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Minutes of the TBG 5 meeting 

within the forum in Bonn

March 2004

1. Participants: Jin Hyang Park Korea, Paul Fan Chiang Taïwan, Stein Fosmo Norway, Wu Ting Yu Fu Taïwan, Yves Gailly, Shih-Chin Huang Taïwan, Stig Korsgaard Denmark, Carlo Palmers SWIFT, Jean-Luc Renouprez SWIFT, Frank Vandamme SWIFT, Josef Votava Austria and James Whittle UK.

Not everybody was present full time.

Carlo di Ninni and Renato Polo were present only for the joint meeting with TBG 3 & 15.

2. Monday 8th March Opening day, Opening Plenaries.

2.1. Forum Plenary

The chair welcomed everybody and presented the agenda of this plenary.

Chairs of each group presented the work done since last forum in Seoul and the general agenda for the week.

Ray Walker made a presentation on the main issues for UN/CEFACT:

· New Structure proposal

· Support Service Provider

· Intellectual Property Rights Policy

The emphasis has been put on the IPR with the surprising rejection by the UN Office of Legal Affairs of a CEFACT proposal. The solution presently proposed by OLA is putting risks on members. The future of CEFACT is even doubtful. A new proposal is awaited.

PS: SWIFT is questioning on the continuation of delivery of core components and will wait for the new proposal before taking a decision.

Dick Raman, chair of eBES, the CEN organisation being the organiser of the forum, gave a short, but very clear address to the plenary criticising with some humour the lack of concrete results produced, like the lack of operating procedures between TBG, ATG and ICG.

2.2. TBG Plenary and report from Steering Committee

The afternoon was fully devoted to the TBG plenary. Apart from the presentation by each current group of both realised since Seoul and agenda for Bonn, the points addressed were the same as those addressed in the morning. Nevertheless, probably due to the number of people present, the discussions didn’t go into details but were postponed to the steering committee. Happily and a bit surprisingly the discussion has been able to go quite in depth within the steering with Ray also present:

· Structure: Y Gailly said clearly that looking at the diagram, the supposed increase of power of the FCT, changing to PSG, was contradicted by its position outside the management line of empowered groups. It will not work with no power. Ray answered that the PSG will have more power than FCT. He mentioned a document, r650rev3 V12-080304vftvm.doc, which has not been distributed but details the role of each entity. After some explanations YG said that the issue was not to get more explanations but to discuss what is wrong in the present proposal. For instance, he raised the issue of empowered groups, with the example of simulation of plenaries of the end of fora which are purely reports from each chair, but without any common vote, decision, … He asked how could such a system work with empowered groups without any arbitration means except a plenary, meeting only yearly.

· SSP: Various proposal have raised the issue of a decentralised repository mutualising resources already devoted by world-wide big organisations like SWIFT, EAN, WCO, …

· IPR: Nothing new. Waiting for the text of UN confirming the present situation without risk for the members.

· BCF: nothing precise was said;

· New elections: they will take place in September in US. Candidates must apply.

· Operating Procedures: some groups had some reactions against the way this topic is going on and criticise the last version. Yves reminded everybody that the lack of workflow was one of the main criticism and remembered by Dick Raman. The committee agreed that something should be quickly produced even if some amendments will have to be done later. Stig Korsgaard and James Whittle were asked to make a proposal for the next steering.

3. Tuesday TBG 5 plenary

3.1. Morning:

3.1.1. Action points from Rome: see appendix 2004N007Rev0Action PointsRomeBonn.doc

3.1.2. Procedures between TBG, ATG and ICG

In addition to the general criticisms on the document, discussion took place taking as an example the realism of the procedures for the financial environment with SWIFT as a major provider. On one hand, it is important that the procedure provides something like a fast track in order for this type of domain and organisation not to be repulsed because of the sequentiallity and length of the development and validation procedures. On the other hand, it is mandatory that SWIFT procedures as such that they guarantee that the result of the financial process will almost always be fully compliant with the UN/CEFCAT procedures and so will mostly go through all forum validation without rejection.

Yves mentioned that either we can be confident in the fact that SWIFT will commit to be compliant and do it effectively otherwise all the convergence process will be useless.

