21 May 2009
Dear Mr. Harald,

The United Nations Centre for Trade Facilitation and Electronic Business (UN/CEFACT) has welcomed the opportunity of addressing requirements provided by the Expert Group on e-Invoicing of the European Commission in the development of the international electronic standard for the Cross-Industry Invoice - Version 2 (CII-V2).  As your key leadership role as Chair of the Expert Group is widely acknowledged, we were also most grateful for your taking time to foster further engagement with us and for the additional points raised in the letter and annex sent via email on 6 April 2009.

As an intergovernmental body, with a global remit, UN/CEFACT's open collaboration processes encourage outreach to stakeholders in order to satisfy the common interests of Member States from around the world, including those within the European Community. The goal is to address stakeholder requirements that are national, regional and international, with particular attention - wherever possible -  to the needs of small and medium enterprises as well as those of developing and transition economies. In particular, we have found the valuable input of the Expert Group most helpful in this process.
Following the recent UN/CEFACT Forum meetings in Rome in April, it is evident that work on CII-V2 has been advancing well and according to plan, thanks to close collaboration with your Expert Group. I am told that our latest timelines show target completion of envisaged deliverables by the third quarter of 2009. 

There has been a team of contributors involved in preparing and reviewing the response to your letter and annex, covering a wide range of domain and technical experts, elected officials and the secretariat. We look forward to clarifying any follow-up points that may be helpful as quickly as possible.
In organising our response, we have provided three annexes:

· Annex A deals with the scope of the Expert Group and UN/CEFACT deliverables;
· Annex B covers the seven broad topics raised in your letter;
· Annex C provides more detailed responses to the questions as raised in the annex to your letter.
Once again, thank you for this opportunity to better understand ways in which we can strengthen the relevance of our efforts, with a view to better serving an important stakeholder community. 
Kind regards,

Stuart Feder

UN/CEFACT Plenary Chair

Annex A: Scope of the EC Expert Group and UN/CEFACT deliverables
In order for our constituencies to better understand our respective organisational contexts, it was felt that it would be helpful to begin our reply with some background information from our perspective on the scope of the EC Expert Group and UN/CEFACT deliverables. 

The European Commission's Decision of 31 October 2007 (2007/717/EC) established the formation of an Expert Group on e-Invoicing to generally assist the Commission in the development and monitoring of progress towards an agreed strategy for the creation of a European e-Invoicing Framework. The European e-Invoicing Framework aims to provide a common conceptual structure, including business requirements and standard(s), and propose solutions supporting the provision of e-Invoicing services in an open and interoperable manner across Europe. In order to be able to do so, the Expert Group is expected to fulfill the following particular tasks:

(a) identifying shortcomings in the regulatory framework for e-Invoicing at Community and Member State level, which prevent the Community economy exploiting its full potential;

(b) identifying e-Invoicing business requirements for an European e-Invoicing Framework and ensure their validation by key stakeholders;

(c) identifying relevant e-Invoicing data elements, especially for the linkage between the invoice and, at least, the procurement and the payments process, issues related to value added tax, authentication and integrity, archiving and storage demands, as well as the need to ensure the validation of those elements by key stakeholders;

(d) proposing responsibilities to be assigned to standardization bodies and a time schedule for the development of common standard(s) based on the business and data requirements of stakeholders to support a European e-Invoicing Framework;

In setting up the Expert Group, the European Commission followed a recommendation of a Task Force of industry experts. This Task Force was established temporarily, in support of the European Commission that has made the development of e-Invoicing an objective in both the 2002 and the 2005 eEurope Action Plans, assuming that streamlining the flow of information in any value chain will reduce inefficiencies, improve certainty and reduce cost. As Europe moves to adopt the Single Euro Payments Area (SEPA) it is logical that this is linked to the business processes that necessitate a vast majority of Business-to-Business and Business-to-Government payments. SEPA is expected to contribute significantly to the Lisbon Agenda, an effort to make Europe the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world by 2010. The Task Force prepared a report, outlining how the European Commission and the Member States can best achieve a foundation for e-Invoicing and develop this into an evolving strategy for long term competitiveness of European value chains in a global marketplace. 
It is noteworthy to mention, that all members of the Expert Group contributed to its recent Mid-Term report as independent experts not representing their governments or organizations and that the views expressed in the report are the views of the Expert Group and do not necessarily reflect the views of the European Commission or of the states and the organisations for which the members of the group work.
From the Executive Summary of this Mid-Term report it can be seen that the legal framework currently represents a barrier to adoption and for Single Market integration. The standards area is not a “showstopper” but progress towards greater standardisation would be helpful; the Expert Group recommends and encourages UN/CEFACT and ISO as two global standards organisations to collaborate to develop an e-Invoice content standard that satisfies the overall business requirements. Where the Expert Group defines e-Invoice content standards as being "the actual data set that constitutes the e-Invoice message and business header", it is thought that the long-term e-Invoice landscape needs to contain e-Invoice content standards, but in fewer formats and expressions than exist today as this is a barrier for mass adoption.
Based on the work done so far, the Expert Group sees the following as its key priorities in 2009:

