Minutes of the Meeting
Informal Consultation on WIPO XML Standards

USPTO, Alexandria
December 5 to 9, 2011
1. The draft agenda was adjusted and adopted by the delegations.  
2. The meeting was chaired by the International Bureau (IB) as Leader of XML Task Force.
XML4IP progress report
3. The IB reported on the progress in development of ST.96 since last meeting of the XML4IP Task Force in April 2011. The report included also the work done jointly with the US, who met weekly via WebEx throughout October and November.  The revised and updated material was posted to the XML4IP WIKI for comments from the Task Force members.
WIPO XML Standards Roadmap

4. The delegates discussed the draft roadmap of WIPO XML Standard development proposed by the IB.  In particular, the discussion touched on the question of how ST.96 might coexist with ST.36, 66, and 86; and on the question, are both forward and backward compatibility require, or backward only.  The participants agreed on bi-directional data transformation.  Some small adjustments to the roadmap text were made as a result of the discussion (e.g. remove the term ‘legacy’).
5. EP suggested that when revising ST.36 elements, ST.96 DRC’s should be followed to the maximum extent possible while not jeopardizing backwards compatibility.  JP said that the naming rules used by any one standard should remain consistent within that one standard.  The Task Force acknowledged that adoption of the DRC’s and element dictionary by other standards could provoke many changes in their corresponding schemas.  There was general agreement that the Task Forces for ST.36, ST.66, and ST.86 would adopt as much of the ST.96 DRC’s or dictionary as was practical and useful for those standards.
6. EP pointed out that they make a distinction between data for exchange and data for dissemination.  The US makes no such distinction, using the same data products for dissemination and for exchange.  RU suggested that ST.96 should focus on only those items of interest for exchange; US data has far more information than RU needs.
7. IB asked what data elements should be considered for bi-directional transformation.  EP proposed a “simple” patent document, containing the minimum data EP requires for its purposes, which they propose as the minimum set needing bi-directional transformation.  Further discussion of transformation was deferred to the transformation guidelines discussion.  The delegates concluded that the need for bi-directional transformation would be determined on a case-by-case basis.
8. JP agreed to a data-centric approach for designing form schemas, but felt that doing so required a discussion of business requirements.  US suggested that we already know our business processes well enough for this purpose.  EP suggested that we know what we’re talking about for what we’ve addressed in the past, but for anything new, we need additional business input.  The IB noted that we can all agreed on using data-centric approach when we know the data model.  

9. The IB noted that the XML standards roadmap needs to be presented to the Committee on WIPO Standards (CWS) along with a final proposal of ST.96.

ST.96 Main Body

10. US wished to keep dissemination within the scope of the standard, as was stated in the Task Force mandate.  For the purpose of disseminating US trademark information, ST.96 will require substantial updating.

11. JP preferred not to remove the two paragraphs about transformability from the main body of the standard, even though the IB had proposed to move them to the annex about transformability.  Some adjustments to the text were discussed.  RU suggested that the Annex on transformation (Annex VI) provide offices’ transformations for backward compatibility with national extensions.  EP expressed the opinion that transformations for national extensions should not be included anywhere in the standard.
12. EP pointed out that absolute paths were specified for namespaces.  The IB was asked if they will provide an SLA for supporting the absolute paths for schemas.  Because of the internet itself, this can be a single point of failure.  The IB said they would revise the text to indicate that the IB’s servers are intended only as a distribution point, rather than to be part of anyone’s production system.
13. EP suggested that having a single CWS Task Force covering all XML-based WIPO standards to ensure compatibility among the various standards and their various versions.  A single forum to revise the standards in unison would simplify the maintenance for all the Standards, ST.36, ST.66, ST.86, and ST.96.

