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XML4IP TASK FORCE MEETING
Alexandria, USA, April 4 to 8, 2011

Meeting Report (adopted)
Introduction

1. The XML4IP Task Force meeting took place in Alexandria, USA from 4 to 8 April, 2011.  The following seven offices/organizations were represented at the meeting: EPO, JPO, IMPI (Mexico), KIPO, OHIM, USPTO, WIPO (IB, PCT, Madrid/Hague Systems). The list of participants appears as Annex 1 to this report.  

2. The meeting was opened by Mr. John Owens, Chief Information Officer, who welcomed the participants on behalf of the USPTO.  Mr. Yun, as Task Force Leader, chaired the meeting.
Discussions and agreements
Adoption of the agenda
3. The draft agenda was adopted with following modifications and the adopted agenda is attached to this report as Annex 2: 
· according to EPO’s request, EPO’s position on the business requirements for XML4IP was added; and  

· upon JPO’s request, the draft structure and table of contents of ST.96 main body were discussed before other substantive items.
Progress Report on XML4IP Project

4. Chair presented the progress report on XML4IP project since last XML4IP TF meeting held in October 2010.  He reminded the meeting that there will be a main body plus seven annexes, and recapped the agreements from the previous TF meeting.  He invited discussion as to whether the IP data dictionary is required as it is similar in content. The OHIM expressed that importance of having the data dictionary defined first and then build a tool to generate schemas. 

5. The OHIM and the Madrid-IB volunteered to review the initial draft of Annex V to ST.96 which the International Bureau prepared, the EPO Annex VI and the USPTO Annex VII.  Once the review is completed, those documents will be distributed to all TF members for discussion.  
6. Chair informed the meeting of a quick survey which was conducted at the last TF meeting.  EPO wanted to discuss the content of new survey which the IB proposed and its purpose, since the previous survey did not lead to any visible result or impact on the TF methodology.  However, time constraints did not allow discussing the matter.
ST.96 Main Body 

7. Chair presented a draft structure and table of contents of ST.96 Main Body including global structure and maintenance of XML4IP Schemas.  
8. Chair proposed to use a common XML design rules and conventions (DRCs), and a set of common component schemas to develop XML schemas for all IP types, and a single structure of namespaces (www.wipo.int/standards/XMLSchema/...) for all IP type schemas.  He also proposed that ST.66 schemas V2-0 will be published via www.wipo.int/standards/XMLSchema/Trademark/1  and ST.86 schemas V2-0 via www.wipo.int/standards/XMLSchema/Design/1. 
9. With regard to maintenance of ST.96, Chair proposed that DRCs and Common Component Schemas be revised by global IP XML Working Group (XML4IP TF or other WG) and each IP-type schemas to be maintained by specific IP-type XML Expert Group (EG) which will maintain corresponding Standard ST.36, ST.66 or ST.86, e.g., trademark component schemas to be maintained by  Trademark XML EG/ST.66 T.F..  

10. Participants agreed on the proposals presented by Chair above-mentioned in paragraphs 8 and 9. The IB will prepare a draft ST.96 main body in due course based on the discussion and agreement at this meeting. 