1. Promote the communication of the benefits and market requirements;

2. Support legal harmonization;

3. Encourage interoperability; 

4. Promote standardization; as part of this the Expert Group encourages implementation of the UN/CEFACT Cross Industry Invoice as a reference semantic model that supports convergence with UBL, the Northern European Subset and with ISO20022. 
It is especially the key priority 4 above, within the over-all context described, about which the Expert Group seeks some reassurance in terms of the current work on the CII -V2 standard. 
Within the United Nations framework of intergovernmental bodies, UN/CEFACT has a  global remit and is one of the working parties of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe. In particular, UN/CEFACT supports activities dedicated to improving the ability of business, trade and administrative organizations, from developed, developing and transitional economies, to exchange products and relevant services effectively. Its principal focus is on facilitating national and international transactions, through the simplification and harmonisation of processes, procedures and information flows, and so contribute to the growth of global commerce. This is achieved by:

a) Analysing and understanding the key elements of international processes, procedures and transactions and working for the elimination of constraints;

b) Developing methods to facilitate processes, procedures and transactions, including the relevant use of information technologies;

c) Promoting both the use of these methods, and associated best practices, through channels such as government, industry and service associations;

d) Coordinating its work with other international organizations such as the World Trade Organization (WTO), the World Customs Organization (WCO), the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the United Nations Commission on International Trade Law (UNCITRAL) and the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), notably in the context of a Memorandum of Understanding for a Global Facilitation Partnership for Transport and Trade;

e) Securing coherence in the development of Standards and Recommendations by cooperating with other interested parties, including international, intergovernmental and nongovernmental organizations. In particular, for UN/CEFACT Standards, this coherence is accomplished by cooperating with the International Organization for Standardization (ISO), the International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC), the International Telecommunication Union (ITU) and selected non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in the context of the ISO/IEC/ITU/UNECE Memorandum of Understanding (MoU). These relationships were established in recognition that UN/CEFACT’s work has broad application in the areas beyond global commerce and that interoperability of applications and their ability to support multi-lingual environments are key objectives.

It is clear that UN/CEFACT activities, and hence its deliverables, are not "stand-alone", as they clearly fit in a well-defined context, contributing to a well-defined goal that has been agreed upon globally. It is also evident from the above, that articulated processes are already in place, securing coherence in the development of standards and recommendations.

One way in which UN/CEFACT helps to advance its mission is by publishing standards, specifications, recommendations and user guides (collectively referred to as “publications”), where it produces the following four types of publications:

a) UN/CEFACT Technical Specifications: Specifications established by consensus within the UN/CEFACT Forum to establish how one or more Business Standards and/or Recommendations shall be developed.

b) UN/CEFACT Business Standards: Specifications established by consensus within the UN/CEFACT Forum that provide rules, guidelines and/or principals related to activities in the context of trade facilitation or electronic business.

c) UNECE Recommendations: Trade facilitation or electronic business standards that provide formal guidance to Governments, the private sector and the business community.

d) UN/CEFACT Implementation Guides: Informative (in contrast to normative) documents and/or audio/video productions that provide guidance to publication implementers.

UN/CEFACT follows a Plenary-approved Open Development Process (ODP), which offers opportunities for participation by experts nominated by Plenary Heads of Delegation of Member States in Europe and around the world. These experts then serve UN/CEFACT in a neutral capacity as experts in their own right, rather than representing their Member States, organisations or companies.
In order to more generally touch upon some of the issues mentioned in your letter, it is worthwhile considering the main phases used for the development of Business Standards:

ODP1: Project Proposal and Team Formation

An instance of the ODP officially begins when a project proposal is submitted. It will be considered and, on approval, transferred to the appropriate group for execution. Some projects are regarded as cross-domain, i.e. successful project execution depends upon the expertise of contributors to two or more groups, where one group is then accountable for the project. The team-formation process includes an activity called a “call for participation”, which is an announcement to interested parties regarding the intent to execute a project and an invitation to contribute. 

ODP2: Business Requirements Specification Development

The project team engages stakeholders and domain experts to document requirements in a

Business Requirements Specification (BRS), involving wherever possible the UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology (UMM). 
ODP3: Internal Draft Development.
For Business Standard development this step is integrated into ODP2.

