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Were present at the meeting:

	Mike
	Atkin
	FISD
	US

	Christian
	Baer
	UBS
	CH

	Niels
	Hougaard
	ANNA
	ANNA

	Simon
	Leighton Porter
	Citigroup
	UK

	Uwe
	Meyer
	WM Datenservice
	DE

	Marc
	Pomes Bordedebat
	S.W.I.F.T.
	Convener

	Jürg
	Portmann
	Crédit Suisse
	CH

	Rudolf
	Siebel (*)
	BVI 
	DE

	Sandy
	Throne
	DTCC
	US

	Hervé
	Valentin
	S.W.I.F.T.
	

	Nourredine
	Yous 
	Telekurs
	CH

	Apologies received from:
	
	
	

	Ray
	Birchley
	HSBC Bank plc
	UK

	Richard C
	Robinson
	Omgeo
	

	James
	Taylor
	Standard and Poors 
	USA

	James
	Hartley
	FISD
	US


(*) Mr Rudolf Siebel attended first day of the meeting only.
Meeting Venue: 

S.W.I.F.T. SCRL
Avenue Adèle, 1 La Hulpe, BE-1310
Please find enclosed draft minutes of the meeting.

1. 
Opening and Administration

The convenor welcomed the members for this third TC68/SC4/WG8 meeting in La Hulpe.
2.
Approval of the Agenda

The agenda as sent prior to the meeting under reference WG8/Doc is approved by the participants.
Simon Leighton Porter has prepared a set of slides resulting from the consultation of the UK community (at large, including RDUG representatives as well as some regulators). The presentation is added to the agenda under the feedback session. The presentation is also appended in annex to these minutes.

3.
Review of the minutes of the second meeting (January 2004)

Minutes of the second meeting have been reviewed. Some comments, not directly relating to the minutes have been raised, which were subsequently further debated under the feedback session reproduced below.

The group also agreed to the following “ground rules” for the meeting:

· avoid where possible overlaps between existing ISO norms (ISIN, IBAN for example)

· Use the most appropriate ID for the right item to identify (i.e. IBAN for accounts, ISINs for financial instruments, IBEIs for entities and pools of assets.

It was also reminded that IBANs are not exclusively to be used for cash accounts, and may be also allocated to securities accounts. 

For ISINs, both tradable and non-tradable financial instruments may request and get ISINs (or be allocated an ISIN). 

Finally, it was reminded that a critical success factor for a standard is to avoid ambiguity, thus if need be, separate work items may be created if the scope as defined today is not satisfactory/all encompassing (this would for example be considered as a way forward if the definition would not fit to non-registered entities and a new work item (NWI) could be created to work around this issue – the issue with the definition being that it encompasses both legal entities and pools of assets). 
4.
Feedback (based on consultation document)
4.1.
Feedback from the RDUG&UK community
Simon presented some slides summarizing progresses of the WG8 so far and recommendations/reactions from the UK / RDUG community members. Overall, these conclusions are pretty much in line with the directions WG8 took so far. There is positive support for the scope and general direction, and also the concept of a neutral identifier. It was reminded that the IBEI would be of prime use for KYC and allocation processes. Major points raised are:

Structure of the IBEI

· No hierarchy within the structure of the IBEI. Links between different entities identified with an IBEI will be left for in house database or vendors’ products.

· No national or international identifier within the IBEI. Entities may have a series of other identifiers (ISIN, tax id, CSD participant code or regulatory id, etc) whihc are to be associated besides the IBEI identifier.
· No country-specific prefix or suffix (e.g. country code).
Management of IBEIs

· Membership & Sponsoring concepts may help provide guarantees of consistency and accuracy to the IBEI allocation process. Members would be the only ones entitled to ask for creation, deletion or modification of IBEI entries. However, sponsoring members will have to assess which level or R&L they are ready to bear as regards the applications they sponsor. Maintenance responsibility is also an issue to be further explored. 
· A clear process flow for creation, deletion and modification of IBEIs needs to be agreed upon.

