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1.
Administrative

Mr. Novak opened the meeting and gave the anti-trust advice.  Mr. Novak Chaired for the RGQ and Ms. Van Pelt chaired for the WGQ.  Participants on the call introduced themselves. A one-item agenda consisting of discussion on Request R03023 was adopted. 

2.

Review of Business Practices Requests for Discussion Only
R03023
- PGAS - Proposal for XML File Format as a New Industry Standard for Exchange of Natural Gas Custody Transfer Measurement Data
Discussion Only

Mr. Novak reviewed instructions from the EC. If NAESB proceeds with development of this request, it would be a model and not a standard. The BPS will report back to the EC and await further instructions. If there are business issues, they will be presented to the EC.  Any further technical issues will also be discussed at the EC.

Brenda McGough – Sid Richardson Energy - presented the Request for PGAS.  The presentation is posted as a workpaper on the WGQ BPS and RGQ SUIS web pages.

Discussion based upon the presentation:

Slide 2: Ms. McGough discussed the merits of XML.  Ms. Van Pelt said she though the threshold issue is whether some of the data is already included in other data sets (data dictionary / code value dictionaries, sample papers, TIBP and X12 Cross Reference).  Whether or not all pipelines have extensive trading partners, they all are required to support EDI. Pipelines already have to support EBB, EDI X-12 and in some cases, flat files. Mr. Novak questioned whether it is worth adding another means for exchanging this measurement data sets – a good question is why parties are not taking advantage of what is available now.  Ms. Van Pelt noted the XML data set requested is a combination of these data sets and that unique combinations of data sets could not be accommodated.  Ms. McGough replied that the request was more an example of the type of measurement data to be transfer and not a specific dataset.  Ms. Davis noted three data sets – Measurement Information, MVAS and proposed Measurement Events and Alarms.

Ms. McGough asked if she could take the NAESB data sets to the other vendors to guage their interest in using them as a model for XML. Mr. Novak responded affirmatively and added that NAESB’s permission wasn’t required if they wished to proceed on a proprietary basis.  Ms. McGough said her user group may be more interested in exchanging data as a group initially and then trying to develop it as a standard. Mr. Novak also noted the possibility that an XML front end could be built and then mapped into an X-12 EDI dataset.

Slide 3:

Mr. Stender explained the idea of standard data set meant a new translator would not be needed to communicate with each pipeline. There may be differences between what the pipelines support.  Ms. Van Pelt agreed there were differences in the data sets but there was no risk sending the BC or MA data elements to pipelines that don’t use them.  The dataset cannot be rejected and the sender is sent back a Quick Response that says that piece of data was not processed. SO data elements are in the control of the sender. This approach cushions the providers of data because it minimizes the number of maps.  Ms. McGough noted she hadn’t see the NAESB data sets until last week but will take them to the user group.  Ms Van Pelt suggested that the user group think of the data sets coming from the pipeline. Finally, Mr. Stender noted that some of the issues Ms. Van Pelt brought up (SO, BC or MA) will be the same issue regardless of the format – XML, X-12, or flat files. 

Slide 4:

Mr. Novak noted that going back to GISB days, we don’t pick winners for vendors, utilities, etc.  There would have to be some indication of support beyond the PGAS user group.  Ms. Van Pelt added that once NAESB developed a standard, it is no longer a proprietary solution and available for anyone to pick up.  In the standards development request, regarding the exchange of data from SCADA to internal measurement systems internally, proprietary internal systems should be off limits for standardization.  Mr. Novak noted that’s why this request should be a model. 

Slide 5:

Ms. Schmitz was puzzled by the term XML / EDI - is it a blend of the EDI style blended with XML or is it a new XML.  Ms. McGough replied that the term had nothing to do with EDI X-12.  After some discussion, the proper NAESB terminology would be EDM XML.

Slide 6

Mr. Stender asked whether the templates were data dictionaries or data structures.  Ms. McGough replied that the template is the mapping.  Additionally, the Repository is the data dictionary.  The Agent is a part of XML that references the data height definitions to know where the data needs to be stored or in other words, software that directs where the data goes in the data base.  Within the presentation, EDI should be equated to EDM – Internet ET that gets the data from point A to Point B.

Slide 7:

SGML, an acronym for Standard Generalized Markup Language, is defined in XML for Dummies as ‘A metalanguage used to construct markup languages, such as HTML and XML’.  A more general definition for metalanguage is a language that is used to describe information about other languages.  For the purposes of our discussion, it is the language from which XML, and some other languages (HTML), are developed. 

Slide 8

Mr. Burden noted that this slide compares to what is contained within Version 1.7 as WGQ EDM tab 7 – how to move data from Point A to Point B.  Mr. Stender observed that XML takes the data and converts it to XML, transports it to other party, puts it back in to a form that the recipient can use.  Ms. Schmitz added that it was not unlike the X-12 process today, hands off and transparent.  Mr. Stender further described it as a parallel process to what is being done today.

Slide 9

Within XML, Objects were defined as pieces of data.

Slide 10

Mr. Novak asked if use of XML was about scalability, i.e. that small to medium users could embrace it.  Ms. McGough responded that such users could purchase XML and not need IT people to work on development with an X12 translator. Most of the potential customers are ‘Mom & Pop’ organizations.  Mr. Stender noted that buying the X-12 translator is expensive and that XML works.  Ms. Schmitz added that there still are software providers that can do it for a fraction of the cost.

Slide 11:

This slide acknowledged the existing NAESB data sets.  Mr. Novak expressed a desire to have companies join NAESB and participate in both the development and support of the standards. If development takes place, it’s critical that the work product isn’t disseminated in a manner that bypasses the NAESB process.  Referencing the third bullet of the slide, Ms. Schmitz noted the possibility that some of the data in the examples may not be in the existing data sets.

Slide 12:

Mr. Novak asked Ms. McGough to discuss all the information exchanged today with her user group and examine whether the Request really captures what they need.  Additionally, please ask whether they will help do the work because NAESB’s resources are no without limits.   Ms. Davis noted that since NAESB is an ANSI accredited organization, we need to look at ANSI website (www.disa.org) to determine their XML requirements.  Mr. Burden added that ANSI does require certain rules - they use eBXML.  Ms. Schmitz observed that the PGAS request did not utilize eBXML.

Post Presentation Discussion: 

Mr. Burden stated that if NAESB is going to pursue XML development for this request, multiple vendors need to be involved so that NAESB doesn’t ‘pick a winner’.  Mr. Novak added that NAESB needs to wait until we hear back from PGAS. BPS can report to the EC that we had a ‘get to know you session’, that they are trying to use our existing data sets and that we want to use eBXML.  We will wait to hear back from PGAS before we proceed on what they are really looking for, what they are willing to contribute to the effort and how useful it is going to be.  

3.
Next Meeting(s) and Agenda

Based upon discussion during the meeting, it was determined that scheduling subsequent meetings on Request R03023 would be premature.

4.
Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 2:40 PM ET.
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