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1. Welcome address:

The Chairman welcome and wished the best to everybody for this new year.

He made some comments on 2004:

· A good year, the end of the desert crossing with some successes: first CCs and even more progress on convergence 

· But the work is not finished and there are still some issues which force us to work even harder in 2005

· As will be seen in the various presentations, both the inter-sectorial community the financial sphere have made good progress: the liaisons between financial organisations has already started to improve.

· The principal objectives for 2005 are now:

· Improve harmonisation between finance and other domains

· Improve the co-ordination between banks and clients which was one of the three priorities highlighted in the Sibos. In this domain, it would e good to have a better understanding, and perhaps to review, the position of CRG vis à vis: TWIST, ISO TC68, EACT, ….

The chair then welcomed in particular the new comers: Bettina Ulrich and Ingo Beyritz from BDB Germany, Bettina replacing Alexander Salomon, Stella Petiot from Société Générale who replaces Elsie Lapeyrade, and Lars Oltrogge from Deutsche Bank, accompanying Martin Noeth.

He also regretted the departures of Elsie Lapeyrade SG and Carlo di Blasi ABI and thanked them for their active participation in the last years.

2. Agreement on the agenda: Approved

3. Follow up of the La Hulpe and Washington meetings: 

All action points have been taken into account. For many of them, a status report will be done as scheduled in the agenda.

4. UN/CEFACT situation

Structure, IPR, Secretariat, Others (relations with OASIS, BCF, …)

The chair reported on progresses since La Hulpe in June, taking into account the fact that few participants are participating to the forum and many were not at the Washington meeting.

Decisions of the plenary have been implemented. Elections took place in Washington. Details were already listed in the September minutes.

No concrete news on the IPR, the SWIFT participant hasn’t received any information for quite some time, although the current hold-up is believed to be due to the American delegation.

A face to face FMG meeting is unfortunately taking place in Geneva 28th and 29th. Yves will join this meeting on Friday evening although Stig will not have the opportunity to participate.

5. Report on Sibos and first Standards Forum

Most important information is:

· In his welcome address, the SWIFT chair indicated in the main priorities:

· Within the area of standardisation which is still a high priority, there is a necessity for the financial community not to stay isolated, but to co-ordinate their efforts with other inter-sectorial bodies, UN/CEFACT was clearly cited.

· The first standards forum 

· Focusing on participants involved in standardisation it was a big success with more than 150 participants.

· Convergence was always said to be very important even if, when questioned on their intention to join, some groups were more reluctant, probably waiting to see first results.

Information is available on the SWIFT web site (www.swift.com).

6. Report on Harmonisation and Convergence process


6.1. Presentation on the general financial standardisation status: The chairman’s slides are joined in an appendix to these minutes.

6.2. Solutions already or soon available: SWIFT status and action Plan for 2005: Carlo’s slides are joined in an appendix to these minutes. Main points:

· Procedures are still SWIFT specific for the time being.  SWIFT intends to keep its development process (MG/BVG) in parallel to the ISO 20022 process (SEG) for the foreseeable future. Links with the ISO process will be progressively put in place as the ISO 20022 registration infrastructure materialises. To avoid duplication of efforts and ensure consistency of decisions, it is key to ensure a good overlap between members of the SWIFT BVG and the ISO 20022 SEG. This will require a good coordination of the financial representatives of ISO and  SWIFT who are nominating experts at country level. Support of TBG5 national representatives is welcome. 

· Letter for the C2B BVG is pending. Should TBG 5 participate directly or through IST? As TBG 5 is not, for the time being IST member it is requested to participate directly (see further in this minutes IST topic). In terms of scheduling, BVG approval of Customer Requirements is envisaged for March 2005.

· Direct Debit: BVG is being composed, TBG 5 will be one of the members. Goal is to have a world-wide standard. Even if ISO TC68 is a world-wide organisation, it is reminded that this project is a priority for European banks because it is imposed by the political authorities, such as the ECB. The standard will nevertheless be designed to be world-wide, but perhaps with progressive versions. The Pan European Direct Debit message will offer the possibility to include an  electronic signature, there will be only one project.