XML4IP Work Plan 2011

11. Chair reminded the meeting of the materials of ST.96 and timeline of preparation.  It was reconfirmed that the main body and DRCs should be submitted to Secretariat of CWS by August 1, 2011 for translation into French and Spanish, and other materials should not be translated (only in English) and be submitted by September 15, 2011 for consideration by the CWS in 2011.  In order to facilitate discussion for preparing ST.96 materials, it was agreed on regrouping ST.96 materials: non-schema group (main body, implementation guideline and transformability rules) and schema group (XML schema, IP data dictionary and technical specification).  The materials in each group will be discussed at the same time.
12. EPO presented its position on XML business requirements related to IP5 IT-support business working group (IP5 WG2).  JPO also prepared a document for its XML business requirements in relation to IP5 WG2. Chair thanked EPO and JPO for sharing the information.  It was noted that the documents would be good references for defining XML4IP TF’s tasks in the future. According to requests from EPO and JPO, the documents were posted on the TF Wiki at:  https://www3.wipo.int/confluence/display/xml4iptf/IP5+XML+Business+Requirement.  EPO then informed on an impact analysis on its systems for changing standard for the sole purpose of data exchange. It will result a cost with at least a 7 digit number with no return on investment.
13. Participants mentioned the work plan 2011 is ambitious in considering available resources at IPOs and the IB.  It was agreed that TF will monthly review the work plan 2011 from May 2011 and need of TF meeting to prepare final proposals of ST.96.  In considering budgetary limitation at IPOs, TF considered remote meetings via video conference or online meeting.  The first monthly review may take place on 10th or 11th of May through video conference which may be hosted by EPO.  EPO will let TF members know whether they can host the video conference by April 22, 2011.  It will likely depend on the number of participant IPOs and at the meeting, EPO, JPO, KIPO, USPTO and WIPO wanted to participate in the conference. It was hard to find appropriate conference time for those IPOs because of different of time zones.  EPO will propose the most practical time for the conference considering availability of their facility and time.  Participants also discussed another way of remote meeting.  It was agreed that an online meeting will be alternative and USPTO volunteered to test their online meeting tool whether it can be applicable for the TF remote meeting. 

14. The IB proposed to use the issue register of XML4IP project at the monthly review and keep it updated.  The current issue register appears as Annex 3 which is available on TF Wiki at: https://www3.wipo.int/confluence/display/xml4iptf/XML4IP+Issue+Register+V1-0.
15. USPTO explained their schedule of developing schemas for their End-To-End project.  They plan to develop schemas, based on the DRCs and schemas of ST.96, for around 500 patent document types by May 2011.  It was noted that a number of those documents might be USPTO specific.  Once USPTO developed draft schemas, they will provide the schemas which can be candidates of ST.96 schemas for consideration by the XML4IP TF.  USPTO mentioned that they are in the process of prioritizing and identifying the schedule for defining the schemas for the document types.  Document Types and the corresponding timelines for schema design will be provided to WIPO by USPTO.
16. With regard to the scope of schemas to be included in the final proposal for the first version of ST.96, it was agreed that the ST.96 schemas will consist of: 

· Common component schemas: AddressBook, Citation, Signatory, Payment, Application Number, Representation Term and some code list; 
· Patent component schemas: Application Body, bibliographic data based on ST.9 and others which will be dependant on USPTO’s input and some code list;
· Trademark component schemas: ST.66 schemas and Trademark Application and some code list; and
· Design component schemas: ST.86 schemas and some code list.
17. It was discussed to define a document (packaging) as representative of what is exchanged between Offices, and develop a schema for that purpose.  It was also discussed the need of a package-level meta-data for exchange packages which could be common across all three types.  According to EPO’s suggestion, Chair commented that TF members may need to discuss GUID (Globally Unique Identifier) or UUID (Universally Unique Identifier) to uniquely identify data resource across IT systems in different IPOs.
XML Design Rules and Conventions (Annex I) 

18. The DRCs were reviewed and a number of modifications were made to the rules and conventions to reflect comments from TF members and the results of prototyping schemas based on DRCs version 0.8.  Major modifications are to move rules related to office implementation schema to ‘Schema Implementation Guideline’ (Annex V) and to remove “Core Datatype” from ST.96.  
19. There was intensive discussion on schema versioning issues.  The schema version management recommended in the DRCs needs to be tested in due course. 

20. As a result of long discussions, a provisional final draft DRCs is tentatively agreed by the Participants.  TF members will be invited to review and approve it via TF Wiki.  The final draft DRCs which was prepared at the meeting appears Annex 4 to this report. 
Core Datatype Schemas (Annex III) 

21. Schema for code lists including ISO codes and WIPO ST.3, and representation terms defined in DRCs were reviewed. It was agreed that schemas for external standards including ISO codes and Mathml will be copied into ExternalStandard of ST.96 framework other than importing those schema served by external body, e.g., UN/CEFACT. 

