SUIS POSTING – Suitability of NAESB TPA for XML use

M. Novak, 9/22/04

Original message to several NAESB members involved with contracts or technical subcommittees:

To All, I got an interesting question during yesterday's SUIS call:  "Could the TPA be used for XML transactions?"

I answered, so long as you think of EDI in a general sense and not specifically as ASC X12, possibly.  

I reviewed the TPA as we define EDI as "computer to computer exchange of information" so we look OK so far. The only section that gives me some pause
is "2.3 - Functional  Acknowledgment and Response Document" which contains
some specific ASC X12 references.  My review of the attached Exhibit lead me
to believe that so long as the parties were talking about XML exchange via NAESB EDM, that the exhibits offered sufficient flexibility to be useful.  I was wondering if you could review the TPA from the perspectives of your respective areas of expertise to see if my conclusions/observations were valid.

The reason I ask has to do with timing.  While I have a request in to modify the TPA to make it useful for both wholesale and retail application, my first blush is that modifying the TPA to make it suitable for XML is a substantive change not within scope of my original request.  Of course a new request could be submitted and I wonder if a model XML annex might be a good solution. Of note, XML came in second place (behind X12) as the preferred means of electronic implementation for the retail business practices. Additionally, discussions on R03023 (a request to create a model XML transaction to move measurement data between SCADA and measurement systems) will be under discussion next month, primarily with WGQ BPS.  The timing for such an annex may be upon us some time next year, therefore, annual plan inclusion/modification might be appropriate.

Mike

Comments from Dick Brooks:

A few minor adjustments may be needed in order to generalize the "EDI" concept. Here are a few suggestions:

Elaborate on the generic Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) concept as being syntax neutral in the recital. Alternatively, replace EDI with Electronic Business Transaction (EBT) which has no implied relationship with X12, XML or EDIFACT.

Section 2.3.1 needs to be re-written, there is no 997 transaction in XML.

Section 2.3.4 needs to be re-written, there is no 997 transaction in XML.

Page 9 (exhibit describing each X12 ISA and GS transaction parameter) must be replaced with the XML equivalent.

That's all I found.

Regards, Dick Brooks


Comments from Christopher Burden:

I read through the TPA and I am concerned about making any changes that would use the term 'EDI' to represent ANSI X-12 and/or 'XML' whether explicitly or implied.  Whereas the retail use of the TPA would be as a 'model', for WGQ it is 'standard' whose use is mandated by FERC on the interstate pipelines. Any substantive changes to it could have large impact on the WGQ.

As far as making the 'EDI' term more general, I have concern.  We describe, or imply, that the term 'EDI' throughout the TPA is referring to ANSI X-12.  In addition, the WGQ also has a definition (4.2.11) that defines 'EDI/EDM' as ANSI X-12.  In addition, the 4.3.x set of standards uses the term 'EDI' numerously with the assumption being ANSI X-12.  I would recommend that if the RXQ considers accommodating 'XML' through the WGQ TPA, that it be specified in the "Special Terms and Conditions" (number 7) of the TPA on a party-by-party basis. There are other concerns about using 'EDI' to imply 'XML' usage as the TPA describes specifics for working with ANSI X-12 exchanged data, receipt, errors, etc.

While I have no problem with the changes that Mike's original request (R04017) supports, I am concerned with the modification of the TPA from a substantive point of view (Mike, there is also a reference to GISB that we could change in 1.4.1 of the TPA).  I would encourage using the WGQ TPA as a template, or starting point.  But, I would propose that the RxQ create a separate Retail specific TPA.  Reason being there could be technologies that the Retail group(s) may want to support that the WGQ is not ready to adopt.  In this case, if we have a single TPA, a change would meet opposition, or if passed, it could have costly impacts on the other quadrant unintentionally.  The reverse scenario is possible as well.  Not to mention if a quadrant wanted to no longer support an older technology and remove it from the TPA it could be difficult since it would have to be approved across multiple quadrants/industries.

thanks...........cb

Mike Novak follow-up comments:

While the changes to the TPA to may be no more than what Dick Brooks suggests, existing WGQ standards and the resulting federal regulation has somewhat made the term EDI synonymous with X12.  Based upon the responses to the recent TEIS Questionnaire, respondents rated X12 as the preferred means for implementation of retail model business practices followed by XML. The rating for X12 was a little more than twice as high as the XML rating.

The purpose of this request was to make non-material changes the WGQ TPA to make it suitable for use at the RxQ level.  The reason for doing this is not technical but more towards the business and legal perspective.  The TPA, in essentially its current form, has been in use over five years thereby gaining acceptance within the energy industry.  Within the scope of work done under R04017, I am not interested in pursuing a retail TPA that is suited to both X12 and XML.  Such a TPA would be a departure from the existing TPA and would lose some degree of standing within the industry.  This approach would be contrary to the intention of my request.

In my initial email, I suggested a contract annex to cover XML.  The term I should have used is Addendum and I’ll point to the Canadian Addendum to the WGQ’s Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas [Standard 6.3.1] as an example.  The Canadian Addendum is a short document used in conjunction with the Base Contract; replacing sections of the Base Contract with language for appropriate to the Canadian market.  An example of Canadian Addendum language is as follows:

Delete Section 5 and replace it with the following:

All Gas delivered by Seller shall meet the pressure, quality and heat content requirements of the Receiving Transporter. The unit of quantity measurement for purposes of this Contract shall be one MMBtu dry or one GJ, as agreed to by the parties in a transaction.  Measurement of Gas quantities hereunder shall be in accordance with the established procedures of the Receiving Transporter.
Using a similar approach, an XML TPA Addendum could contain a passage like the following:

Delete Recital and replace it with the following:

WHEREAS, the parties desire to enter into this Agreement to govern their relationship with respect to computer to computer exchange of information, also known as Electronic Data Interchange ("EDI") transactions which includes such X12, XML or EDIFACT; and
Similar sections of the XML TPA Addendum would cover the other sections referenced by Dick Brooks.  The XML TPA Addendum would probably be very short and the language of the section replacements would pertain only to the counter parties. This approach would not necessarily involve the WGQ (it could be an RxQ model business practice), preserving the WGQ implementation thus avoiding the problems Christopher Burden mentions. This would be a separate request or Annual Plan item but one that may prove worthwhile at the retail level.  It might also be helpful if a couple prospective XML trading partners could draft and/or pilot test an XML Addendum.
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