D:\dgd\WORDFIL\EDIFACT\CeFACT\FINANCE\TBG5\DOCTBG5\2004N001Rev0 Minutes Rome 2004.doc
Minutes or Rome TBG 5 Finance plenary

January 2004

1. Opening, welcome and administration issues.

Yves Gailly welcomed everybody specifically mentioning those coming from the far east or west and those joining for the first time: Jan Chang from Taïwan, Tom Buschman, chair of TWIST, and Martin Nöth from Dresdner bank, as well as Joseph Votava coming back to the group.

He announced that Laura Walker having changed business she will no more participate.

He renewed his best wishes for 2004, especially for Chinese just having their new year last week.

In his opening address, the chair insisted on the high importance he thought this plenary had for the following reasons:

· This meeting should highlight that the transition period linked to the arrival of XML, with all the changes in methods and organisation consecutive to it, is going to an end.

· There are still some issues to solve in the organisation of UN/CEFACT..

· Harmonisation and Convergence of the standardisation process within the financial environment must be finalised this year.

· We will have the validation of Terms of Reference and Procedures, followed by the election of chair and vice-chairs.

Administration issues for the meeting were treated. He also indicated that the date for the forum in 2004 are now known:

· In March, it will be from 8th to 12th, instead of 15th to 19th, and in BONN, Germany, instead of Brussels.

· In September, it will be close to Washington, US, from 13th to 17th.

2. Agreement of the Agenda: approved.

3. Follow-up of Seoul meeting

· YG gave a short report from Seoul

· The action list is not detailed as all topics are in the agenda.

4. Report from TBG 17 chair on Harmonisation

Various documents have been sent by TBG 17, and also to TBG 5 members. They have to be approved. One of the documents precise details not included in CCTS, but required for a correct harmonisation.

Harmonisation in TBG17 is about procedures and development, but also about the data elements used. Convergence, according to SWIFT’s terminology is about the standards itself.

It is mentioned that the TBG 17 procedures include submissions from organisations making most of the standardisation process outside the forum.

So far, submissions received have been received from EAN-ICC (exceptionally high quality!), OAG, Insurance (by Acord), Travel/Tourism/Leisure, SWIFT, TBG3 – Transport

TBG 5 participation to TBG 17: in parallel with the presence of 2 members of TBG 5 respectively chair and secretary, who, because of their function cannot be simultaneously representing TBG5, it is considered necessary to have complementary participation:

· TBG 5 should, in Bonn, participate to the envisaged general training session.

· Concerning representation it appears to have representation from both SWIFT and TBG 5:

· SWIFT has 2 reasons to participate actively: one because of having submitted many components, the other because of being officially Registration Authority for ISO TC68.

Tom Buschman asked how to ensure compliance by the different submission groups to what has been harmonised?

· There will always be organisations, in more than one domain, looking after the same business process, and TBG17 will have to ensure harmonisation. TBG17 will not be able to police afterwards. CEFACT doesn’t have the resources.

Tom Buschman asked how to get the proper agreements upfront to ensure commitment to adoption after the harmonisation, also when there is no policing. 

· TBG groups, by submitting, want to achieve a more harmonised world afterwards and you would expect that submitters are ready to change necessary changes into account in their final standards. 

Stephen Ranzini: where does the harmonisation of procedures and technical issues take place? 

· TMG, ATG, ICG, …

5. Convergence and Harmonisation

5.1. Jean-Marie Eloy, from SWIFT, made a presentation, similar to that made in Seoul, but more clear and detailed. Some questions were raised and answered or discussed:

RMG (Registration Management Group) and SMGs (Standards Management Groups) led to questions on participation and roles from various bodies:

· RMG members will be nominated by P-countries and A- liaisons which are in yellow in the slide.

· TBG 5 appearing close to SC4 as participating to the nomination of RMG members is there only as an example, it has no specific role compared to other A-liaison members.

· SMGs, which are specialised on financial domains, should be based on the already existing groups or organisations.

· After the last plenary of December in Seoul, the 15022 2nd version is still under SC4, securities. The chair strongly indicate that, knowing the banking community, there is no chance of this standard being used transversally when seen as purely securities. This topic should be readdressed by TC68.

· Tom Buschman asked “who is the court of appeal?”. The answer is the RMG.

· It is included in the presentation that finance proposals will have to go through the UN/CEFACT approval process. It is also mentioned that standards approved in the forum could have to go reverse way to Financial approval.

· After signature of an agreement between SWIFT, ISO TC68 and TBG 5 Finance, there should be a period of 3 months for nomination to RGM. Same for SMGs

The current agenda is that this convergence solution should be operational in the 3rd quarter of 2004 and first messages at the end of 2004.

