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	Participants:
	Adrian Lejins
	Australian Tax Office

	
	Bruce Handel
	Canada Customs & Revenue Agency

	
	Leslie-Ann Scott
	Canada Customs & Revenue Agency

	
	Philip Allen
	Individual

	
	Timur Talay
	Individual

	
	Harm-Jan van Burg
	Netherlands Tax & Customs Administration

	
	Peter DeCastro
	Mitre Corporation

	
	Doraiswamy (“Raj”)

Rajagopal
	Mitre Corporation

	
	Alex Fiteni
	Oracle

	
	Dave Chambers
	UK Inland Revenue eService Programme

	
	Andy Greener
	UK Inland Revenue eService Programme

	
	John Glaubitz
	Vertex

	
	Michael Roytman
	Vertex


Action Items

	Paragraph
	To
	Action Item

	3.4
	Andy Greener
	Summarise points from the Email discussion to provide a basis from which the Email decision could be restarted.

	3.4
	ALL
	Provide an example of XML and/or XBRL as used in projects / implementations in which they are involved, even if the implementation is only at a “planned” stage and not yet in operational use.

	3.7
	Adrian Lejins
	Amend the White Paper as set out following para. 3.7

	3.12
	ALL
	Comment on the additional standards

	3.12
	Andy Greener
	Post material about CAM and CICA

	3.12
	Adrian Lejins
	Distribute the draft White paper as set out following para. 3.12

	4.1
	TASC and BASC
	Determine whether COR project direction is suitable for the future

	4.1
	TASC
	Review COR paper as proof of concept for additional standards


1 Opening

1.1 Harm Jan van Burg(HJvB) is required to become involved in two projects in next few months, which may impact on his work with OASIS TAX XML TC. These projects are:

· Identification Service for the Netherlands Government for which he is being seconded to the Netherlands Ministry of the Interior one day a week.

· Netherlands National Taxonomy Development, which will take approximately one year’s elapsed time.

2 Minutes of Previous Meetings

2.1 The notes of the San Francisco face to face meeting have not yet been discussed, these will be discussed at the next full conference call on 22nd April 2004.

2.2 HJvB will post the TIES group minutes within a few days of the meeting.

2.3 It was encouraging to see that so many comments had been posted to the site following the joint full/BASC conference call on 4th March 2004. Andy Greener (AG) in particular was commended for the brilliant work he has contributed.

2.4 Adrian Lejins (AL), Christine Beasley and HJvB had walked through all outstanding points on the white paper in a separate telephone conversation, with the intention of posting a revised document before this conference call, but there had proved to be insufficient time to do this.

3 Progress on the White Paper

3.1 AG described the boundary issue between the XBRL domain and the non XBRL domain. As a rule of thumb, anything of interest to accountants (i.e. recording summaries of transactions) is appropriate to XBRL, anything which is too granular (i.e. is focused on individual transactions) to be of interest to accountants is unlikely to be appropriate to XBRL.

3.2 Phillip Allen reiterated the following classification of levels of data:

1. Report and Accounts – XBRL

2. Accounting Transactions (“Journals”) – XBRL-GL/Netherlands SAF.

3. Transactions – probably more appropriate to XML

3.3 XBRL was agreed to be the best standard for direct “Corporate” taxes, but not the best standard for payroll taxes.

3.4 AG stated that the definition of accounting data is based on three to four attributes. An important instance of these attributes would be a reference to aggregation of transactions.

ACTION: AG to summarise points from the E mail discussion to provide a basis from which the Email decision could be restarted.

ACTION: ALL – to provide an example of XML and/or XBRL as used in projects/implementations in which they are involved, even if the implementation is only at a “planned” stage and not yet in operational use.

3.5 AG: It is necessary to embrace UBL to a greater extent than the white paper currently does. The first iteration of work on UBL has been very much based on the trading cycle and as a consequence, focuses very strongly on indirect tax. Future UBL documents are seen as developing towards the direct tax area. It is possible that the evolution of OAGIS will follow a similar path.

3.6 HJvB: UBL is important in the world of Customs/International Trade as well as in the indirect tax world within jurisdictions.