14. RU pointed out that there are, as yet, insufficient descriptions of the various elements, let alone the subtle differences between various national implementations of those elements.  The IB invited Task Force members to propose descriptions of the various elements.
15. EP did not support adding 3D or other multimedia file types to the standard at this time due to the lack of business requirements and agreed formats.  Accepting 3D, etc., has implication for systems at Offices, as would color.  IB proposed to add a simple recommendation in the main body that Offices SHOULD use the agreed formats.  JP prefers to have distinct images specifications for patents, trademarks, and designs.  JP uses JPEG and TIFF for all of its images.  The delegations agreed to remove ST.33 and ST.35 references with respect to images, since they are not really image formats.
16. The delegations agreed that TIFF, JPEG, PNG, GIF are the recommended formats for patents, and the same four for industrial designs. Trademarks would refer to the existing standard ST.67.  The profiles, on the other hand, might be different for each of the IP types.  ImageFileFormatCategory will then be an enumeration of those four formats.  PDF was not included since, as the IB pointed out, PDF is for document exchange, not image data exchange.  
17. The delegations agreed that no mention of mega content was needed in the standard.  However, the standard will reference ST.25 for sequence listings.
18. Revised paragraph: “Maintaining compatibility with existing documents using WIPO Standards ST.36, ST.66 and ST.86 is one of the primary concerns for this Standard.  Therefore, this Standard seeks the necessary degree of compatibility and convertibility with WIPO Standards ST.36, ST.66 and ST.86 in order to ensure that data can be processed satisfactorily for the business needs of IPOs and IP information suppliers.  While an attempt has been made to incorporate improvements over ST.36, ST.66 and ST.86, not all national requirements were captured.  Consequently, this Standard leaves the transformation of any remaining national elements as the responsibility of Offices which have extended existing standards.”
19. Issue ID 206 and Issue ID 209 are closed.

20. Issue ID 251: RU proposes to remove “and requirements” from paragraph 3 in Main Body and it was agreed.  Closed.

21. Issue ID 253.  See Main body paragraph 19.  Closed.

22. Issue ID 254.  See discussion of image file formats above.  Closed.

23. Delegations agreed to revise the DRC’s and implementation guidelines to specify relative rather than absolute paths for schema validation.  
Design Rules and Conventions

24. US proposed to replace the hybrid schema design pattern, which combines both the Garden-of-Eden pattern with the Venetian-Blind patter, with Garden-of-Eden pattern throughout.  EP and JP accepted this proposal.  The latest version of the DRC’s were based on the Garden-of-Eden pattern
25. See DRC changes

a. Deleted 12 and combined with 4.
b. Deleted 32.

c. In 34, changed SHOULD to MUST.
26. The Madrid/IB and EP proposed removing SD-01, 02, 03, but a decision was deferred.  
27. SD-39 discussed extensively, with revisions to text, and an agreement on the necessity of the schemaVersion attribute on a root element.  The example will be revised to clarify the relationship between the schema version declared in the schema itself and the schemaVersion attribute in an instance of that schema.  The delegates discussed the possibility of placing this rule in the implementation guidelines, but decided to leave it in the DRC’s
28. For SD-41, the values Other and Undefined are not used unless necessary.
29. ID-11.  Everyone agreed it isn’t necessary to specify ASCII characters for program listings.
30. ID-10 should mention ST.25.

31. While discussing section 2.3 on modularity, EP asked about so-called production schemas, where all external references are resolved, for the sake of efficient processing.  The IB revealed that it has developed some XSLT’s for creating a production schema from a design schema.
32. RU raised a question about appellations of origin and other IP types related to trademarks.  Should ST.96 define additional schemas using the TM components for these?  The IB responded that Geographical Indication and Appellations of Origin are dealt with under the Lisbon Agreement.  Therefore, it should be discussed first with the colleague at WIPO who is in charge of the Agreement to decide whether or not some related components could be defined as TM components.
33. Agreed to improve the examples in 2.6.2.4 related to the schemaVersion attribute.
34. Agreed to remove paragraph 66 that elaborates how to determine the difference between attributes and elements.

35. Modify para 57.  Para 56 and 57 under Section 2.7 state only Backward Transformability.  However, it was agreed on bi-directional transformability. Thus these paragraphs should be modified according to the agreement regarding compatibility and convertibility in MainBody.
36. Agreed to use the term “conversion” instead of “transformation” in most places when discussing transformability, since the primary concern is with preserving content.  Agreed to define the term “transformation” in Annex VI.
37. Disposition of Issues from the Issue Register
38. Issue ID 295: closed.

39. Issue ID 283: agreed and closed.

40. Issue ID 275: overcome by Garden of Eden.  Closed.

41. Issue ID 148: agreed and closed.

42. Issue ID 3: schema versioning.  CN expressed concern with the current version, and was invited to suggest an alternative.  Agreed that versioning methods should be tested, on the basis of which, a change can be suggested.  The US agreed to test schema versioning in the next release of PE2E CRU, in approximately December 2011, and report back on this issue.  The DRC’s will then be revised, although it might not be in time for adoption of V1.0.
43. Issue ID 109: modified text of DRCs.  Closed.
44. Issue ID 110: discussed in context of implementation guidelines.  SD-05.