In summary, the role of TBG 5, which will no longer develop itself most of the standards, could be described this way:

· Defining banks – enterprises requirements

· Validation of standards produced by SWIFT

· Present those standards to UN/CEFACT forum in order to guarantee their recognition by other sectorial domains and avoid them to develop themselves standards which are firstly financial ones.

5.2. International Standard Team Harmonisation, ISTH

After the presentation by JM Eloy of the reasons for having created ISTH, the participants and the role, to say defining a “core payment kernel”, the only question has been on security. Security is not part of the definition in particular because the solution must e cross-industries when not all industries use the same solutions for security.

5.3. Tom Buschman, chair of TWIST, comments:

Co-operation is working well.

Still to be discusses: how maintenance will be done.

It has been a very successful exercise.

5.4. Other comments

Stephen Ranzini made various comments on the risks and explained that Americans were not using SWIFT because of the cost. He also indicated that Wells Fargo has started an Identity management study.

Renato asked if payment kernel was STP capable. Robert Bol explained that it depends how fields are populated.

JM Eloy said that it should be possible to have an STP variant.

6. Participation to Business Validation Group and SWIFT action plan

6.1. SWIFT action plan:

6.1.1. Maintaining credit transfer to align with IST kernel

6.1.2. New projects:

6.1.2.1. Reject returns : automate the rejects/return of payments. Some tentative was done in the past with the FIN message MT103 to test a rejection code. This project focuses on interbank exchanges, but could perhaps be used in Customer to Bank. Joseph Votava mentioned that EPC has worked on “Returns in E2E STP” 


6.1.2.2. Direct Debits : wait for P€DD ready

SWIFT waits to kick off the project until the EPC has defined the P€DD. It does  not make sense to define a standard in an area where the market practice is being revised. The current FIN messages for direct debits, which comply to the domestic requirements within the different countries, are sufficiently covering the market until the new P€DD is defined.

6.1.2.3. Investigations : project to automate investigations, when information for correct execution of payment transactions is missing. MTn94 and MTn95 are examples of existing messages already filling part of the role.

6.2. Report from the CC/BPM convenor and TBG 5 representative in Customer to Bank GBVG, Stig Korsgaard:

· The CC/BPM group has 10 members

· The comments back from 5 countries in December were all agreed or answered, France is still to come, a domestic meeting being scheduled this week.

· Comments from other sources were received only last week, from IST in fact, reactions from countries are awaited.

· An extended period after the meeting of next week will still allow for remarks.

Concerning functioning of CC/BPM group, which has been working only by mail because of continuous urgency of the answers to SWIFT, the chair said he thought it would be good to convene physically the group if we want to have an effective expertise group able to exchange by mail in case of urgency. The interest of the proposal was validated, but finding a date for many people remains a challenge.

7. Review of UN Recommendation 12

A discussion was scheduled to prepare an answer to the proposal received from TBG 15, due for the 14th of February!

Carlo Dinini, expert in Trade within ABI, participated to this part of the meeting and gave his remarks on a written document which he commented. This recommendation is setting forward a best practice by promoting a sea waybill above a bill of lading. Except if the ToR of TBG15 would be completely different from ours and include market recommendations in their scope, we should clarify that CEFACT defines standards to support the business, does not define the business. Renato Polo had also prepared a resolution for the TBG 15. Those documents, including updates coming from the discussions in the plenary, will be sent to the chair for dissemination to TBG 5 members and comments.

Main remarks are:

· TBG 5 is surprised to see a recommendation concerning practices and not the standards supposed to assist in the implementation of practices. Remarks were made that:

· On one hand it should be better to check the Terms of Reference of TBG 15 as they have a different history compared to other TBG groups;

· On the other hand, standardisation of business processes is not always fully independent of practices themselves.

We should therefore stay cautious in the way we are writing our remarks.

· The comparison between the Bill of lading and the Sea Waybill underestimates the importance of title document in view of obtaining financing.

· Banks generally do not accept to have their name on the Bill of Lading because they don’t want to be part of the chain of transport and not to appear as the owner of the goods. Stephen Ranzini mentioned that since the new regulation in US banks have already more liability.

· In fact, this document is purely oriented transport without taking in account legal, financial, administrative and other side issues.

· Renato indicated he was not happy with the request for recommendation of preference for banks when it is not to banks but to clients to decide which solution they want to support and use.

Documents should be circulated by mail on Friday and comments have to be back to the chair latest the 6th of February.

The final document, which could take a second round to be approved, will also be sent to the transportation TBG 3.

A question came on the responsibility of filling correctly the data areas, who is responsible for?

In parallel with the answer sent: a resolution and an example of first remarks (C Dinini paper) will be sent to TBG 15 proposing them also to meet in Bonn during the forum.

