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ARTF comment resolution
● End User Identification
● End User reporting
● Transaction reporting



● Service Provider Agreement 9.5.8
○ Making data available in order to ensure compliance as well as for statistical purposes according to the tool and template 

established as part of the Data and Reporting provisions stipulated by the Internal Regulations and/or the Operational 
Procedures

● Internal regulations
○ 4.3 End User reporting
○ 4.4 Transaction reporting 

● Operational Procedures - Reporting of Statistics
○  Chapter 3 Process Overview – End User Reporting
○  Chapter  4 Transaction Statistics reporting

End User and transaction reporting 



End user reporting 



End User Identification (text from current IR)



End User Identification (text from current version IR)



End User Reporting (text from current version IR)



● After comments and discussions, what changes were we able to agree to:
○ Regarding info to be collected when verifying End User

■ Took away “nice to have info” and tried to remain only with “need to have” info (relevant for KYC)
○ Regarding reporting

■ Less info to report:
● Ref above (less data required to collect with KYC process)
● Reporting intermediary per End User is optional (may be PA specific requirement)
● Reporting all end point IDs in use by End User but only those related to You as SP 

■ Added text that also for reporting it is what is “feasibility with reasonable effort”
● Ie. it can be hard (at least as of today) to keep track on what each sender are able to send at any time.  

Report to best effort (ie, what you have seen the sender do).

● Why is it good: 
○ As basis, we think it is a good idea to KYC, then most of that info is relevant

○ prepare us for SMP listing senders
○

●

End user reporting 



● Quite some of us SPs did not see much benefit or need for End User reporting
● But then, is there at all any good in End User reporting, seen from a SP 

perspective? Any reasoning on why this can be done?
○ As basis, we (SPs in the ARTF) think it is a good idea to focus and strengthen KYC requirements. 

■ Then it is not that easy to for fraudsters to register, not that easy to just “steal” other operators 
customer etc). 

■ So then, when doing KYC anyway, we obtain info about End Users that can be reported. 
○ We do already report our receivers and we are able to relate to that

■ Via SMP to Peppol Directory 
○ By reporting all end users we prepare us for SMP listing senders:

■ We think this will benefit End Users, us SPs and Peppol
● Easier for buyer to find electronic trade partners. Sellers makes themselves more visible. 

That is good for both sellers and buyers.

            I came to the conclusion to be able to accept this when the requirements for what to report was 
reduced and requirement for accuracy got handable (feasonable with reasonable effort). 

End user reporting 



Transaction Reporting

Suggestion is “which month” (so not 
timestamp)



Internal Regulation 4.4 specified content:

1. Timing Date of the exchange changed to exchange time period (so not timestamp or date)
2. Direction of the exchange (incoming or outgoing) 
3. Sending Peppol Service Provider 
4. Receiving Peppol Service Provider 
5. Peppol Dataset Type (Document Type ID) 
6. Transport protocol used 
7. Country of sender [should be from SBDH, requirement rest until then]
8. Country of receiver  [should be from SBDH,  requirement rest until then]

See previous page: Information on country of sender and receiver shall be part of the reporting obligation only after a 
change in the Message Envelope specification (e.g., SBDH) is adopted and implemented by Service Providers

Transaction reporting 



● Some of us SPs did not at all like some of the requirements, ie related to reporting
● Now, the requirements have been changed 

○ not to everybody's full satisfaction
○ and we have had quite some discussion in the ARTF

● However, we can see some reasoning and good even with the reporting requirements.

The current proposals was supported by us SPs in the ARFT as a negotiated result that we 
think is in all good solutions for Peppol, End Users and us SPs.

Sum up 



Entrepreneurial

Responsible

Dedicated

Inclusive 