22. It was agreed that the Core Datatype will be dropped.  It was also agreed that the schemas of code list defined as Core Datatype are moved to the folder of Common Basic Component (if they are shared by more than one IP types) or to the folder of respective namespace of specific IP type, e.g., ClassificationValueCodeType.xsd to the Patent namespace.  It was also agreed to physically move representation terms schemas to common component folder.
23. The following agreements have been reached in relation to Core Datatype schemas:

· UnitCodeType is removed;
· ApplicationTypeCode is renamed to ST13IPTypeCode;
· DateType is removed and replaced by xsd:date even though EPO expressed their concern that xsd:date does not allow for empty dates, which may occur in elements during data exchange;
· IDType is removed and replaced by xsd:token;
· IndicatorType is removed and replaced by xsd:Boolean;
· TimeStampType is removed and replaced by xsd:datetime; and
· In QuantityType, unitCode is an xsd:token.  For each derived type from QuantityType, a UnitCodeType should be defined accordingly.

Common Component Schemas (Annex III) 

AddressBook (Name, Address)

24. Participants reviewed and agreed on AddressBook Schemas with the following modifications:

· To create NameType as a choice between NameText, PersonName and OrganizationName. The multiplicity of this choice is unbounded in order to support names of different languages; and
· To reuse the structure of ST.66 FormattedAddress, change CountryCode cardinality to mandatory, add GeographicRegion as optional and unbounded (0 to many), change cardinality of AddressLine to unbounded (1 to many).  It was also agreed to add representation terms to all the elements reused from ST.66.
Citation

25. WIPO introduced two approaches to developing Citation schemas, i.e., Abstract type and Non-abstract type.  JPO and EPO commented that there seems no advantage in using abstract type along with xsi:type.  The IB explained technical advantage in using Abstract type.  TF members agreed on using Non-abstract type approach because most developers are familiar with it even though Abstract type approach may have technical advantages.  
26. JPO commented that TF should discuss business requirements to develop citation schema model which is different from ST.36 DTD at first.  Chair responded that draft citation schema provides free format as well as structured one like ST.36 to fulfill business requirements of free and structured format citation from different IPOs.  
27. Participants reviewed and tentatively agreed on Citation Schemas with the following modifications:

· To remove ‘&amp’ from CitationCategoryCode enumeration values;
· To rename CitedDocumentIssueDate to CitedDocumentDate; and
· To set the cardinality of CitedIPDocumentID to unbounded and add an attribute category to identify the format of the ID: original, standard, as stored.
28. TF members requested further investigation on whether the proposed Citation schemas guarantee backward compatibility with ST.36.  In order to facilitate the investigation, it was agreed that the IB will provide XSLT script that transforms ST.36 search report citation to ST.96 ReportCitation by April 15, 2011 and TF members comment on the Citation schemas by April 29, 2011.  
Image

29. ImageType was proposed as a common component.  After discussion, it was agreed to define Image for each IP-specific business because image is differently dealt with in each IP business, e.g., information of image is key data for trademarks, but meta-data for patents.  Instead some common elements or Types for image can be defined, e.g., ImageFileSizeType.  

30. With regard to ImageSizeType, it was agreed to rename it to ImageRenderedSizeType to avoid any confusion.  

31. With regard to using industry standard for image, Docbook image was suggested by USPTO and XHTML:img by EPO.  USPTO volunteered to investigate and provide comments by April 22, 2011 on whether the industry standards can be applicable and then which one is more appropriate for ST.96.

Signatory

32. The Signatory schema was agreed with the following minor changes: SigatoryName should only be a PersonName or NameText.

Payment

33. Schemas for payment were reviewed, in particular, code lists related to payment.  TF members expressed the need of further consultation with their finance expert at their office.  It was agreed that comments on the code lists be posted on Wiki at:  https://www3.wipo.int/confluence/display/xml4iptf/XML+Schemas+V0-4 by April 29, 2011.  Delegations from EPO, JPO, KIPO and WIPO expressed their willingness to comment on it. 