3.1.3. Coherence/Harmonisation

3.1.3.1. Procedures and big standardisation organisations

The discussion on the procedures continued with the presence of Frank Vandamme and Jean-Luc Renouprez from SWIFT leading to the following decisions.

3.1.3.2. Decisions:

· Organise a meeting on coherence with the reduced group: 
JM Eloy

· SWIFT to make a CCTS/TBG 17 compliant submission to a limited group to facilitate the 15022/CCTS comparison

· Organise the comparison between SWIFT standards and CCTS

· This topic should be addressed by TBG 5 but also TBG 17

· Stig to organise the process

· Remarks on procedures: Stig and James have to prepare proposals for the steering, using TBG 5 discussions

3.2. Afternoon:

Stig, James and the 2 SWIFT representatives being in other groups, important topics not always very well known by others participants were addressed. Yves gave some more explanations on the proposed structure, and the link with the SSP issue and IPR, reporting the discussions of the former steering committee. 

Conclusions were:

· Structure: it is important that as many members of TBG 5 as possible should liaise with their Head of Delegation and lobby at least making sure he is aware of the issues and positions.

· SSP: explain to HoD the question on the realism of the funding of 3 millions $ per year and the consequences to base the future of UN/CEFACT on this condition.

· IPR: wait for the text and SWIFT analysis before trying to define a common position for banks

3.2.1. Security project proposed by TGB15: the understanding on what security means in this group has to be clarified.

3.2.2. International Bank Compensation (IBC): 

A request to form this corporate group has been received by the chair following the Rome meeting. What should TBG 5 decide? 

For the participants, the issue of e-invoicing which was never addressed before by European banks is taking more and more importance. The issue of dematerialised invoices between banks was raised recently between European banks. The issue of dematerialised bank invoices is now raised by this request. Banks can also be involved in EBPP or EIPP.

As an example, Josef gave the example in Austria where the Ministry of Finance is requesting for an electronic copy of invoice in order to control the VAT payments. If this was becoming a law it will help and force developing e-invoice. In the dematerialisation of invoices, it has also to be taken in account the often required electronic signature where banks are sometimes involved.

This topic will be re-addressed on Thursday.

3.2.3. Steering committee:

· The main topic addressed has been the Operating Procedures in preparation of the Wednesday meeting. Stig and James have made many recommendations which were approved.

· Structure was also quickly discussed:

· It was reasserted that two issues were major:

· The notion of empowered groups with the role of PSG

· The required balance in PSG between the leading role supposed to be played by TBG compared to other groups.

· TBG 15 distributed a document explaining why they would like to be an empowered group like TBG.

4. Wednesday Presentations day

4.1. Operating Procedures

Discussions went through between the three participating groups and most of issues were solved, sometimes by suppressing the issue without solving it. In the steering committee, in the afternoon, the issue of not referring anymore to ODP was re-addressed. Between internal TBG procedures for Public Revision, with some flexibility in allowed delays for answering, and ODP general and apparently quite long procedures, it was confirmed not to refer to ODP.

4.2. Recommendation 12, joint meeting with TBG 15 and TBG 3

The meeting between the three groups was very good and allowed to understand each other position. 

We want to thank Carlo di Ninni and Renato Polo for having come specially for this meeting and be a great support.

Firstly, many remarks sent to the TBG 15 after Rome were already taken in account in the new version which we didn’t have yet, but banks expressed their satisfaction.

The two main issues for the banks representatives were:

· Is it relevant for a standardisation body to recommend preferences between standards, which even ICC and European Commission are not doing? For banks, the main issue is that TBG 15 being recommending it under the banner of UN/CEFACT common to all groups it is not transparent for banks.

· The second issue is more specific to banks which position is that banks should remain fully neutral both with clients and banks. Neutral means that standards defined for trade have to allow both solutions, but not advising on a preference between them:

· With clients, it is clear that it is to them to choose which level of guarantee and security them accept to pay.

· With banks, 

· The two solutions delivering different levels of security, it would be dangerous for banks to recommend the lowest security level as, at least in some countries, they could be considered responsible if anything happen.