ODP4: Internal Business Requirements Specification Review

The parent group circulates the draft within the group, to other groups as appropriate, and among project stakeholders and contributing domain experts, inviting comments. The project team logs and processes comments, and circulates updated drafts. The comment/update/circulation cycle continues until the group approves a project team recommendation to conclude ODP4. 
ODP5: Public Business Requirements Specification Review

The UNECE secretariat provides links on the UNECE website to the Public Draft and related information. Heads of Delegation in Member States and various e-mail distribution list subscribers are notified that the Public Draft is available for review and provides them with review-process details. The project team processes comments and posts updated Public Drafts and comment logs to the group website or the UNECE website (through the secretariat). The comment/update/posting cycle continues until the TBG Steering Group approves a project team recommendation to conclude ODP5.
ODP6: Implementation Verification 
At this point, the process splits into two branches. The BRS, which is by its nature not directly implementable, continues to ODP7. The other branch reviews the Requirements Specification Mapping (RSM), which leads to the generation of the elements to be used in electronic messages.

ODP7: Publication

The UNECE secretariat updates the Final Draft to meet UNECE requirements (e.g., by adding copyright statement and modifying headers and footers, and formats) and publishes the result to the UNECE website. Heads of Delegation and various email distribution list subscribers are notified that the publication is available for implementation.

ODP8: Maintenance

During ODP8, organizations implement the release. Implementers may offer comments. The group that oversaw the release’s development will log all comments. If stakeholders determine that a revision project is worth executing, they may initiate such a project at ODP1.

The steps or phases in the ODP for the development of Business Standards are allocated to the International Trade & Business Processes Group. This is a Permanent Group of UN/CEFACT for the purpose of undertaking a long-term program of work as outlined in the mandate. The purpose of the group is to be responsible for the simplification of international trade procedures, business and governmental process analysis, and best practices, using the UN/CEFACT Modelling Methodology. 
Some of the specific technical issues that will be addressed primarily by the TBG are:

· UN and UNECE Recommendations, implementation guidelines and other relevant instruments for trade facilitation including best practices and implementation guidelines;

· Development and maintenance of common business and governmental processes (including reference models);

· Development and maintenance of Core Component definitions;

· Analyse international trade procedures and identify barriers/constraints;

To this purpose, TBG consists of sixteen subgroups, each dedicated to its own area of expertise, where one of the groups takes care of over-all harmonization of the results of the individual groups, within the mandate of UN/CEFACT. The CII development is led by TBG1 ‘Supply Chain’, which is supported by other TBG’s, in particular, TBG3 (‘Transport Domain’), TBG4 (‘Customs’), TBG5 (‘Finance’), TBG6 ('Architecture, Engineering and Construction'), TBG12 (‘Accounting and Auditing’) and TBG17 ('Harmonisation').
As a result, the e-invoice is a centrepiece development involving a lead group - TBG1 – closely harmonized with other developments covering other functions in the supply chain, together optimally facilitating national and international transactions, both within and between different sectors or within or between businesses and government, through the simplification and harmonisation of processes, procedures and information flows.

Annex B: Seven Broad Topics
In this Annex, for ease of reference, the original statements from your letter are reproduced in italic print.

I. Seeks confirmation that the work defining the current Cross Industry Invoice (CII) standard, including schemas, will be completed and approved by UN/CEFACT before the end of 2009.

The developments for the Cross Industry Invoice (Version 2) take place as part of an over-all development schedule associated with the upgrading of the Core Component Library (CCL). The list shown below indicates these cross industry developments and the related timelines confirmed during the recent UN/CEFACT Rome Forum meetings in April.
For CII-V2, this is associated with the availability of CCL09A (target release early 3Q 2009), enabling final work on defining the standard through the appropriate steps in the ODP, including the production of the schemas, to be completed and approved by UN/CEFACT before the end of 2009, in principle, by the third quarter.
	Project
	CCL - Target release
	Current phase

	1. Cross Industry (CI) Scheduling
	CCL09B - 4Q 2009
	RSM

	2. CI Ordering
	CCL09B - 4Q 2009
	RSM

	3. CI Despatch & Receive
	CCL09B - 4Q 2009
	RSM

	4. CI Invoice - Version 2
	CCL09A - early 3Q 2009
	Library production

	5. CI Remittance Advice
	CCL10A - 2Q 2010
	BRS

	6. Catalogue
	CCL09B - 4Q 2009
	RSM

	7. CI Quotation
	CCL10A - 2Q 2010
	Project proposal

	8. Advanced Trade Data  (joint with TBG2-4)
	tbd
	Project proposal

	9. CI Account Statement
	tbd
	Project proposal

	10. CI Supply and Order Status
	tbd
	BRS

	11. Simple Invoice (Implementation Guides)
	tbd
	BRS

	12. eMarket Research
	CCL09B - 4Q 2009
	RSM

	13. Material Safety Data Sheet
	CCL08A   
	Published

	14. Logistics / warehousing (joint with TBG3)
	tbd
	 Project proposal


Although the Expert Group confirms in its Mid-Term report that the standards area is not a “showstopper”, we agree that finishing the work on the current release of the CII-V2 standard before the end of 2009 can significantly contribute to reduction of the formats and expressions in the long-term e-Invoice landscape, as this currently is a barrier for mass adoption. 