Application Number
34. Application Number was renamed to ST13ApplicationNumber and its complex structure was replaced by a set of facets described as a pattern in a simple type.  It was agreed to remove SerialNumber(Type), ApplicationTypeCode (Type) and YearDesignation, and to add ApplicationNumberText to support free format.

Patent Component Schema

Patent Application Body

35. Chair explained the background and general information on the draft schemas for patent application body developed by the IB based on Common Application Format (CAF) and initial draft schemas proposed by USPTO.

36. With regard to developing schemas of paragraph, EPO mentioned that the current approach is essentially a copy of ST.36 providing less validation and simply changing the tag names.  This approach essentially invalidates millions of legacy documents without any added value.  The IB explained advantages of draft schema which keeps backward compatibility with ST.36 and Common Application Format which IP5 promotes.  Moreover, draft schema provides flexibility that many other IPOs can use it.  EPO proposed two approaches, i.e., ST.36 format and an industry standard such as XHTML format.  EPO mentioned that we will have less transformation if the ST.36 format approach is taken.  Instead, the XHTML format approach may encourage users to file their application in XML format in Europe because natively supported by several commonly used text editors.  Chair replied the IB tried to develop it in basis of XHTML format, but XHTML format is so complicated in considering our need.  Therefore, the IB proposed ST.36 format-like which is compliant to ST.36 format and simpler.
37. PCT-IB proposed to consider the amendment of claims (after the search report, i.e. PCT Article 19) and paragraph replacement in ApplicationBody schema.  EPO responded that the amendment information should not be captured in Application Body.  Instead the information should be kept in another document schema, e.g., PublicationBody which extends ApplicationBody.  It was agreed that amendment information will not be included in ApplicationBody.
38. With regard to Application Body schemas, it was agreed to:

· add DocumentPage (doc-page in ST.36) to application body, section and subsection level

· add languageCode at each section and subsection-level, e.g., abstract, description;
· add status at Abstract;
· change Abstract as optional;
· capture chemical formulae by either image or inline formulae defined in ST.36 rather than using CML; 

· remove self-reference in paragraph component, e.g., Sub refers to Sub;

· add image and inline formulae for table

· add image and inline formulae for math formulae as well as Mathml format; and
· move BioDepositText under BioDeposit.  USPTO will provide its comments about the use of BioDepositText.
39. The following issues remain for further discussion:
· Visibility of Headings: EPO and JPO insisted in having the same structure as in the PCT application-body.dtd in which all headings are visible as element.  However, in the proposed schema, all heading titles and levels are hidden as an attribute which is more flexible to cope with different formats used by different IPOS.  Upon request, USPTO will investigate whether the heading structure of PCT application-body.dtd fits their need and will inform TF members of their preference by April 29, 2011. 
· further investigation on whether XHTML can be applicable for paragraphs of application body.  USPTO volunteered to work on it and report the result to the XML4IP T.F. by April 29, 2011.
· Industry standard for chemical formulae: EPO informed that this issue is part of the IP5 Foundation Project Common Documentation.  EPO will have further investigation on this issue and report the result to the XML4IP TF.
Written Opinion 

40. It was agreed that schemas for written opinion will not be developed in 2011, if there is no further request and input from TF members.

Trademark Component Schema
41. The IB proposed to develop schemas for specific document rather than corresponding schemas defined in ST.66 after consultation with trademark XML experts.  The IB also proposed trademark application schema as a specific document schema to be included in the ST.96 version 1.0.  For information purpose, the IB posted on TF Wiki a draft schema for international trademark application under Madrid Systems which is based on ST.66.  
42. It was agreed that all schemas defined in ST.66 be kept in ST.96 version 1.0 after modification of ST.66 schemas according to ST.96 DRCs.  The IB, OHIM and USPTO volunteered the work for the modification.
43. In relate to ST.96 adoption, revision of ST.66 should be considered.  The procedure and contents of ST.66 revision will be proposed by the IB.