8. ToR and Procedures

Terms of Reference have been approved unanimously less 1 abstention.

Procedures:

Two issues were discussed:

· The voting procedures with geographic representation. It was mentioned that within the proposal for a new structure in UN/CEFACT there were recommendations for the designation of members by country head of delegations which could also necessitate to modify our procedures. It was decided that having waited already quite a while and TBG steering committee having to validate the procedures, TBG 5 will go with the present procedures.

· Having included initially some restrictions for chair and vice-chairs, this create an issue for Stig who is already chair of TBG 17. In fact the reason for limitation being linked to the way TBG 5 participated in forum and the availability of members, the new proposal, which was discussed in Seoul and will be approved later in this plenary, suppress the interest of this limitation. 

Before voting some modification were approved:

· Move §7.1 after §3.2

· Move §8 after §4

· §5.1 suppress limitation for prime positions.

The modified procedures were approved unanimously less 2 abstentions.

9. Elections of chair and vice chairs/

Only one candidate for each place:

· Yves Gailly as chair

· Siri-Ann dos Santos as vice chair corporate 

· Stig Korsgaard as vice chair banks

They were elected unanimously.

10. Future group report:

Minutes of the last future group meeting having taken place the day before will be sent to all members in order to improve the information level. For information see appendix.

Few points were discussed:

· It was made clear that the link with ECBS concern only the sending of the formerly approved resolution on IBAN for information.

· Because of a change in their job, Anne Sundqvist and Siri-Anne dos Santos are no more in a position to co-convene the group. Replacement of convenors is required. Applicants should be reported to the chair as soon as possible. Stein Fosmo could be candidate for the corporate place.

11. Discussion and decision on the CRG PAYMUL

After receiving remarks from many countries, there is a general consensus on the main part of the proposal. Nevertheless there are still some issues (13) which have been discussed and but still need to be validated in countries. Robert will write down those issues and circulate them through the secretariat. Countries will have 1 month to give their remarks.

This topic is linked to the following one on Maintenance group and lack of convenor. The need for at least one meeting is strongly recognised as is it not possible to spend sufficient time in the plenary and to make sure the good people are present.

Various ideas were raised like:

· Even if EDIFACT requires not to stop the maintenance, the trend in banks, because of the low business cases of modifications, is to limit modifications as much as possible, even when standards are not perfect, but used.

· Given the fact that standards are not always interpreted in the same way, the actions should be more to better define correct interpretations than to change the meaning of some areas.

· Tom Buschman indicated that bank beneficiary due date was discussed for long and that a group of banks were working on it

· Some of the issues for corporate comes from the fact that some banks have difficulty in processing batches with domestic and cross border mixed together

· In some cases, standards were not properly defined, mixing elements which have nothing to do together, but as it works, banks wouldn’t like to change only for fun without any return on investment.

· Pierfranco CEI indicated that Banks are asking for IBAN + BIC in cross border operations, but that he is facing two issues:

· exchanges with US which are not always recognising IBAN.

· With their biggest bank using IBAN instead of account number: Hendrik thought that this bank was doing something wrong. This type of case cannot be managed by standardisation groups.

· The question of additional data in an STP message was also raised: when a client send a message as an STP message should or can the bank consider that all other information, especially when in contradiction with STP required ones, should be ignored by the bank? The answer is no.

Tom Buschman: translation including Credit Card Number????
PLEASE TOM could you complete?

Joseph Votava proposed to Robert to come with a more detailed description of structured remitment. If banks agree with this paper they should review their position not to describe it.

Remarks were also made that the support and development in EDIFACT can not finish until a well established alternative is in place. Corporates having invested in EDIFACT, can not change from one syntax to the other from one day to another. A parallel use of EDIFACT and XML will be necessary for the near future.

12. Maintenance group

The question for the Maintenance group is at two levels:

· There is an immediate need to try to finish with the CRG PAYMUL

· There is a need to continue being able to maintain EDIFACT standards

From the discussions, it appears that some issues must be clarified:

· The trend of banks to limit modifications of standards is not a willing not to use EDIFACT anymore. In fact volumes are continuing to grow but banks consider that existing messages answer to most requirements, even if not always with fully pure satisfying solutions as explained earlier.

· How to make sure that some legacy support is maintained? The difficulty doesn’t come from the fact that banks would no more have developers fully able to maintain (irrespective the fact that it is costly for few clients and ROI is low). The main issue is to keep experts in standardisation which means knowing this quite special environment, knowing at least part of the history and why surprising decisions were sometimes taken.

Try to use approved needs with minimum changes.

Austria offered that Hendrik convene one additional meeting and then stop. 