· In fact, it has to be taken in account that culture and laws are different from a country to another, it is then impossible to recommend a common solution when risks for banks are different,

· In addition, it is answered to the remark that some bank offer only one solution, that it could be either because of national laws or because of local decision which cannot be avoided;

· Finally, Carlo reminded that Civil law in Europe allows a privilege on the goods represented by document of title

In its presentation Gordon Cragge said that Electronical Bill of Lading is difficult to achieve. Banks answered that Bolero is already doing. Gordon regret then it was quite costly. It is clear that with the generalisation of automation the cost should decrease.

Somebody from TBG 3 Transportation, reminded that this Recommendation 12 was written long time ago, it didn’t think that the issue of recommendation was important and said he supported the simplification of processes through the Seawaybill.

Nigerians explained that in their country the role of banks is reduced as they have to follow rules decided by the government.

As a conclusion, a new version 8 will be sent to TBG 3 & 5. And reasonable time be given to make remarks, up to end of April.

4.3. ATG2 Presentation

See slides.

4.4. TBG 14 Presentation

Material will be posted on the web

· Word documents (containing use cases and a narrative)

· Rational Rose version of the ISC model

· Adobe documents of the Rational Rose

Common Business Processes Catalog

A Business Library

Version TBG 0.95 available on TBG web site

Classification scheme for business areas, …?

Procurement/Sales

Design

Manufacture

Logistics

Financial services

….

ISO Open-edi Process Phases

Planning

Identification

Negotiation

Actualisation

Post-actualisation

Classification matrix

Outline the proof of concept:

To evaluate

To demonstrate the business value to users

To understand how various groups (TBG, ATG, ICG) could collaborate in any catalog implementation

4.5. TBG 17 Presentation

Historic

Template now approved by TBG 17

Schedule for 2004 meetings:

August 2004 Copenhagen

September 2004 Washington DC Forum

December 2004 Palm Beach

Submissions will only be processed when the representative of the submission is present at the meeting

Address has been submitted by:

· TBG 6

· SWIFT

· EUROFER

· OASIS

· TC154

Already 21 approved ACCs were presented:

Account:

BCCs




Associations

Identifier

Status 

Name

Currency code

Distinction code

Date of Publication?

· Spreadsheet available Friday (12th March) from TBG 17

· This release enters a public review period which closes 23rd  April 2004
· .

Draft Core Component Library

ACC List

Complete description of BCCs

Distribution? Every chair of TBG group to get a copy. On the web site next week?

HTML format

4.6. Steering committee:

· TBG 17 ToR and Procedures have been approved.

· Structure: the acting chair has written a proposal of resolution to be approved within the plenary. Few additions are to be added.

· The proposal from TBG 15 to become an empowered group is not approved in this period of big changes and discussions. In addition, it doesn’t appear obvious that being separated from the TBG will give more synergie.

· New projects proposals from TBG 1 are distributed: 

· Invoice Process Project

· Material Safety Data Sheet project

· Other items:

· Are the date and place of next forum relevant?

· Could it be possible to decide on the general agenda for the next forum, like the presentations day?

Thursday TBG 5 plenary

TBG 5 Web: on the question of who should appear on the web as member or participant of TBG 5, it seems that we should prepare a template with the major information included in the web so that each new comer can decide if he or she want or accept to appear on the list. It also seems interesting, in addition to the company the person is from, to add the organisation he or she is representing when useful.

The project concerning invoice from TBG 1 is approved. TBG 5 is not in a position to have any comment on the other.

Minutes already written were approved.

No resolution will be proposed to the TBG Plenary.

The last version of a short report for the TBG Annual Report to the Plenary was approved.

Friday 12th

TBG Plenary

· 12 TBG groups met in Bonn, with 126 representatives from 21 countries.

· All present groups presented their achievements for the week. As usually the way groups are processing is very different as for some groups the work on their standards is the major objective of their forum, they are even complaining on too many presentations, when for others like Finance the aim is essentially transversal and cooperative. In this line, TBG 3 said they were thinking, like we have been doing, to change their participation to the forum as it is very difficult, especially for the chair and those who participate to other groups to work both horizontally and vertically at the same time.

· From the groups results, the one interesting the more most of us is the adoption for a public review of 20 ACCs, aggregate Core Components, representing in fact much more components. Stig will circulate all information within CCBPM Project group.