· Cash Management Maintenance project: 

· There are some links with Target2. The question is raised to know if it shouldn’t be the first project in UNIFI with the payment SEG already under development. JM Eloy explained that the pilot could also be done with a version of another project. Carlo reminded that delivery time is mandatory. 

· A more general discussion took place, on the fact that 

· on one side, it is commonly agreed that migration to UNIFI should be as quick as possible, avoiding later convergence, 

· on the other side if most of already approved SWIFT projects are not migrating to UNIFI for imperative end dates, the migration could be strongly delayed. There are clear issues that once SWIFT standards implemented banks will require a strong business case to revise that implementation simply for the purposes of convergence. Care is needed to manage expectations, in particular the early adopters of these new standards.

It is clear that there are different project types between for instance mandatory projects like those linked to the present issue of the construction of the single European payments area, and projects which have added value, but don’t have mandatory final date…A migration plan will have to be defined.

Remark: Taking the opportunity of a discussion on the interest to have US banks to join the convergence, Carlo took the opportunity to indicate that FED is already involved in some projects and concretely being member of a BVG (and probably later in the corresponding SEG). It is essential that more TBG5 members become actively involved.

ACTIONS: TBG 5 has to prepare appliances for participation to:

In the present SWIFT processes:

· C2B phase 2: Stig Korsgaard is confirmed as representative.

· Direct Debits: call for participation will be sent to TBG 5

In the new UNIFI process:

· SEG payments: Hendrik, Steven are potential candidates. To be confirmed after the call for participation will be sent out.

6.3. Report on  ISO 20022 

6.3.1. Registration Management Group (RMG) meeting: 

· James slides attached in an appendix to these minutes. 

· The first meeting was also a success. 4 TBG 5 participants were in this meeting. 

· The better acceptance than anticipated of the necessity for TC68 to co-operate with TBG 5 and for UNIFI to converge with ebXML was very encouraging. As such the June co-operation agreement between  TC68, TBG 5 and SWIFT was fully endorsed by the RMG.

· Three sub-groups were decided:

· Public Relations and marketing

· Rules

· Technical

This last group is open to non RMG members. James, Stig and Bruno Grelaud will participate to the group, but if others are interested, they should apply (interested parties should contact James). Concerning this technical and methodological topic, and as this group will deal with convergence, Stig took the occasion to propose to revamp the CC & BPM TBG 5 working group. He will quickly circulate a call for experts including the definition of the scope and required profiles (at least CCTS). It could be well advised for TBG 5 members to firstly participate to this group before applying to the RMG technical group.

Actions for TBG 5

· Designate 1 or 2 alternates for the RMG: James Witthle and Jean-Marie Eloy are approved as alternates alongside Yves as Head of Delegation, James is approved as the primary alternate.

· Participation to SEGs (payments/securities): a call for participation will be issued by  ISO TC68 to all member countries and liaison organisations of TC68 and its 4 subcommittees, members have to prepare for their participation.

· Participation in the  technical group welcomed

6.3.2. ISO20022 to ebXML Convergence’s work plan :

Stig reported the ongoing work. 

The slow progression of the topics in the last months can be explained by the fact that actors are already very busy and that the position of SWIFT, when UNIFI structure is not yet in place, has been rather transient..

A gap analysis between ISO 20022 and ebXML was prepared by Frank Vandamme, TBG 5 remarks are due soon. The work will continue between TBG 5 and SWIFT before being submitted to the RMG technical group, and then to the RMG for consideration.

For the time being, CCTS has been the initial focus, other topics, like BRS, RSM, NDR and interoperability of repositories must also be processed.

6.3.3. The role of TBG 5 as the intermediary between TC68 and UN/CEFACT is ratified by the plenary.

6.3.4. Method to define TBG 5 positions in the RMG:

In fact, this issue is not specific to RMG, but valuable for all representation of TBG 5 within other organisations. The pragmatic process is approved and should be more formalised in the future with the experience:

· When there is sufficient time or when issues could have important consequences, the issue will be circulated and remarks and positions should be requested in a plenary or by e-mail,

· Otherwise, when the general position of TBG 5 is well known and that response time is limited, then representatives could take position themselves or after exchanges with a limited number of TBG 5 members (at least those present at any one RMG meeting).