Operator’s rights and obligations/repository content
· The operator of the repository should provide a minimum service level, as described in the standards, free of charge. However, under condition of a pre-agreement with ISO, the operator should be allowed to achieve some return on investment by marketing additional products out of the data available within the repository.
· Prevention of duplicates will be vital to the maintenance of data quality.

· The repository may encompass functions not directly related to the allocation and publication of IBEIs. It could e.g. have the capability to act as a library of documentation for the entity identified. A "twilighting" concept (regular revision) may be implemented and a status applied to the IBEI accordingly. 
· Linkages should be created with vendors of other data sources and these vendors should be encouraged to carry IBEIs.

· Ideally, participants should be responsible for notifying changes to their data. However, the reality is that a range of triggers should ideally be established which will alert the operator that a change has occurred - one suggestion was that if IBEIs were linked to securities then certain corporate actions would alert the operator to the likelihood that the IBEI data had changed too. Help from vendors of other schemes will increase the likelihood of detecting changes. Speed of update and the quality of operational maintenance will be key to the initiative's success.
Access rights/information flows
· Any entity should be able to search the database. However, there may be access restriction applied to non-registered entities.
· A newsgroup may be created to facilitate discussion of all matters relating to the IBEI and its repository.

· Participants may control (via the operator of the database) which other entities can view their data (all or part of these). 
· Broadcast function for creation, deletion and modification is a must. 
· Regulators may benefit from an oversight and ask for action from the operator as regards the maintenance of IBEIs (e.g. suspension).
Critical success factors

· Identifying entity type and role (outside of IBEI, in the repository) will greatly improve the appeal to the buy-side as it will improve their ability to calculate and monitor portfolio concentration limits.

· Regulators should be encouraged to carry IBEI on their databases.

4.2.
Exchange of views

Whilst the concept and scope of the IBEI seems clear to participants, the above points raised an in depth discussion on the possible scenarios for applications. It is agreed that a short scenario description and further considerations would help. Target being not to jump to conclusions too quickly if an alternate scenario would present more advantages than the sponsorship one mentioned above. 
The group basically distinguishes 3 models:

1- The centralised model
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The applicant goes directly to the registration authority to obtain an IBEI or a sponsor filters the application (accuracy, completeness of application).
2- The decentralised model

In this model two sub models are considered, 

[image: image2]
3- The “IBAN-like” model
The IBAN like model does not necessitate registration or application. The norm allows applicants or service providers to directly issue IBEIs based on the norm specifications (e.g. could be constructed around a recognized domestic/local numbering scheme with the addition of e.g. a country code or a scheme issuer code.
Note: this model was the basis of an earlier proposal for the IBEI norm which has been rejected.

After discussion about which scenario would have most chances to be successful and even if the centralised model with sponsor seems the most adequate a priori, it has been decided that each scenario would be shortly described in a document listing also the pros and cons and the possible impact on the identifier structure if retained.

Action item: Hervé Valentin would look into the centralised model, Nourredine Yous scenario 2 option 2a), Uwe Meyer scenario 2 option b), and Marc scenario 3 (IBAN-like).

(See also action points at the end of these minutes).
5.
Further considerations
5.1.
Requirements for the registration authority
The group further refined the requirements that should be met by the registration authority. As a reminder, the less the registration authority gets liability, the quicker the identifiers will be allocated:
· creation, modification, read, deletion

· IBEI allocation takes maximum 24 hours, under condition that the application details are dully forwarded

· Working Monday through to Friday (closed days of the operator’s country excluded)

· The registration authority checks for completeness of the application (including processing validation which is about the plausibility of the application)

· Application are submitted in English (with Roman character set)

· Publication of the repository. At the minimum a web query tool facility is to be offered, download capability to be further explored.

It is felt that the above are the requirements put on the Registration Authority. The commercial model induces that additional services may be provided, making the IBEI scheme more appealing and better positioned to “take off”.