45. Issue ID 111: minor version number increments.  Will be closed with issue 3.

46. Issue ID 151: Closed.

47. Issue ID 152: related to 110.  How to organize schema files.

48. Issue ID 254: rejected and closed.

49. Issue ID 259: no base64 binary embedded in instances.  IB said, although permitted in Madrid submissions, that it was not used.  Closed.  

50. Issue ID 268: corrected and closed.
51. Issue ID 272: this is the conversation about design and operational schemas.  See also above.  What is the most efficient approach for versioning components and aggregate schemas in the design phase vs. the schemas used in production?
52. Issue ID 272: schema modules. Open.

53. Issue ID 277: See paragraphs 23 and 24 in the main body.  Although they imply that the IB is willing to be a component in a production system, that isn’t the intention.  The IB will act as a distribution point only.  However, the “Registry and Repository” implies a certain level of service, and a certain degree of conformance to ST.96.  The TF agreed to remove “XML Registry and Repository” and paragraphs 23 and 24.  Once ST.96 is adopted and published, associated resources will be available for download without necessarily building a formal repository.
54. Agreed to remove ID-03 in DRC’s, since ID-02, as modified, says the same thing.
55. An updated version of the DRCs will be distributed for comments by the TF members.

Implementation Guidelines
56. There was a discussion about the purpose of the document.  The conclusion was that it serves a useful purpose and should be retained because it contributes to more uniform implementations across IPO’s.  EP argued strongly against including the guidelines as an annex to ST.96, but the general opinion seemed to be in favor of retaining it as part of the standard.
57. RU requested that guidance be added that addresses the question of how to use an element as a statement of status vs. as part of a transaction.
58. Discussion of paragraph 27 finds that “Person.Other Name.Name” is confusing.  Knowing reference to IP Data Dictionary, it was fine.
59. Image above 3.2 heading to be revised to include an additional arrow.

60. Moved the section on Schematron up to paragraph 15 and restored paragraph 15.

61. Added a section as a placeholder for a discussion of design-stage schemas vs. production-stage schemas.  IB and US will provide some content for this new section.
62. An updated version of the implementation guidelines and its appendices will be distributed for comments and validation by TF members.
Transformation Rules and Guidelines
63. A discussion of the scope of the document resulted in no significant modifications.
64. The delegates discussed the need to clarify the definition of Basic Component and agreed to do so after some experience with its use.  The concept of “document” was added to SD-02 and removed SD-03.  The three terms (basic, aggregate, document) are used in one area in DRC’s, and extensively in the implementation guidelines, but not at all in the main body.  It was agreed that those basic, aggregate and document components remain in the DRC’s as text in the introduction, but not as rules. 
65. Agreed to new definitions of “compatible schema”, “conformant schema,” and removed “compliant.”  The new definitions were placed in both the DRC’s and the Implementation Guidelines.

66. After a discussion of various ways to deal with defects in date data routinely encountered in submissions from applicants and other sources, the delegates agreed to a new content model in ST.96.  The proposal calls for the union of xsd:gYear, xsd:gYearMonth and xsd:date.  This model could be used for all dates in ST.96, or only in those locations where incomplete or defective date data might be encountered.

67. The discussion of transformation of dates from ST.36 (text string YYYYMMDD) to ST.96 (xsd:dateType) centered around dealing with incomplete date information.  A US contractor with substantial experience in performing IP data transformations, recommended that a schema should use either the date type or text type for any given element, not an OR condition, at the time of Schema design.  The delegates also considered using EP’s proposal for regular expressions, or even a polymorphic type.  The great majority of delegations who were representing patent business agreed that, for the ST.96 schemas, a new type should be defined as union of the three types of dates: year, year-month, and year-month-day.  This will accommodate complete and incomplete data converted from ST.36 to ST.96 as well as the reverse. Madrid/IB and (OHIM via email) thought that this new construct for dates should be the exception rather than the rule and only used where it was necessary.
68. The delegates agreed that the transformation guidelines document can be submitted with only partly completed mapping tables, since it will take substantial experience with numerous transformations in order to complete them.  The US mentioned that they are working on ST.96 BibliographicData based on ST.36. So they will propose mapping table between two.
Schema review