6.3.5. Should EDIFACT MIGs be preserved in UN/CEFACT, or fed into ISO TC68, open discussion.

This topic went through a long discussion because it, in fact, addresses many issues.

Concerning the precise question of EDIFCT messages, it is clear that EDIFACT MIGs will not be maintained in the UNIFI environment which doesn’t have the expertise. Two topics were then addressed:

· Who is supposed to define a new EDIFACT message or version in UN/CEFACT, is it TBG 5 or ATG supposed to derive functional standards under various syntaxes?

· If TBG 5 is in charge, will it still have the knowledge to do it in TBG 5 and for how long, the question of the replacement of the chair of the Maintenance group, addressed later, is a clear indicator of this issue.

This question is linked to the maintenance issue addressed later: it is important to keep EDIFACT knowledge even if it is not anticipated that there should be a lot of evolutions.

Within the discussions, the issue was raised on what will happen when any organisations will submit a standardisation proposal to UN/CEFACT:

· Will UN/CEFACT accept to standardise financial proposals outside the UN/CEFACT processes?

Firstly, the willingness of TBG 5 to participate in the convergence process is not in question, it is a fact which shouldn’t anymore give place for hesitation.

Nevertheless, until UNIFI and UN/CEFACT methodologies have converged, the capacity for UN/CEFACT to reject a request asking the requester to go through the ISO/UNIFI process is not yet fully clear.

Within UN/CEFACT procedures, all submissions have to go through TBG 5 to be forwarded through the approval process. This allows financial domain to at least give some advice, but the possibility of rejection has to be raised knowing that if the requester, for any reason, doesn’t want to go through UNIFI, the risk is to have solutions which will neither be UNIFI, nor UN/CEFACT. The question is probably: is it a realistic issue?

· So long as convergence becomes practical reality , the risk seems to be more and more limited.

· Requesters will probably hesitate to develop solutions outside the standardisation process, understanding that banks will be reluctant to develop their solutions. 

· As a matter of fact, at least in the domains presently covered by SWIFT, payments, treasury, securities, trade, it has to be clear for everybody that the decisions taken by the SWIFT board, like the convergence, are taken by the complete banking community and not by SWIFT as a networking company.

· It should also be taken into account that, within the convergence, participation of clients, especially corporates, is more and more researched and done. As explained in other topics, some of those organisations are already involved in this project.

Personal view from the chair: this topic, from a principle point of view, is vital, but, from a more realistic point of view, appears to present very limited risks and shouldn’t be emphasised excessively. The true issue is the success of the new UNIFI organisation and all forces should be devoted to it instead of wasting time and forces to unforeseen situations.

In order to better analyse the potential situation, Yves summarised them in three cases for proposal is submitted to UN/CEFACT:

· If the proposal addresses a sub-domain already processed in UNIFI, with, for instance, the development of a new EDIFACT message, then TBG 5 will obviously use the existing models and derive the EDIFACT message from the UNIFI standards => no issue.

· If the proposal concern the definition of an XML standard not yet addressed in UNIFI, but an EDIFACT message already exists. Two situation are possible:

· After discussion, the submitter accepts to go through the UNIFI process, then TBG 5 will obviously bring in UNIFI its expertise both in methodology and existing message => no issue

· The submitter, for any reason doesn’t want to go through UNIFI. This is the only case where an issue as described above will arise..

There will also be an issue when other UN/CEFACT groups will develop standards which are not purely financial topics but have relations with them. This is the case for projects like e-invoice, remittance advice, and indeed is the case already today with submissions TBG 17 has harmonised …

As explained in the case of Remittance Advice, later addressed, two possibilities are possible:

· Try to be fully UN/CEFACT compliant: this will create the above situation of not being in line with the general decision of the financial world to adopt UNIFI and converge later on, but as quickly as possible.

· Find a compromise like for remittance advice, the pure financial part being UNIFI and the non financial part being UN/CEFACT. This example should be used as an opportunity to describe the process and issues, in particular for data which could be common to the two sets.