II. Is anxious that UN/CEFACT provides a clear mechanism and process for the CII to be disseminated for review, as this process is felt to be critical in proving the robustness of the end-deliverable. In this context, can you clarify process and timeline for review, leading up to the approval of CII at yearend?

It would be helpful, for example, if you could organise a special process to allow stakeholders in Europe to provide their inputs to a named responsible contact at the appropriate points.

From the description given above in Annex A, it follows that the CII-V2 will be disseminated for review in ODP5, where publication of the result is foreseen in ODP7 and maintenance is possible in ODP8. For CII-V2 the timelines for these phases are respectively:

· Public review (ODP5): The first round of consultation is concluded. A second iteration will be launched Q2 2009, which will include comments received, including comments described in Annex C.
· Implementation verification (ODP6): Will start during Q3 2009 depending on received comments.

· Publication (ODP7 and ODP8): By end Q3 2009.
UN/CEFACT recognizes the importance of the particular developments in the context of the goals of the European Commission. Input collected through the work of the Expert Group has been and can continue to be easily passed along to UN/CEFACT through those national experts in the Expert Group that also participate in UN/CEFACT as experts. Moreover, Expert Group members can also directly be nominated by their countries' UN/CEFACT Head of Delegation so that they can make their input known directly. Clarification of these processes can be explored further if this would be helpful.
III. Has gathered a number of comments and suggestions from its members on the current prototype CII standard (see annex) and would welcome the opportunity to discuss these further with you. For those identified by us both as important to be included in the version of the standard to be delivered at the end of 2009, we would seek your assurance that this will be achievable, and for other items that a timescale for their inclusion can be agreed?

A detailed response is provided in Annex C. In particular, the comments and suggestions appear already to have been dealt with in separate joint meetings of TBG1 with e.g. TBG5 and TBG12 during the recent UN/CEFACT Rome Forum meetings in April. In fact, the joint TBG1 / TBG5 meeting provided an opportunity to have the comments and suggestions clarified and jointly defined, including a way of handling them. In summary: where comments and suggestions were understood in the meeting and agreed upon, they will be included. Some of them however require additional input before their impact can be determined adequately and/or the question can be answered. This will be clear from the text of the comments in the annex. 
UN/CEFACT proposes that the Expert Group follow up on such clarifications as soon as possible. Once their impact has been determined UN/CEFACT will do its utmost to make inclusion achievable, where necessary in dialogue with the Expert Group about the details. It will be clear that after publication of the CII-V2 has been achieved, changes to be implemented need to follow due process maintenance path.

IV. Has established that defining CII data elements that are at minimum to be supported by all invoice generating systems, would improve market adoption. Has UN/CEFACT considered this as part of the delivery of the CII documentation, and, if not, will it do so? The Expert Group would be happy to provide input regarding this.

UN/CEFACT will provide a proposal for a minimal set of information elements that would be required in an invoice and would welcome working together on delivery of appropriate CII-V2 documentation. Any input from the EG would be helpful. 
V. Believes that involvement of stakeholder groups including other standardisation bodies, potential users and software providers is vital in bringing the CII standard to market. How is UN/CEFACT engaging in this context with these constituencies?

UN/CEFACT encourages input from members of stakeholder groups like other standardisation bodies, potential users and software providers in various ways. This helps to avoid gaps and tends to reduce duplication of effort. As regards other international standardization organizations, the essential elements are covered through agreements, most notably, the aforementioned MOU Management Group on e-Business. As a practical matter, UN/CEFACT sees a distinction in activities that involve (a) experts who engage in "neutral" direct participation in the collaborative development of freely-available standards, once they have been nominated by Member State Heads of Delegation, and (b) experts who engage in independent and market-driven development of e.g. software and applications, that can make use of their in-depth knowledge associated with the development of the standards and can bring their experience back to strengthen next steps in standards-setting.
VI. Sees the publication of supporting documentation, such as user guides, alongside the main CII deliverable as a critical enabler for business users, particularly the smaller and medium sized ones which would most likely increase market adoption. The Expert Group would like to know if UN/CEFACT delivers such documentation or if it is acceptable if other organisations do it in cooperation with UN/CEFACT?

Information to guide users and stakeholders in the implementation and application of the UN/CEFACT standards, in this case the CII-V2, is generally provided in three ways:

· Information on how each building block within the CII standard should be handled is included in the business standard, wherever applicable. This is done with descriptions, dependency notes and application rules.