· Main TBG topics addressed during the week:

· Operating Procedures between TBG, ATG and ICG: even if some were doubtful that an agreement will be found within the week, this agreement was found and Procedures were approved. BRS and RSM are still to be approved, RSM is already under public review. This agreement, even if it took some time, is a very good success.

· UN/CEFACT new structure: in reaction with the new structure proposed by the CSG which doesn’t deal at all with the main reasons why the present situation doesn’t work correctly, a TBG proposal has been approved unanimously by the Steering Committee. The main elements are:

· Suppress the notion of empowered group which leads to a situation where, when there is a dispute between, for instance, ICG and TBG on a procedure, the only arbitration level is the Plenary which meet only once a year and sometimes with representatives who are not always sufficiently aware about what is done in the various groups.

· Have an organisation based only on three layers: plenary, groups and only one layer in between which could be called the Forum Management Group and regroup the functions of the three intermediate groups proposed by the CSG, Plenary Officers, Rapporteurs group and Program Steering Committee (having in fact no real power in the proposal).

· Concretise the theoretical leading role of business through a higher representation of TBG within the FMG.

· Support the proposal of UN Secretariat to phase the implementation of a SSP, Support Service Provider, with:

· A first phase for forum support

· Another phase, even starting quickly, to tender for the support of a repository, but, what is very important, requesting that, in parallel, it was also studied the opportunity to have a decentralised repository or a network of repositories, in fact based on existing repositories from SWIFT, EAN, …

· IPR, Intellectual Rights Property

This issue has become a very important topic especially with the prudent decision of SWIFT to send a message explaining that they were retrieving there submission of Core Components, hoping that good news will come from the UN Office of Legal Affairs.

To increase the chances that OLA find an acceptable solution, all members of the Forum, which obviously means also all members of TBG 5, must answer to the questionnaire which was distributed and explain that the present OLA solution putting a risk on each member is not acceptable.

Partially in contradiction with what was discussed on Thursday, because of urgency,

as the time limit for answer is the 30th March, it seems important to send your response to the UN Secretariat, as written on the document, even if you don’t have full time to discuss with your legal department. This will decrease your risks and not increase them.

Forum Plenary

As usually, in line with the present organisation, nothing interesting in this plenary which ahs no power and do not decide and vote anything.

· Documents should be on the UN/CEFACT web Tuesday morning

· Next meetings

· Confirmed in Mc Lean, close to Washington from 13 to 17th September, even knowing the risk of cancellation of flights. One idea is to go through another American airport first.

· March 2005: if possible in Asia

· Candidates for elections in September must apply

· Each group made its presentation on accomplishments during the week:

· ICG explains the role of each in the new operating procedures

· ATG said that Naming and Design rules will be out for Public Review in May and June

· TBG: see TBG Plenary. Only one information for those interested in Recommendation 12 with Trade. The new projects on Trade Facilitation have been requested by ICC which makes think that UN/CEFACT TBG 15 and ICC are not in competition.

· TMG: CCTS v2.01 should be submit to the ISO fast track, if approved by the plenary in May.

ACTION POINTS from BONN

1. IPR: 

1.1. Urgent: answer to the questionnaire before end of March to UNECE secretariat
. All members

1.2. After new proposal from UN: Yves to disseminate, SWIFT to give its position and every member to react.

2. IBC request: prepare position on opportunity and means to process the request for a standard dematerialised invoice for the bank services. Members could start to send their proposals from now in order to circulate and prepare an eventual decision in La Hulpe in June

3. Send the minutes to members and to TBG management and web

Chair/Secretary

4. CCBPM group to make remarks in the Public Review on the 20 first ACCs
Stig

5. React to the new proposal for the Recommendation 12 when new version will be received<; yves to disseminate and all interested members to react.

6. Organise a meeting on coherence with the reduced group: 
JM Eloy

SWIFT to make a CCTS/TBG 17 compliant submission to a limited group (ie not public) to facilitate the 15022/CCTS comparison

1.1. Organise the comparison between SWIFT standards and CCTS

1.2. This topic should be addressed by TBG 5 but also TBG 17: Stig

Reminder from Rome Action Points: Harmonisation Paper is awaiting for remarks.

