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Attendees
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SFTI (UBL)
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Freddy De Vos


Eurofer (TBG1)
Mark van Eeghem 


GS1 (TBG1) 
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GS1- Nederland (TBG1)
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Patricia Toufar


INFOR (TBG1)
Peter Boressen



NITA (UBL)
1.    Welcome and introductions
Freddy welcomed the participants of the meeting, and reported on the apologies received.  The participants introduced themselves.  Anders Grangard informed the meeting that Mark van Eeghem and Jan Westerkamp will be only present on Thursday 27 July.
Martin accepted to maintain a spreadsheet dealing with the gap analysis between the corresponding UN/CEFACT BRS/RSM documents and the UBL messages.  Freddy accepted to make the minutes of the meeting.
1.1.
 Approve agenda
The agenda was approved

2.
Set up of the UN/CEFACT TBG1 – OASIS UBL Core group
Based on the document “Proposed convergence plan’ prepared by Mark for the UBL TC, Freddy drafted a document dealing with the mission, objectives and the organization of work of the TBG1 – UBL core group.  This document was presented in detail during the meeting and the meeting agreed to review it offline and to review the comments and remarks on Friday morning.  

3.
Definition of the work plan
The same document contains also a detailed work plan covering for the gap analysis of each of the identified messages.  The meeting agreed to present in the work plan the following information and planned dates;

· the start date of the gap analysis

· the date of the report of the gap analysis to UN/CEFACT TBG1 and OASIS UBL
· the date of the proposed changes to the existing BRS or the date of the first draft of the new BRS

· the review and approval start date and end date by UN/CEFACT TBG1 and OASIS UBL

· the date of submission of the BRS document to the UN/CEFACT TBG Steering Committee 

The meeting agreed to set up new TBG1 projects at the Un/CEFACT October meeting to integrate the UBL messages, into the UN/CEFACT standard, for which there are not yet UN/CEFACT TBG1 projects

4.
Define the layout and content of the results of the gap analysis
Prior to the meeting Mark distributes the latest version of the spreadsheets of the UBL documents; Invoice, Credit note, Debit note, Self billing invoice, Self billing credit note and Remittance.  These documents will help us during the gap analysis.  Mark informed the meeting that Denmark requested the company GEFEG to compare the UBL invoice with the Cross industry invoice.  But the product was not able to provide a real analysis of the gaps.  Based on the outcome of GEFEG Mark drafted a document showing the corresponding information with their respective BIE name between the two invoices.  This document does not contain the real gaps between both invoices.
Martin informed the meeting that he already started with the gap analysis but that still a lot of work has to be done.

Based on the documents presented, the meeting agreed to capture for each element of the invoice the following information during the Gap analysis;

· The business term defined by TBG1

· The BIE name define by UN/CEFACT

· The definition given by TBG1

· The business term defined by UBL

· The BIE name define by UN/UBL

· The definition given by UBL

· The status (Match, Near match, Missing, Fundamental difference)

· Comments

· Proposed solution by TBG1

· Proposed solution by UBL

· Proposed solution by the Core group for the BRS

· Proposed solution by the Core group for the Core Components

· The update of the BRS of the cross industry invoice.

5.
To identify the gaps between the cross industry invoice and the UBL invoice
As UBL has developed different messages for the invoice, the credit note and the debit note, and the cross industry invoice covers also the functionality of the credit note and debit note, we have to make a gap analysis for the three UBL documents.  The meeting decided first to analyse in detail the invoice before making the gap analyse for the credit note and the debit note.  During the meeting the gaps were identified at the Aggregate Business Information Entity (ABIE) level for the invoice and the invoice line.  The ABIEs Delivery terms and Allowance Charge were analysed in detail at the Basic Business Information Entity (BBIE) level.  The results of the Gap analysis and the proposed solutions are presented in the spreadsheet.
Due to the lack of time we were not able to finalise the gap analysis of the invoice.  As the Gap analysis is very time consuming, we decided to prepare for the next meeting the following work items;

· To complete the spreadsheet with the details of all used ABIEs of the UBL invoice (Martin)

· To complete the spreadsheet with the corresponding details of the Cross industry invoice (Freddy)
· To distribute this completed list to the Core group members for review and to prepare the proposed solution by TBG1 or by UBL.

· If possible the same will be done for the UBL credit note and UBL debit note.
6. 
Review of the document Convergence – Core group

On Friday morning the members reviewed, based on the comments and remarks prepared, in detail the document “Convergence – Core group”.  The document was updated during the meeting and Freddy was asked to align the detailed work plan with the time frame agreed and mentioned in the document.  

The update document and the work plan shall be distributed to the participants for final review and approval.  Once the document and the work plan is approved, it will be presented to UN/CEFACT-TBG1 and the OASIS UBL TC.  
7. 
Dates of next meeting

The following meeting of the Core group is scheduled on 20, 21 and 22 September. The meeting will take please at CENELEC Conference Centre, Rue de Stassart 35, 1050 Brussels.

8.  
Close of meeting

Freddy thanked the participants for their contribution and there being no other business, the meeting was closed.

9.  
Resolutions and design principles

During the gap analysis we define some guiding principles on how to implement some of the gaps  in the new version of the cross industry invoice. Due to the fact that we detected also some important difference in design of the class diagram, we define also a set of design principles.

The presented resolutions and design principles mentioned below is a first draft and can be further extended based on new finding in the gap analysis’s of the other documents.

9.1  
Resolutions

	Identified Gaps
	Resolution

	
	

	1. Gaps due to missing business requirements in UBL invoice or Cross industry invoice
	Resolve by adding the missing BIEs and document the business requirements

	2. Difference in the class diagram (model)
	If there is a strong argument for either of the structures, we recommend to us e the best.

	3. Difference in the definitions of the BIEs
	Use the most appropriate definition

	4. Difference in business process and transactions involved
	

	5. Difference in method used to generate the XML schema (sub-setting, restrictions, use of namespace, use of message envelope, use of other frame works)
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


9.2  
Design rules

	Design rules

	Information should be stated on the lowest possible level where the value of the information can be changed.

It should be investigated what the consequence is if the same information is also provided on a higher level. [Defaulting, Overruling or exclusion]



	The data type “Indicator’ for an information should only be used if the value of the information can only be true or false. 

Indicators when used (could be after sub-setting/profiling), should always be mandatory.

The data type “Indicator” should not be use, if the value of the information an have the value true, false and information missing.
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