· Guidance on applications within specific legal or trade frameworks are given in UNECE Recommendations. Examples are “Annex to Recommendation 6 (to accommodate e-Invoicing)” and “Legal Framework for Single Window  (Rec 35)”.
· Many regional, trade and standards organisations provide specific implementation guidelines for their constituencies.
Accordingly, other organisations would be welcomed in cooperating on additional CII-V2  documentation.
VII. Would like to know the status of the effort to converge the UBL standards with UN/CEFACT standards, in particular what progress has been achieved on this topic, and where does this place the effort in the overall roadmap towards alignment?

A document
 on this topic reflects the results of an OASIS / UN/CEFACT / CEN BII meeting on this subject held on October 15, 2008, at the premises of the European Commission. During the recent UN/CEFACT Forum meetings in Rome, a number of working sessions with members of the OASIS-UBL Technical Committee took place. The status and progress noted in the document mentioned has been verified and progress has been confirmed. Accordingly, the document will be updated shortly. In particular, steps continue to be taken to ensure OASIS-UBL requirements are included in the Cross Industry Invoice (Version 2). More specific information on other messages, the Core Component Library and technical specifications which follow from the Rome sessions can be found in the "UN/CEFACT-OASIS UBL Detailed Convergence Work Plan for 2009", which can also be made available to members of the Expert Group.    

Annex C: Issues Raised in the Annex
Again here the original text from your letter has been reproduced in italic print, where the UN/CEFACT responses have been inserted. A bold print will be used in case additional information is required before the comment can be responded to in further detail. For the sake of good order, we have also divided your Annex (EG consolidated comments on the CII content standard) into four parts and related subsections. 
Section 1 - CII general scope/development comments
Overall the CII model covers in broad senses the majority of requirements that have been established from the Expert Group.

Having conducted an evaluation from 2 perspectives 

· Evaluate if the CII data model at present fulfils the EEI requirements and if not which requirements is then identified missing

· Identify if the CII matches the concept of a core e-invoice that EEI desires

a number of more general comments on the CII documentation and model have been given by the Expert Group.

The scope of and scenarios included in CII, the resulting model and the way it has been expressed in the BRS´ and schemas has resulted in a very complex and far from easily accessible set of documentation, that from an evaluation point have caused most experts in the EG difficulties. 

The level of nesting objects and data elements including endless loops is complicating the data model and should be sought to be rationalised into something more intuitive, logical and precise in the future. For instance the structure of CII could be based on a two-level approach for XML message design:

Level 1 information layer, that should identify information required at “business level” (e.g. Issuer, Payment information, etc.) including a minimal set of mandatory information/fields.

Level 2 information layer, completing the information included at the level 1 with more detailed information, that could be different according to different business scenarios (e.g. industry specific information, VAT specific information, country specific information, etc.).

That will ease understanding and adoption especially on the vendor and SME side. Question 1.1 It would be helpful to understand what steps are being taken by UN/CEFACT in that direction?

Reply 1.1 We also think, from an adoption point of view, that different types of information should exist. We have attempted to balance the need for simplicity and technical details with sufficient functional richness in our documentation, both for the information that software developers or vendors would require as well as for users, e.g. SMEs. We welcome specific input from the Expert Group towards strengthening documentation and will follow up with members of the Expert Group.
We are not aware of any possibility in the currently available version of the Cross Industry Invoice for the nesting of objects resulting in endless loops. 
The data model provided already includes clustering of information e.g. Trade Agreement related information or Trade Delivery information, which helps in building solutions especially oriented to SMEs.

That leads to the next question on the definition of a core data set within CII that would improve not only the standard but also market adoption. It seems inevitable that this should be part of the delivery of the CII documentation. Question 1.2 Is there plans that such a simple or core data set be delivered? The EG are quite happy to engage in a discussion on what data elements that should included. 

Connected with this is also the issue of the Small Invoices below Euros 200, where there will be fewer requirements imposed on users as these invoices are under special VAT rules. Although not defined it is foreseeable that a core simple data set will cover this too (VAT requirements included). Question 1.3 The issue is whether the CII model has restrictions – enforcement of data presence – that are not required in a core or Simple invoice? 

Reply 1.2 & 1.3 CII currently covers an extensive set of information elements in order to support e-Invoicing processes within and across different industries and scenarios. 

UN/CEFACT will provide a proposal for a minimal set of information elements that would be required in an invoice. This will be done, in order to give guidance to solution providers, standardisation bodies and users, within the CII-V2 BRS.

UN/CEFACT has currently a separate project for providing examples for simple invoice scenarios, as subsets based on CII-V2. Having the above mentioned Small Invoices as one scenario, this could be provided as example by means of using a sub-set of the CII for a special purpose. These examples also will include other scenarios, e.g. a Simple Invoice in an SME to SME environment. But it has to be taken into account that these are examples that only provide guidance and the final solution based on CII always depends on various factors e.g. industry, scenario, process and legal requirements. It is not thought to be possible to provide a “one-size-fits-all” simple invoice solution.

