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h Report - Urcent!! - Suppli equirements” - 10/01/1996 (CardLink)

Though the meeting was with CardLink. and thus the comments were aimed specificaliv ar
the one supplier. the issues are. for the most case,
Cardlink’s solution than a reflection of the status
writing this memo.

re zeneral and less a feature of
> time of Basn,

he requirements at the

Reconciliation / Role of TIP

Implication I “"POCL will have to rely on the BA ar the service provider for aceurats
infarmation for settlement”

Respopse:  The reconciliation requirement (ap by Tim Brown) covers pars of tns I
general POCL does rely on the ‘»cr For accurate senlement data
since all datz, of which BPS is one part. comes from PFT services, the or hy

fternative being BA (who are fed by PFI services).

POCL’s long-stop contro} over this is by the continuing independent data stream
from offices provided by the cash account.

Implicaticn 2° “There is no generic reconciliation capability provided by the supp r.ach :
new on-line product will require a ‘hespoke” reconcrliation rx:;\.e.s; which
<087 us an appropriate sum of mones ™

Response:  Of the thres 5up;-!i:-;5_ CardLink has one of the most generic approaches t
reconciliation, using packages from the ACT BaseZ: Electonic Funds Trar

software set.

As there have been no definitive rcqmrm—«cr"_ specitied for future on-line
products there is a limit to what supphers can design for “future-proofing” wie
in 2 situation where they are trying 1o win a contrast with 2 competitive bid
As with all suppliers, there will need to be some bespoke wark, 1o develop
interfaces to third parties, and screens at the counter, The
is the real 1ssue.
Given the ACI package in use by CardLink, “standard” products may be part of
the existing portfolio and thus require a small amount of bespoke work.

Implication 3: “The benefit of continuing with the current TIPL project becomes
questionable, a5 a major element of their scope is now teken hy the service
provider”

Rezsponse: It is unclear on the precise nature of the issue here, as the scope of worl

service provider is undertaking in this area does not appesr to have significinn
changed.
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The understanding is that TIP is being fed “authorisation data™ from FAS « . 1t

can repeat the service providers checks agamst the EPOSS | 10g version of

transaction data,

Given the likely risk lran:fe:f it 15 unlikely the service provider would not he

performing reconciliation ey f.c' ere 10T a requirement,

The question of whether TIP] is required to fuifil this function :s a SPOnS

cost case 1ssue.

his is not a programme issue.

Implication 4:  “Service provider could cut POCL ut of transaction process, €.8. by otter

it through petrol stations”
Response:

The apprepriate protection against the

POCL business is contractual, both bet 1

POCL and its client base.

It is unlikely that reconciliation would be the prime concen if & service provide:

wished to cut out POCL, 2
Office balance / Cash Accounting Process ]
Implication 4: “Dave Smith is currentiy reviewing the wav in which we account for Oitlets

The result is this work is urgently needed prior to the ITT going out 4

Otherwise we may be trappad jnte continuing with the existing cash accoynr

1

process, and i(’-:lﬂ the benefits of a more fiexible approach.” ‘

The strategic direction is not a ;1 ogramime ts3ue, 1t should however be notes
that the :asb account mechanism acts as a ¢heck on the acon
providers data for reu;snuhatxon

Current requirements require that the service provi ider supp
wili support POCLs current offics procedures. CardLink are implementigs this
as an extensicn of their StoreVisw p:xc‘p age, which can be de-coupled ar a laer
date. This approach ensures we retain financial coatrol and accountability untii
ar alternative is developed, and accommodates migration to the ‘new accountine
and distribution systems’ in so far as they have been defined to the prograre e

s a system that

fmplication §: “The new Accountiag and Distribution Systems require a different sst of
information and different contro 15 10 those imposed by the cash account. Thes
may not be supported”

e

znse The programmc is constrained in defining requirements due o the lack of
information on the interfaces to be supportad