Design Component Schema 

44. As agreed on trademarks, it was also agreed that all schemas defined in ST.86 be kept in ST.96 version 1.0 after modification of ST.86 schemas according to ST.96 DRCs.  The IB and OHIM volunteered the work for the modification.  In relate to ST.96 adoption, revision of ST.86 should be considered.  The procedure and contents of ST.86 revision will be proposed by the IB.
Schema Technical Specification (Annex IV) 

45. The template and format for Schema Technical Specification were agreed as proposed.  TF members commented that the Technical Specification should be generated automatically from schemas to avoid inconsistent information between different materials and workload.

Schema Implementation Guideline (Annex V) 

46. The IB proposed two approaches to guide IPOs to implement schemas according to ST.96.  The first approach is to extend/restrict ST.96 Schemas and the second approach is to redefine ST.96 Schemas.  TF agreed that more time and examples of each approach are needed to decide which approach is more appropriate for ST.96 before drafting Annex V.  The IB will provide the examples to facilitate the discussion on Annex V.
Backward Compatibility (Annex VI) 

47. TF members agreed to rename the Annex to “Transformability Rules and Guidelines”.  EPO and OHIM: express concerns about transformability between ST.96 and the existing standards (ST.36, 66 and 86) for IPOs who have heavily invested in the implementation of the existing standards.  

48. A draft of Annex VI was discussed at the meeting and will be distributed to TF members for further discussion.

49. Chair recalled the agreement that the XML4IP should consider only one direction transformation (backward compatibility) and opposite direction transformation (forward compatibility) should be considered the concerned IPOs or specific TF, i.e., ST.36, ST.66 or ST.86 Task Force.  According to their needs of forward compatibility, EPO and PCT-IB volunteered to work for forward compatibility, e.g., developing template of mapping, XSLT script, if resource is available.  They will inform the XML4IP TF of availability of contribution to and timeline of developing forward compatibility by May 6, 2011.  It was agreed that forward compatibility will be included in Annex VI, if EPO/PCT-IB will provide their input in time.
Conformance Guidelines and Rules (Annex VII) 

50. The IB presented an initial idea of Annex VII and demonstrated a tool based on Schematron to facilitate conformance validation of draft schemas against DRCs.  USPTO commented that they plan to develop a tool using Schematron technology for validating schemas to be developed by external contractors.  It was also noted that some rules in the DRC may not be validated using Schematron.  Even though the Schematron exists, its use is optional.
51. There was long discussion on whether Annex VII and tool supporting validation of conformance are necessary as a part of ST.96.  It was agreed that Annex VII will be dropped and necessary rules and guidelines of conformance will be incorporated into Annex V (Schema Implementation Guideline).  The conformance tool will be referred to in Annex V.  USPTO volunteered to develop a tool which refers to DRCs and provide it for ST.96.
Action Items
Project Management and XML4IP Work Plan 2011
52. TF members to monthly review the work plan 2011 and issue register from May 2011.  The first monthly review may take place on May 10 or 11, 2011 through video conference which may be hosted by EPO.  EPO will let TF members know whether they can host the video conference by April 22, 2011. 
ST.96 Main Body
53. The IB to prepare a draft ST.96 main body.
DRCs

54. TF members to review and approve a tentative final draft DRCs which was prepared at the meeting.
XML Schemas

55. The IB to revise Schemas to reflect the results at the TF meeting.

56. USPTO to provide schemas including bibliographic data based on ST.9 for consideration by the XML4IP TF.  

57. TF members to discuss GUID (Globally Unique Identifier) or UUID (Universally Unique Identifier) to uniquely identify data resource across IT systems in different IPOs.

58. Citation: IB to provide XSLT script that transforms ST.36 search report citation to ST.96 ReportCitation by April 15, 2011 and TF members comment on the Citation schemas by April 29, 2011.

59. Image:  the USPTO to investigate industry standards for image, i.e., XHTML img and DocBook image to know whether the industry standards can be applicable and then which one is more appropriate for ST.96 and to report the results of investigation by April 22, 2011.
60. Payment: EPO, JPO, KIPO and WIPO to comment on Schemas for payment, in particular, code lists related to payment by April 29, 2011.  