On the overall scope the CII seems to assume that the customer is paying the invoice to the supplier; in reality, the model is often more complex. 

· The supplier invoices the customer directly but sends a copy of the invoice to the finance company. 

· The finance company checks the invoice against their customer number and sup-plier number and of course credit availability for the appropriate customer and sometimes requires approval numbers for that carved-out amount of credit per-taining to a specific order or series of orders.

· The invoice gets processed and paid by the finance company (usually after a pe-riod of time) and a document goes out to the customer who does the matching based on what was ordered originally.

· According to terms, the end-customer pays the finance company.  In this case the supplier and finance company may be exchanging electronically while the original invoice may still go out via paper to the customer. 

· The factoring model is similar to inventory finance but sometimes the factoring company is not visible to the supplier.

Question 1.4 Does the CII reflect those scenarios and if not should how can they be included?   

Reply 1.4 The scope of CII is not limited to a supplier – buyer scenario. Generally, the points mentioned above are possible with CII. If information is found to be missing in order to enable the processes mentioned above, the corresponding requirements will be implemented upon request within the maintenance of the standard (see factoring, later in this document).

While CII is a Cross Industry solution for e-Invoice it is also obvious that there will be more specific and industry dependent requirements or in some cases further local legislation requirements. These required extensions needs to link naturally to CII or even the core data set in a standard and interoperable manor. Also it is known that due to national legislation, the data set that constitutes a core may vary as for in-stance in Spain where additional requirements for taxes, payments and company in-formation exist. Question 1.5 Has the presence of standard extensions to the CII data model been foreseen to cater for such scenarios, if not how could these requirements be accommodated?  

Reply 1.5 The current data model does not foresee a ´core´ and hence does not foresee extensions to the standard, as this naturally leads to incompatible variations of the standard and will create burdens, especially in a cross-border or cross-industry environment. Specific requirements need to be handled through a harmonisation process to ensure these can be integrated on a generic basis.
The EG are aware of the cooperation with UBL. From a European perspective the work in the PEPPOL project is also very significant and is expected to be an important part of the e-invoice landscape for the future. Question 1.6 Has there been cooperation with PEPPOL in the development of CII and has comments from PEPPOL on requirements to CII for EU e-Public Procurement been incorporated? 

Reply 1.6 UN/CEFACT TBG1 has not received requirements directly from PEPPOL, but as known (ref. to the report of the meeting on October 15, 2008, at the Commission, dealing with this subject), UBL is incorporating their requirements into the UN/CEFACT development processes. UBL stakeholders also provided the necessary input to TBG1 and these requirements were incorporated into CII.

To our knowledge, the PEPPOL project is aimed at interconnecting e-Procurement infrastructures (either existing or in development) of the participating European Union Member States. As such, PEPPOL is expected to handle existing implementations and performing conversions between them, rather than specifying its own requirements on the development of standards. In this context the CEN Workshop BII is also of interest; there one of the topics being discussed is covering the possible migration of the use of UBL in e-Procurement scenarios towards the use of UN/CEFACT standards.

Section 2 - Comments on inclusion of more specific requirements in CII

The information given on the more specific requirements regarding CII are based on joint decisions of TBG1 (Supply Chain), TBG5 (Finance) and TBG 12 (Accounting) as well as internal review within TBG1 on April 22, 2009, during the UN/CEFACT Forum meetings in Rome. The information will include the technical text agreed upon in the meeting.
•
Factoring is very common in relation to e-invoices yet it is not included in CII. This is 
a necessary function and therefore critical to include in the data model. When will 
this be included? Elements needed are:

	Suggested Aggregate in CII
	Suggested element name
	Crd
	Description

	CrossIndustryInvoice.Details
	Factoring_Agreement.Identifier
	0…1
	Identifier for underlying factoring agreement between invoice seller and factoring service provider

	CrossIndustryInvoice.Details
	Factoring_List.Identifier
	0…1
	Identifier of the factoring transmission list. List contains identification information of  factored invoices

	CrossIndustryInvoice.Details
	Factoring_Endorsement.Clause
	0…1
	Statement that informs invoice receiver that an invoice is factored and to which party.


Decision:

The suggested requirements regarding factoring will be included in the upcoming version of CII to be published this year.

Actions for TBG1:

Update CII version 2.0 BRS accordingly.

Update Core Component Library (09A) and CII version 2.0 RSM as follows: Add new references in Trade Settlement for the first two requirements as (qualified) new ASBIEs to Referenced Document. The third requirement (legal free text) will be handled within Referenced Document. 