6.4. Relationship with other financial standardisation groups:

6.4.1. IST Harmonisation Group, agree on who should represent TBG5 and prepare linkage with CRG on next phase of IST.

A summary of what IST is and what they are doing has been given.

The question is: should TBG 5 be a member of IST, which would mean becoming a signatory to the existing MoU? Two issues were addressed:

· Given the fact that the IST MoU addresses essentially the IPR issue of the participants, will the UN/CEFACT IPR allow TBG 5 to be a member of IST? We have to wait for the IPR solution in UN/CEFACT to be resolved before being able to answer.

· Does TBG 5 think there is an interest to be a member of IST? The answer was yes as it seems interesting to liaise as much as possible with other organisations working in the financial environment and to find consensus.

The Payment Initiation guideline will be circulated by mark Sutton, member of the CSTP which is the group of banks within IST. It is a document similar to what is a MIG in the EDIFACT environment. Corporates complained against the fact that this document was produced by banks. The answer is that banks have prepared the work, but corporates, members of some of the organisations participating to IST, will have the opportunity to make remarks.

Yves took the opportunity of these issue to request some clarification on the respective roles and liaisons between the various organisations in which corporates are involved: CRG, TWIST, RosettaNet, ….

6.5.  Report from TBG 17 chair on Harmonisation

Stig Korsgaard

A TBG library, has just been published and will be soon available on the TBG 17 web site. This library contains 49 ACCs and more than 400 BCCs and ASCCS.

6.5.1. Comments on Requirement Specification Mapping document submitted by ICG:TBG 5 to agree comments and submit to ICG ahead of next UN/FORUM.

TBG 17 being one of the main actors in the workflow between the permanent groups within the forum, it would be good that TBG 5 members submit any comments they may have on the Requirements Standardisation Mapping (RSM) as produced by the ICG (Information Content Group) as it is central to the requirements that TBG 5 will have to fulfil as intermediately between TC68 and UN/CEFACT .

6.6. What should TBG 5 do in view of the present situation

6.6.1. Does TBG 5 need to revise its Terms of Reference?

This topic will be re-addressed when TBG ToR and decision on harmonisation between TBG sub-groups will be taken.

6.6.2. Nominate a TBG 5 representative to TBG 17 – linkage with ISO 20022 submissions

James, even if secretary of TBG 17, is nominated as the TBG 5 representative, but appliance for this representation is still open if somebody else if there are candidates. It is highlighted that, in addition to the required knowledge both in methodology and finance, TBG 17 is meeting 5 times a year for 5 days, including the 2 FORUM meetings! Participation to a minimum of 2 on 3 meetings is required in the rules of TBG 17.

6.6.3. Submissions: Projects to be included in the TBG matrix, …

It is agreed that it would be interesting to replace the present, non significant CC & BPM project, with concrete projects. Then the Payment Initiation will be announced to the TBG even if not yet fully endorsed in UNIFI. There is no risk as projects can be listed even if not yet fully approved.

7. Security:

7.1. Wrapping security around the ISTH kernel message structure? Should TBG 5 start or participate to an initiative?

Within the SWIFT standards forum, the issue was raised on how to secure, for instance, the Payment Initiation when not being in a MACUG and us SWIFT tools. It is mentioned that defining such a secured process should be interesting even with SWIFT in case of concentration and/or service bureau.

In line with our permanent view to avoid duplicating work and standards, it is decided to wait for the work done in CSTP (IST). Information on the status of the project which is only starting will be written by Mark Sutton and disseminated. 

7.2. Create a security group in TBG: Steven Ranzini.

A short discussion, because of lack of time, took place in which it appeared clearly that:

· This topic is not specific to finance and that starting a project in UN/CEFACT, if confirmed, should not mention the financial environment, except for an example if interesting.

· The topic of the project should also be review in view of the remarks which members will send to Steven and/or Yves.

· It also came from the exchanges that it could be more advisable to start with clear and limited business processes more than trying to address directly the complex and sensitive issue of phishing (which in addition concern more personal consumers than enterprises).

· It was also questioned if it wouldn’t be better to process it in TC68 SC2 alongside the current albeit technical work:

· It was also suggested that the best place for such a generic security standards framework may well be within JTC1/SC27 .
· On one side, it has to be mentioned that this project proposal was done fully in agreement with the SC2 chair.