3.7 UBL is currently at version 1.0 Beta, OAGIS is further towards finalisation, but both products are still updating their specification.

ACTION: Adrian Lejins to amend the White Paper by:

· making recommendations along the following lines:
OASIS TAX XML TC will

1. support UBL as an emerging standard

2. review and comment on UBL and OAGIS in the indirect tax world, as the basis for building an Ontology (as is currently being worked on through the TASC); and

3. take standards into the direct tax field when it is felt that the UBL and OAGIS products are mature enough to do so.

· explicitly ruling transport standards out of scope and confirming the focus of OASIS TAX XML TC on payload standards.

· Referring to other OASIS initiatives, such as the CIQ Identity/Addressing standard. CIQ is a good international standard to which national standards should be compatible and towards which national standards should evolve. Australian address standards, for instance, are upwardly compatible to CIQ. This may also be appropriate for businesses and for tax administrations who have not yet started work.

· Referring to E-Government Interoperability frameworks such as those which exist in the Netherlands, the UK, Australia and the USA.

· Defining the Purpose of and the Audience for the White Paper as a description of XML and its relevance for tax administrations in response to the OECD request to tax administrations for such information

· Including the following conclusions:

· XML is applicable to tax administrations already represented on the committee, it is likely to be applicable to other tax administrations also.

· The Committee does not seek to define a “TAX XML” standard document rather to “piggy back” on other XML standards and determine how they should be used in the tax field.

· The document describes the journey on which current members of the committee have been and the process through which they have gone.

· It would be appropriate for more tax administrations (particularly from OECD member countries) to become involved in the committee.

3.8 Outputs to be produced by the committee

1. the white paper - the “as is” position from a business viewpoint.

2. the business outcomes

3. The “will be” position - a fully developed Ontology / Taxonomy / Vocabulary.

3.9 AG: A big unknown for tax administrations is how standards fit together. The committee cannot recommend a mechanism, the whole answer is not yet available.

3.10 There are two further standards which the committee should be reviewing:

· OASIS Draft Content Assembly Mechanism (CAM)

· ANSI X12 reference model Content Inspired Component Architecture (CICA) – based on EbXML core components.

3.11 The business value proposition is that TAX XML is the glue/component architecture in an ideal position.

· The Ontology framework provides the semantic glue

· Documents derived from the components provide the technical glue.

3.12 John Glaubitz (JG) mentioned Business Centric Methodology (BCM), which derives from the standardisation of business information.

ACTION: ALL to comment on the additional standards.

ACTION: AG to post material about CAM and CICA.

ACTION: AL to:

· complete the draft of the white paper;

· send the draft to the BASC, TASC and XBRL chairs; and

· to Sandy in the next few days; and

· post ready for the BASC and TASC conference calls in two weeks time - the posting to include specific questions to be resolved at the sub committee conference calls so that the white paper can be published as version 1.0.

· Subsequent work on the white paper at forthcoming face to face meetings would enable the publication of version 2.0 of the white paper at the end of 2004.

4 Certificate of Residence (COR) project.

4.1 JG had very kindly posted a document covering the COR. The document had been posted to the BASC, but made available to all TC members. This was agreed to be a good basis for review by both the TASC and the BASC at their forthcoming conference calls. The possibility of using CIQ in conjunction with the COR project was discussed.

ACTION: Both Sub committees determine whether the direction is suitable for the future.

ACTION: TASC to review COR paper as proof of concept for additional standards.

4.2 Tangible results of the COR project are required to emerge from the June Face to Face meeting leading to a presentable proof of concept.

5 Rescheduling of Face to Face.

5.1 It was agreed that the June Face to Face meeting be rescheduled to commence with a pre conference meeting on the evening of 1st June 2004, with the main business being conducted on 2nd and 3rd June 2004. This would enable those attending also to attend the IRS software developers’ conference on 4th June 2004.

6 Arrangements for the Face to Face Programme

6.1 More Business Influence Required.

6.2 Working time should be prioritised over presentation time.

6.3 Discussion of future direction of the committee.

The Call terminated at 17:36 EDT/22:36 GMT/
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