•
Credit Card details for Credit Card invoices is also very commonly seen and would 
on a longer term be needed for integration to SEPA. Again these are not found 
presently in CII. When will this be included? Elements needed are:

	Suggested Aggregate in CII
	Suggested element name
	Crd
	Description

	CrossIndustryInvoice.Details
	CreditLimit.Amount
	0…1
	Credit card limit e.g. as agreed for specific credit card

	CrossIndustryInvoice.Details
	CreditAvailable.Amount
	0…1
	Credit card available limit (operational limit based on agreed total limit and used)

	CrossIndustryInvoice.Details
	CreditInterest.Rate
	0…1
	Interest rate for credit card debt

	CrossIndustryInvoice.Details
	CreditMonthly.Amount
	0…1
	Amount that shall be paid monthly


Decision:

The suggested requirements regarding credit card invoices will be included in CII-V2. The description/definition was changed in the joint meeting in order to have a wider scope (see above).

Actions for TBG1:

Update CII BRS accordingly.

Add within the Core Component Library and CII RSM:

New BBIEs in Trade Settlement for the first three requirements, the fourth requirement can be covered within Payment Terms and is already available.

•
Utility services and for instance energy invoices is not catered for as such in CII. At a 
minimum the element average price over transmission/production or period 
differences needs inclusion. Will that be included? 

The deliverables of the UN/CEFACT development processes heavily rely on the input submitted into the process by stakeholders. Currently no specific requirements from the utility sector have been submitted to UN/CEFACT, nevertheless CII is probably covering a lot of information from this sector already. UN/CEFACT depends on this topic on the input from the relevant stakeholders and encourages participation. 

Regarding the element of the average price, it is possible to represent currently within Price by using Price Type Code.

•
E-invoicing is linked to accounting and has for instance the need to have [ac-counting ] accounting [is achieved] from CII. Have CII been aligned with these requirements and are they incorporated? If so where and if not, what are plans to deal with these requirements if at all? 
CII as built can automatically (with the appropriate application program) derive an accounting entry as it is described in the RSM and the message Accounting Entry (within TBG 12 Accounting domain).

•
As e-invoicing is directly or indirectly linked to the payment, it does appear that there 
is a payment status of the invoice or automatic reminders for in-voices due to be paid. 
Is there or has this requirement not been included?

According to the outcome of the discussions between TBG1 and TBG 5, this is in their understanding not related to invoice itself, but to subsequent processes, i.e. other message types might be needed to cater for this requirement. Stakeholders are invited to provide this input.

•
On invoice level (i.e. not on invoice line level), where shall the costs like supplements, 
empties and other costs at invoice level like insurances be introduced? Are they all 
covered by INV-104 Allowance and/or charge details?

This requirement is to our knowledge already covered within CII within Allowance and Charges, as well as other more specified ABIEs.

•
In some cases delivery (or ship to) address may be different to the invoice recipient 
address and is therefore required. CII does not have that address type, why not and 
will it be included?

This requirement is already covered within CII within Trade Delivery on header and line level.

•
There has been raised an[d] issue why Currency (or Invoice Currency) is not a core 
data component – any specific reason for this? 

Currency has always been included, but it is now more properly included in the RSM. 
•
CII does not seem to support attachments – why not? This is an EG requirement for 
various reasons including archiving of business documents. When and how will the 
possibility of attaching documents (ex. file extension, maxi-mum size, etc.) to the 
invoice be supported?

This requirement was already included, attached documents (binary objects) and related information can be included via the ABIE Referenced Document.

•
The EG has established that there is a need to send invoices where the place of supply 
is located outside of the home territory. Will CII support that?

After discussions between TBG1 and TBG 12, it has been decided, that this requirement will be added within the version 2.0 of CII in ABIE Trade Tax.

•
On a functional basis the EG has established the need in invoices for information on 
business events related to the business documents including services to initiate the 
dispute of invoices. Payments are supported but managing disputes is yet not 
included although foreseen. When will this be included?

According to the discussions between TBG1 and TBG 5, this is in our understanding only partly related to invoice itself. Corrected invoice and Credit Note are supported. Additional messages for handling different scenarios around dispute resolution could be developed. TBG1 invites other stakeholders to provide the input in order to be able to cater for this requirement.

•
Automatic registering e-invoices are desired requirements. If this are to be ful-filled 
more information about process times is needed in the CII. Will this be included?

According to the discussions between TBG1 and TBG 5, this is in our understanding not related to invoice, but subsequent processing. As more clarification is needed on this topic, stakeholders are invited to provide this input. 

Section 3 -  Specific requirements missing based on corporate/SME feedback
Preamble

In the preamble of the BRS for CII, the sentence "In addition to its prime function as a request for payment, from the customer to the supplier, the invoice is an important accounting document and, also has potential legal implications for both trading partners." must be changed by "from the supplier to the customer".

This will be corrected in the CII version 2.0 BRS.

INV - 0003

Document type code missing

The requirement is present in the BRS and will be implemented CII version 2.0. The BRS will be updated accordingly.

INV - 0010

Note: - Partner information, factor and the bank of the seller (Needed in reimburse agreements)

The note (free text information) is present; the information stated is catered for in other parts of CII.