· On the other side, it was expressed that there is always an issue with security groups which are mostly approaching security issues from a technical point of view. Yves reminded that he complained for long that security had never been taken into account in UN/CEFACT as if security was a purely technical problem. Participants agreed on the fact that there is a need for a business approach on security without concluding on the project. Members are requested to send their remarks to help Steven rewriting the proposal.

James commented that as the project proposal exists today it is confusing several concepts. It is clear generic security solutions are required, but these are certainly not finance specific and they are definitely not methodology specific (ISO 15000 or ISO 20022). Any reference to these aspects should be removed from the proposal, specifically under the deliverables section where ISO 20022 and CCTS are cited specifically. It was also suggested that this work either be conducted within ISO/TC68/SC2, or under JTC1/SC27 to ensure that UN/CEFACT does not duplicate work. Steven commented that the intent of the proposal was to engage business experts rather than technical ones and he believed TBG 5 was the right place to facilitate this. Finally if it is agreed that the work on engaging business experts to define security requirements is needed perhaps a new UN/CEFACT group should be established rather than a domain specific group, like TBG 5, conducting the work which may limit participation.

8. Groups reports:

8.1. CRG + Maintenance group report on PAYMUL
for final validation:

PAYMUL was discuss in a CRG meeting in presence of Hendrik who, even not anymore chair, accepted to spend some time on ongoing projects.

Three issues were still unresolved:

· troubles with the change of the dates segment which could be solved through a good wording in the segment header: approved.

· cheques: it cannot be accepted solutions which are against UN/CEFACT rules: discussion will continue with CRG.

· repetition factor of single transaction level

In summary, the PAYMUL is quite OK except the last point. Then it is scheduled to have the validation in the June plenary after circulation of the last version sufficiently in time for members to check with their country => 2 months before the plenary.

8.2. CRG report on other issues 
Pascal SPITTLER

In their last meeting, CRG dealt essentially with the PAYMUL.

Information:

· New web side: http::/crg.tgb5-finance.org/

· Next meeting: 10/2 at IKEA Switzerland

· EACT created a payment group which will be member of BVG for C2B

CRG will try to precise their position vis à vis other organisations: TWIST, RosettaNet, …

8.3. Maintenance group:

· Direct Debit: a request was made by UK corporates to increase the number of single operations within a message, presently limited to 9999. Hendrik advise to find a simple improvement of the existing message, instead of change to a other directory, which will be much more difficult. Discussions with corporates will take place.

· A problem already exist on current implementations will be more visible when increasing repetition factor of single transaction level. A pragmatic solution would be appreciated. 
· Hendrik remind everyone that is resigned from this very interesting place long time ago and that there is still no candidate. 

· No proposal for candidate being made from the floor, and reminding that we have the same issue at least with the future group, the chair reminded all participants that the group can’t continue working and be efficient if nobody is stepping in on call for appliances. The work is extremely focused on few members and not everybody is taken its responsibility. Participation to the TBG 5 must be active, observers are welcome, but only for short periods.

8.4. Future Group report:

· Persisting problem for corporates who can’t use the same format for both cross-border and domestic operations. 

Yves reminded that this issue was not new. That, in Europe SEPA will bring a solution as banks will be forced to create a new Pan European Direct Debits with suppression of domestic solutions, theoretically later 2010. It has to be understood that this type of decision will force all companies having operations only in their country to migrate to a new payment means without any added value. This is possible when the decision is politic and confirmed through a law, but will probably not e appreciated by all companies.

Then, in the mean time, this issue is linked to each bank, it is part of the competition environment.

· Chair replacement remains an issue: see above comment and think on it.

9. Dematerialization of invoice: status

The action plan discussed in Washington and described in the document sent by the chair is approved envisaging that corporate have start a project following UN/CEFACT procedures.

10. Remittance Advice in EEG1 and TBG1 status and future actions: 

Jaap Bakker reported on the work done in EEG 1: having informed the group on the ongoing Payment Initiation project, Chantal Vans Es from SWIFT was invited to make a presentation to this group. After this presentation, it was decided that the Remittance Advice project will be strictly be limited to its official objective and only have a reference to the payment part.