The following decisions were taken:

· The plenary recognises that maintenance of EDIFACT is necessary.

· The group is looking for a chair. Any good proposal will be welcome.

· Hendrik will organise one last meeting. Countries are asked to send good representatives in order not only to answer to the immediate CRG PAYMUL issue, but also to have a group of people having already worked together once making it easier to work later on by mail. The invitation will be sent to all active countries. Thank you in advance.

13. Web

The chair presented the “technical situation” explaining that somebody must take the place of technical support as the marketing group can manage the content but needs a web master. Stephen Ranzini accepted the role.

He will have to write down the way he wants other actors like, the secretary/chairman and marketing group, to proceed to add or modify information.

The slides are joined in appendix. 

A collection was done to collect 120 Euros in order to keep the site working at least one more year.

The issue of using the forum web was addressed. Within the answer explaining that the correct working of the web was not guaranteed, Hendrik gave an illustration with the fact that the link from DISA to TBG 5 is still not working when the other way is working for long.

Martine Goubert presented the proposed content of the web which was globally agreed. One issue concerned the description of UN/CEFACT and the forum which are supposed for long to pre-exist to TBG 5 description, but which isn’t! It was agreed to put the minimum. Another issue was the evolutions in standardisation, the chair explained that all contents will be circulated to the plenary and approved before being made public. 

Concerning confidentiality, it was agreed that for the time being, only public documents will be put on the web which will not be use for the workflow for new documents. Another security feature is that, for sending mails, users will not get to know our e-mail addresses which is only known by administrators. There is no risk of deleting a document as there is the need to use FTP with an access through a password.

The issue of templates was addressed. In fact, there is a need for two types of templates: one describing the graphical design of a page, for instance the logo, and a template for the country pages. In fact for the country pages, replacing what was earlier in the annual report, it seems that something was already sent 2 years ago. Marketing group will review those requirements.

Now that the technical environment is physically working, the marketing group should be able to start back and produce. The chair made a call for participation especially for corporates who were at the origin of this marketing group before disappearing.

14. Participation to Forum: The document proposed by Renato and reviewed in Seoul is approved unanimously.

15. UN/CEFACT

The chair reported shortly on many events since the plenary in La Hulpe: announcement of the end of co-operation with OASIS, CCTS approved version, BCF “replacing” ebXML and consequences in the mind of many, ….

YG will send minutes of the last EBES plenary where Ray Walker was present.

Internal procedures: ATG, ICG, TBG. They haven’t taken in account remarks from Seoul neither those from Stig as TBG 17.

Comments will be sent from TBG 17, and TBG 5 chair will send again the remarks from Seoul.

16. TBG 5 Action Plan

It will be made up of:

· Convergence/Harmonisation project

· Future group action plan

· CC/BPM action plan based on SWIFT presented action plan.

· Maintenance of PAYMUL

· Web preparation

17. Preparation of the forum in Bonn

In addition to the participation to all transversal meetings and presentations, participants will try to go to other groups work:

· TBG1: invoices is a topic in which European banks have never been involved. With the dematerialization of invoices being now legally accepted, because of the development of EBPP and probably also because of dematerialization of invoices could push many companies to use electronic signature, banks are stating to participate to invoices standardisation. Italy confirmed they are starting to work on as it seems to be also in Spain. Then it seems interesting, without knowing exactly banks should be involved, that TBG 5 at least follows up what is going on in this domain. This should be interesting as, having got some information, it seems that the work has up to now been done within EEG1 which is the European mirror group and that this group will bring up the status of their work in Bonn. Paolo di Blasi is interested in participating.

· A joint meeting will be organised with TBG 15 as discussed above.

· Participation to TBG 17, at least as observers will be envisaged.

· TBG 6 construction has been working on Request For Proposal by administration, if they make a presentation, some participants should attend, otherwise a joint meeting should be organised.

Information on the forum in Bonn should be soon available on the forum web. www.cenorm.be/isss/UN_Forum
18. June meeting

This meeting should take place in La Hulpe in June: Thursday 17th and Friday 18th. On Thursday the Future group should meet in the morning and plenary is to start at 2 pm. (To be confirmed by SWIFT)

19. Other business

The chairman invite once more participants to put in writing their ideas. Many of them were raised during this meeting, but because of various reasons they are not sufficiently worked on. It is important that participants can read something and exchange in their country before it can be correctly discussed.

Taking PAYMUL as an example, it is repeated that topics to be addressed should be prepared with documents which will be sent sufficiently before the meeting.

20. Close of plenary

The chairman thanked everybody for their active participation in this meeting. It confirmed clearly the welcome address expecting a fruitful meeting, and it showed the attendees changed from observers of new methodology to effective participants.