INV - 0081-82

There is a clear risk of misapprehension between UID INV-0081 and INV-0082.

As per International Chamber of Commerce Uniform Customs and Practice for Documentary Credits, the term Letter of Credit is only available for Stand-by Letter of Credit unlike the Anglo-American done that call Letter of Credit the Documentary Credit. The Stand-By Letter of Credit is a guarantee of payment. A Documentary Credit is a mean of payment against presentation of a set of commercial documents issued in conformity with the credit terms. In this particular case, the term Stand-by must be specified in INV-0081, if relevant. In the other case, it must be deleted.

TBG1 and TBG5 agree to this comment and reached the following decision for CII version 2.0: INV 0082 will be deleted and within the description the following information will be added: “This requirement refers to Stand-By Letter of Credit, also called Documentary Credit in Anglo-American”.

INV – 0085

Missing
Tax category

Payable amount in rounded terms

Exchange rate datum in terminated deals

Reference of the invoice, bank reference

Detailed information of separate payments if they are in bundle

Ordered amount

TBG1 has the impression that these requirements are covered in CII version 2.0, but requires more clarification to fully understand these requirements and confirm if it is covered or actions are needed.

INV - 0099

Missing Payment discount percentage

This information is covered within the Common BRS, which is part of the invoice BRS. CII version 2.0 BRS will be updated to reflect that in a better way.

INV - 0100

Missing Payment discount amount

Extra payment/discount sum

Extra payment/discount tax percentage and tax amount

TBG1 has the impression that these requirements are covered in CII version 2.0, but requires more clarification to fully understand these requirements and confirm if it is covered or actions are needed.

INV - 0207

Missing Tax category code

This requirement is covered within ABIE Trade Tax.

INV - 0213, INV - 0214, INV – 0215

Missing the article code of supplier, customer and manufacturer

This information is covered within the Common BRS, which is part of the invoice BRS. CII version 2.0 BRS will be updated to reflect that in a better way.

INV - 0217, INV- 0218

Missing article name and description

This information is covered within the Common BRS, which is part of the invoice BRS. CII version 2.0 BRS will be updated to reflect that in a better way.

INV – 0224

Missing country of origin.

This information is covered within the Common BRS, which is part of the invoice BRS. CII version 2.0 BRS will be updated to reflect that in a better way.

Section 4 - Specific requirements missing in BRS Common Supply Chain

4.3.2.24 CSC Party

Given name is missing in party objects.

Name prefix is missing in party objects.

TBG1 has a different view on this requirement and the use of ABIE Party. More clarification is needed on the requirement.

The UID "0008" has a reference with "CSC-PAR-Com" which is not in this document.

The UID "0009" has a reference with "CSC-PAR-Log" which is not in this document.

The UID "0030" has a reference with "CSC-ADR requirements" that is not in this document.

TBG1 will correct these references within the BRS documents for CII version 2.0.
	reference in the index
	reference in the table

	5.3.2.1.
	CSC-ACC
	Accounting
	Accounting domain 

	5.3.2.3.
	CSC-ALC
	Allowance charge
	Grouping of allowance charge details 

	5.3.2.6.
	CSC-CUX
	Currency exchange
	Grouping of currency exchange details

	5.3.2.12.
	CSC-FAC
	Financial account
	Grouping of financial account details 

	5.3.2.23.
	CSC-PAC Packaging
	Packaging requirements
	Packaging 

	5.3.2.28.
	CSC-PIN
	Product instance requirements
	Product instance

	5.3.2.32.
	CSC-PRI
	Trade price
	Price 

	5.3.2.30.
	CSC-TAX
	Tax
	Taxation domain


TBG1 will correct these references within the BRS documents for CII version 2.0. 

5.3.2.2 CSC-ADR

Building number is missing as part of address.

This requirement will be added. A new BBIE will be added to ABIE Trade Address within CII version 2.0.

5.3.2.6. CSC-CUX

There is no ABIE in the SC ReusableAggregateBusinessInformationEntity_1p0.xsd for currency exchange. That most be an oversight – please confirm

This ABIE is present as complex type in the prototype schemas ("TradeCurrencyExchangeType").

5.3.2.30 CSC-TAX

The following UID are missing: "0005", "0006", and "0009".

These requirements were removed during review of the BRS, TBG1 does not renumber the requirements in order to keep them unique and traceable across versions.

5.3.2.33 CSC-TME

Is it "TME" or "TRM"?

TBG1 will correct this reference within the BRS documents for CII version 2.0. 
� � HYPERLINK "http://www.cen.eu/cenorm/businessdomains/businessdomains/isss/activity/ebif08009reportmtgublcefactbii.pdf" ��http://www.cen.eu/cenorm/businessdomains/businessdomains/isss/activity/ebif08009reportmtgublcefactbii.pdf� 
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