61. Patent Application Body: The following issues remain for further discussion:

· With regard to visibility of Headings, the USPTO to investigate whether the heading structure of PCT application-body.dtd fits their need and will inform TF members of their preference by April 29, 2011. 

· In relation whether XHTML can be applicable for paragraphs of application body, the USPTO to investigate it and report the result to the XML4IP T.F. by April 29, 2011.

· With regard to the industry standard for chemical formulae, the EPO to advise the XML4IP TF of results of their investigation or IP5 discussion on it.
62. Trademark Component Schema:  The IB, OHIM and USPTO to work for the modification of ST.66 schemas
63. Design Component Schema: The IB and OHIM to work for modification of ST.86 schemas.
IP Data Dictionary / Schema Technical Specification

64. The IB to develop tool(s) which guarantee the same information is kept in different documents/ materials, i.e., IP Data Dictionary, Schema Technical Specification and Schemas. 
Implementation Guideline

65. The IB to provide the examples to facilitate the discussion on Annex V, and then TF members to decide which approach is more appropriate and when we complete the final draft by whom.

66. USPTO to develop and provide a conformance validation tool based on Schematron.

Transformation Rules and Guideline

67. EPO/PCT-IB to inform the XML4IP TF of availability of contribution to and timeline of developing forward compatibility by May 6, 2011.  Subsequently, TF members to decide whether forward compatibility will be included in Annex VI depending on inputs from EPO/PCT-IB.

Others

68. TF leader to inform IP5 of the meeting results according to IP5 request.
[Annex 1 follows]

Annex 1

List of participants

	Name
	Office

	Le Gonidec, Patrick
	EPO

	Suarez y Gonzalez, Raul
	EPO

	Roa Botello, Javier
	IMPI

	Asahi, Hasebe
	JPO

	Yoshiaki, Kodachi
	JPO

	Back, Gwangi
	KIPO

	Eom, Taemin
	KIPO

	Park, Seungbae
	KIPO

	Yang, Daegyeoung
	KIPO

	Tran, Alexandre
	OHIM

	Andrews, Betty
	USPTO

	Bathula, Vijay
	USPTO

	Beckmann, Steve
	USPTO

	Brown, Glen
	USPTO

	Cannon, Gary
	USPTO

	Cox, Bruce
	USPTO

	Johnson, Robert (Bob)
	USPTO

	Stryjewski, Bill
	USPTO

	Tith, Narith
	USPTO

	Aloui, Allal
	WIPO

	Holberton, Roger
	WIPO

	Madhour, Hend
	WIPO

	Waring, Peter
	WIPO

	Yun, Young-Woo
	WIPO


[Annex 2 follows]

Annex 2

Meeting Agenda
1. Welcome to delegations (USPTO)

2. Adoption of the agenda

3. Progress Report on XML4IP Project since last XML4IP TF meeting (IB's presentation) 

· Last Task Force Meeting Report
4. Review XML4IP Work Plan 2011 (IB's presentation)

5. Review of the initial draft of ST.96 Main Body (IB's proposal)

6. Review and approval of a final working draft of XML Design Rules and Conventions (Annex I)
7. Review and approval of a final working draft of a final draft of Core Datatype Schemas (Annex III)
8. Review and approval of a final working draft of a final draft of Common Component Schemas (Annex III) 

· AddressBook (Name, Address)

· Citation

· Image

· Signatory

· Payment

9. Review and approval of the template of Schema Technical Specification (Annex IV)
10. Review of draft XML Schemas (Annex III) regarding: 

· Patent Application Body

· Trademark Application
· Design Application (TBD)

· Written Opinion (EPO)

11. Review of IP Data Dictionary (Annex II)
12. Discussion on Schema Implementation Guideline (Annex V)

13. Discussion on Backward Compatibility (Annex VI)

14. Discussion on Conformance Guidelines and Rules (Annex VII)

15. Adoption of meeting report

16. EPO's position on XML Business Requirement
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