Content-type: application/EDI-X12 
MIME Comments
•As the Texas Market was only transporting X12 data via the GISB/NAESB standard this element was deemed redundant and unnecessary since within the message header the content type was identified. The element was may have also been deemed as unnecessary because the wording of the NAESB standards state “When the sender of a file intends to use encryption and digital signature functions (not used in our deployment) to secure the contents of a data file the file must be prepared in accordance with the above mentioned IETF standards. ASC X12 data must first be prepared in canonical form as specified in RFC 1767. The ASC X12 data file would be concatenated with the MIME Content-type of application/EDI-X12 as the first line of the file.” 

Example
Content-type: application/EDI-X12

ISA~00~ ~01~AAA6300300~14~1234567890000 ~14~2345678900000

... more data from the X12 file…

IEA~1~000003616 

Comments
•Within the message header we have a list of values that are valid to the NAESB EMD v 1.6 standard of X12, FF and error.

•Within the payload an additional MIME encapsulation was added for internal application routing of EDIFACT, EDI-X12, and EDI-consent.

•The addition of the MIME tag with the code features at this point does nothing to improve the ability to route and track data within the Texas Market because with the limited amount of codes identified and the fact that currently only one TYPE of data within the MIME values set is being used.

•The heartburn we felt over this issue is that this addition REQUIRES some application to be built outside the transport standard and outside ASC data standards to deal with MIME data. 

•NAESB standards are not defined for the pointed MIME encapsulation formats other than X12. The NAESB standards do not specifically say “Mandatory or Optional” as in other areas.

•The next step could be that we get with the NAESB group to identify possible code values to be added to standards or we create our standard on Content Type in payload as additional Standard for related standards. My opinion is that codes in and of them selves should be a configurable value and not hard coded by relationship and the effort may be too great.
Proposal
•What I would propose for the Texas Market is to allow these data elements and add an additional mutually agreed upon “Content-type” within the payload MIME encapsulation that would be a very specific pointer to the data type. This would allow the Market to send an unlimited number of data formats through the NAESB transport.

•·
Content-Type: Application/consent

•
Content-Type: FORMAT/LRS

•

•·
Content-Type: Application/consent

•
Content-Type: FORMAT/MRKSYNC

•

•·
Content-Type: Application/consent

•
Content-Type: FORMAT/RECID-ESSID

•

•·
Content-Type: Application/consent

•
Content-Type: FORMAT/997Report

•

•·
Content-Type: Application/consent

•
Content-Type: FORMAT/MPDailyReport

•

•·
Content-Type: Application/consent

•
Content-Type: FORMAT/727
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