The role of the Registration Authority is limited to distributing IBEIs based on information provided directly by applicants or filtered out through the intervention of a requestor (sponsor). Putting sponsors in the picture may increase the confidence in the IBEIs distributed as it is more than likely that sponsors will request IBEIs for known and relevant entities. Direct application bears the risk that a number of IBEIs be distributed without much control about the adequacy of the application and the usefulness of the distributed IBEI.

In has been mentioned that sponsors may only be entities connected to SWIFTNet or the ones entitled to qualify for a BIC Code. This would correspond indeed to entities such as fund managers who would have more incentives to request IBEIs for their funds/pools of assets.

5.2. Commercial model

The idea being summarized as follows:
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Whilst core functions are under the mandate of the Registration Authority, it is felt important to leave value added services to vendors. Only vendors will be capable of providing and maintaining the necessary data attached to the IBEI, which would be used as a common reference to link up e.g. commercial information, domestic/local identifiers, to the extent of maintaining a database of dematerialised documents (such as copies of administrators’ passports, by laws of companies, official publications, etc).
The vendors’ databases would be fed by different sources (Financial Institutions, National Numbering Agencies, Registration Authority for the IBEI), links would be ensured by the vendors, who would in turn allow custodians, broker/dealers, Investment Managers to obtain this information ‘on request’. 

This commercial model is meant essential for the success of the IBEI scheme. If no value added can be built and commercialized, the IBEI scheme is likely to be considered as yet another identifier.

Relying upon data vendors would also allow an initial mass conversion, where they would submit the current entities they identify for IBEI application. This militates also for the sponsorship scenario.

5.3. Application form content and design
The group discussed the content of the application form. Some elements are mandatory, others optional.

The application form is described as follows:

	Element
	M/O - Occurrences
	Comment

	Registered name
	[M-1..1]
	

	Registered address
	[M-1..1]
	The address shall be structured (see below).

	Registration source + Registration ID
	[M-1..n]
	Must at least comprise one occurrence with the official ID (e.g. RCS – Registre des Commerces et des Sociétés).

	Country of incorporation
	[M-1..1]
	This is the country code according to ISO 3166

	Date of creation
	[M-1..1]
	This is the creation date of the entity, not of the application form.

	Sponsor
	[O- 0..1]
	Y/N

	Registered name
	[O- 0..1]
	If Yes above

	Registered address
	[O- 0..1]
	If Yes above - same structured address – see below

	Regulated
	[O- 0..1]
	Y/N

	Regulated by
	[O- 0..1]
	If Yes above

	Regulator’s ID
	[O- 0..1]
	If Yes above

	Legal form
	[O- 0..1]
	This is the entity type

	Contact details

Name

Telephone

Web address
	[M-1..1]
	These are the contact details of the requestor if different from the applicant, otherwise the contact details of the applicant.


The mandatory elements in red above are considered the minimum data requirement fro the RA to allocate an IBEI.
Proposal for the structured address:
The group did not discuss in details the structured address, and relies upon the ISO 20022 financial dictionary. Definition for the address is “Address of a party expressed in a formal structure, usually according to the country's postal services specifications.”
The structured address is decomposed as follows:

	Element
	M/O - Occurrences
	Data type (format)
	Definition as per ISO 20022

	BuildingName 
	[O- 0..1]
	Max35Text
	The name of the building or house.

	StreetName 
	[M-1..1]
	Max35Text
	Name of a street or thoroughfare.

	StreetBuildingIdentification 
	[O-0..1]
	Max35Text
	Number that identifies the position of a building on a street.

	Floor 
	[O- 0..1]
	Max16Text
	A floor or storey within a building.

	TownName 
	[M- 1..1]
	Max35Text
	Name of a built-up area, with defined boundaries, and a local government.

	DistrictName 
	[O- 0..1]
	Max35Text
	The name of a district, ie, a part of a town or region.

	RegionIdentification 
	[O- 0..1]
	Max35Text
	The identification of an administrative division of a country, state or territory.

