1 (as recorded in the PI Database and made available to the industry as the standard source for DRNs). 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 DRN for a TSP other than the TSP to whom the request for service(s) was directed. With respect to the location Common Code assignment process, it is each TSP, who sends the nominatable points on their system or nominatable under their contracts (i.e., their proprietary points) into PI for a DRN to be assigned. This response specifically does not address the issue of what DRN 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).