Given the fact that Remittance Advice being developed in the TBG environment, UN/CEFACT up to date methodology will be used, when for Payment Initiation will be compliant with UNIFI, the chair requested from the TBG 5 participants in the Remittance Advice project to prepare, as a good example, a short paper explaining how the interoperability between the two levels of methodology can be insured. 

This paper should describe the process which was followed, the potential issues and solutions, … anything which could be helpful for the description of procedures for other projects.

11. Preparation for Kuala Lumpur Forum14th to 18th March 2005

Those topics will be discussed in the FMG meeting which is taking place this day, but Yves will join on Saturday. Information here after takes in account FMG discussions:

· Administrative issues: Inscription, Booking, … information is not yet available.

After meeting: Registration procedures should be available on the UN/CEFACT web first week of February.

· Agenda:

TBG 5 agenda is dependent from general forum and TBG agendas which are discussed in FMG. 

· Presentation on where Financial standards and solutions stand and on convergence and harmonisation process and issues

Concerning a presentation of the finance standardisation status, it is agreed that it would be better to wait that the migration from proprietary projects to UNIFI is more engaged, probably in September. This should allow to present the available solutions as UNIFI compliant and not as SWIFT proprietary solutions.

Nevertheless, other groups having many times requested on available XML payment solutions, it appears important to have at least a one hour presentation.

After meeting: the FMG included a “lunch and learn” presentation Monday at 12.30.

12. Other groups Projects: approval and/or participation

More and more TBG projects are cross-domain. This raises the question of the participation of TBG 5 representatives to those projects.

It is considered that it is not possible for candidate representatives to guarantee their presence in all projects meeting, especially those in the forum which can concern a very short part of the forum. It is then called for liaison representatives for those projects.

Concretely, the name and mail address of a liaison representative will be given to the project leader in order to receive all information. It is their duty to dispatch information to the other TBG 5 members when relevant, and to centralise all remarks in order to prepare TBG5 positions to be validated by the plenary. TBG 5 which would participate to a forum and can attend some projects meeting will report to the liaison representative.

· TBG 12 Accounting token:

The objective of this project is to define a way to get auditing/accounting information throughout the normal process. Given the fact that it will be difficult to modify many messages to include this information, TBG 12 has envisaged to define a container, called token, in which processes will put the requested information, the token being the attached to the messages, like Payment Initiation.

Siri-Anne and Anne are candidate to liaise with the project.

· E-Invoice TBG 1 project:

Jaap is candidate

· TBG 15 new projects

Two new projects have been submitted by TBG 15 and should be presented for approval in Kuala Lumpur. Yves will circulate the two proposals as well as the comments from TBG 1 on the invoice project which seems to duplicate with the e-invoice project.

Remarks have to be sent to Yves before the 23rd  of February.

13. Any other business

· Web: the usual call for participation is done by Hendrik to pay the licence. Each country has to pay 10€. Done.

· CEN/EBES: Yves gave a very short report on the last eBES plenary explaining the organisation with projects which, instead of being managed by domain groups like in TBG are independent leading to some confusion and strong duplication of work. It is hoped that this situation could evolve in the future. It is also mentioned that Dick, given all his responsibility, will resign from the eBES chair position.

· XBRL: this standard has been developed by auditing companies for financial report. The European commission is giving some support with the financing of the creation of domestic associations. This standard is not ebXML. It is impacting banks from various points of view:

· As companies having to report

· As banks being interested in processing automatically the financial reports of their clients.

It is currently admitted that the existence of XBRL is indisputable and that they will not align on ebXML. Anyway they do not seem to have semantic issues for the reporting, which could be different to make the link with the General Ledger. Considering discussions with some UN/CEFACT members, it is anticipated that TBG 12 will take some initiative on this topic. It would be interesting that TBG 5 members acquire some knowledge on what is going on both in XBRL generally and in their country in  order to prepare an eventual participation to a TBG 12 project.

· Next TBG 5 plenary: Copenhagen 9 & 10 June