	State 
	[O- 0..1]
	Max35Text
	Organised political community or area forming a part of a federation.

	CountyIdentification 
	[O- 0..1]
	Max35Text
	The identifier of a county.

	Country 
	[M-1..1]
	CountryCode
	Nation with its own government.

	PostCodeIdentification 
	[M-1..1]
	Max16Text
	Identifier consisting of a group of letters and/or numbers that is added to a postal address to assist the sorting of mail.

	PostOfficeBox 
	[O- 0..1]
	Max16Text
	A numbered box in a post office assigned to a person or organisation where letters for them are kept until called for.


In the above table, elements in red are the mandatory elements. 
The example above is the long structured postal address. The short structured postal address only takes into account the elements with a light blue background.

However, to avoid any misunderstanding or duplication, we do propose the structure of the address to be retained for the application be the long structured one. This will allow detecting duplicates if any, based on the address elements (in conjunction with the registered name).
5.4. IBEIs Maintenance

The Registration Authority will allocate IBEIs based on an original set of data. However, it is important for the credibility of the database that maintenance is made on the registered IBEIs.

Entities registered or sponsors must have an incentive to maintain and update the data available. Trigger events are corporate actions, mergers & acquisitions, change in entity type termination of entities for example. In principle, at least a yearly revision is desirable.
The concept of “twilighting” has been looked into, whereby a status would be attached to the identifier indicating the obsolescence of the identifier. A time rule (once a year) would trigger the status to be downgraded and requests for revision sent to either the applicant (if direct application) and/or to the sponsor. Defaulting a reply/confirmation within x number of weeks, the status of the code would change to ‘suspended’.
Action item: Simon volunteered to draft out the allocation and twilighting process. 

Action item: Nourredine Yous and Uwe Meyer to share the relevant steps applied for domestic codes maintenance.

5.5. Drafting out the standard proposal

The group discussed next steps and agreed on the following. The standard will be composed of three sections:

· Part 1:the standard description itself (draft: Marc review by Sandy, Simon and Jüerg

· Part 2: Application and registration procedures (draft: TBD, when the process will have been further described and agreed upon)
· Part 3: illustrative annexes: 

· comparison IBAN vs ISIN vs IBEI

· process description (Draft: Simon, reviewers Rudolf and Mike)

Action item: final length of IBEI identifier and forbidden characters combinations to be looked into. Hervé to come up with a proposal.

5.6. Next steps

The group sets itself the objective to finalize the standard drafting and issue recommendations by the next meeting in Washington (end June). 
6.
Action items

The following table stipulates the tasks and people that volunteered:

	
	Task description
	Responsible
	Reviewers

	1
	Describe, list pros and cons and impact for scenario 1
	Hervé Valentin
	All

	2
	Describe, list pros and cons and impact for scenario 2a)
	Nourredine Yous
	All

	3
	Describe, list pros and cons and impact for scenario 2b)
	Uwe Meyer
	All

	4
	Describe, list pros and cons and impact for scenario 3
	Marc Pomes
	All

	5
	Draft out a proposal for the allocation and twilighting process
	Simon Leighton Porter
	All

	6
	Draft out standard section (Part 1)
	Marc Pomes
	Sandy Throne, Simon Leighton Porter, Juerg Portmann

	7
	Draft out illustrative annexes
	Simon Leighton Porter
	Rudolf Siebel, Mike Atkin.

	8
	Marketing presentation about IBEI
	Christian Baer
	All

	9
	Check fast track procedure feasibility according to ISO process
	Nourredine Yous
	N/A

	10
	Provide details about domestic codes maintenance process
	Nourredine Yous

Uwe Meyer
	N/A

	11
	Proposal for IBEI length and forbidden characters combinations
	Hervé Valentin
	N/A


7.
Next meetings for 2004 (dates, location)

Next meeting is foreseen to take place in FISD – Washington DC on Monday 21st and Tuesday 22nd June, 2004. Further details to follow.

8. End of document.
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