69. What schemas should be in v1.0?

a. Common components

i. WIPO ST.3 Codes
ii. Representation terms

iii. Contact (AddressBook)
iv. Party or  Representative/ Agent/ Applicant

v. Citations
vi. Image

vii. Application number

viii. Signature
ix. Payment (Trademarks and Designs)
b. Patent components
i. ApplicationBody

ii. Citation to be used in application body
iii. Patent image

iv. Patent classifications
c. Trademark components
i. ST.66 v.1.1

d. Design components
i. ST.86 v.1.0
e. External standard schemas

i. ISO codes: 2-letter country, 2-letter language, and three-letter currency, and extended ST.3 and ISO country
ii. OASISTable

iii. MathML 

70. With regard to Payment Schema, JPO commented that, in patent business, we may not exchange information about payment and ST.96 payment schema for patent seems unnecessary.  The IB informed that payment element is defined in ST.36 and IB also commented that payment schema is used in trademark and design business.  It was agreed that Trademark and Design experts will review the draft payment schema to determine any modifications needed for simple structure which can be commonly used across IP type.
71. Agreed to remove from PostalAddress the following elements:
a. AddressMailCode

b. AddressPostOfficeBox

c. AddressRoom

d. AddressFloor

e. AddressBuilding

f. AddressStreet

72. All of these specific elements can also be represented as an attribute value on AddressLineText in the schema proposed by the US.

73. Discussed AddressBag at some length.  USPTO proposed to define image element and some character decoration elements in name and address.  However, since these are US national requirement, delegations have agreed not to define them in ST.96 Schema, and USPTO agreed to define in US national schema.”
74. Agreed to modify the structure of ApplicationNumberType to ApplicationNumberType (CountryCode?, (ApplicationNumberText | ST13ApplicationNumber).

75. There was discussion of revising the regular expression validating an application number.  Many possibilities were discussed.  The delegates agreed on the adequate regular expression.  
Application Body

76. JPO proposed to keep, in ST.96, the structure of CAF items and non-CAF elements/attributes defined in the description element of PCT application-body.dtd. Delegation basically agreed with the JPO and also agreed that those elements or attributes should be reviewed whether they are practically used by IPOs before adding them in ST.96
77. patPageURI, patPageImage: can these be consolidated?  Attributes for an image and for a PDF are not the same.

78. EP documents can have a mixture of page images and text down to the level of the subdocument, but not lower.  JP has documents that are either all page images or all XML.  US converts all incoming documents to images for processing and publishes in XML; and in PE2E, all incoming documents will be converted to XML and remain so throughout their lifecycle.  RU says all their US and CCCP are XML, but RU documents are images, scanned for text, with a manual identification of bib data.  So their data is a mix of images, text, and structured bib data.
79. Agreed to modifications to PageImage and PageURI (now DocumentURI).

80. PageImageType: FileLocation and ImageFormat are required in ST.36 but defined as optional in ST.96

81. RU requested to add enumerations values for PageSize (letter, A4, A3, etc). All delegations agreed that it is not needed for the time being.

82. Section headings in application body were revised to reflect naming rules.  Heading and paragraph were moved to the same level as the fixed headings.
83. EP suggested a tag for a reference to a specific sequence (SEQ ID No) in a sequence listing.  

84. Some tags were renamed to conform to naming rules.
85. Agreed to keep structured and non-structured citations for NPL and for patents.
86. PassageRangeBag removed from patent citation.

87. Patent citation structure reduced to four elements: number, kind, date, country.

88. It was tentatively agreed to NPL content model as it is in v0.7.
89. Changed Br to simpleType rather than complexType.
90. Agreed that the Main Body of ST.96 should state that, in all cases, structured text is preferred to unstructured text or images.
91. Added ClaimNumber element in place of claimNumber attribute since it is IP content, not metadata.

92. Should the “figure to publish” be included in the paragraph in the abstract, or in a separate structure?  Neither, since it’s in the bib data.
93. JP has reservations about the introduction of claimCategory and claimDependencyCategory that are used to characterize the status and the dependency relationship of claims.  JP will reach a conclusion in two weeks to decide.

94. It was agreed to remove ClaimStatement because it is a US specific element.

Party
95. Is a party bag needed?  Or is one sufficient with a role attribute/element?  Agreed to create a type that includes Contact, for each party type needed for patents or for trademarks.  With regard to Signatory/Signature, it was discussed whether Signature should also be added to this party construct, then reversed that decision for Signature, and added role, signatory, and contact under signature.  It was developed a revised schema for Signature.
Patent Bib data
96. EP suggests allowing multiple document numbers in DocumentIdentification in order to share other document numbers for the same document, as used in their internal systems.  The US objects on the grounds that this is specific to EP and should be a national practice instead.
97. EP also mentioned their simple patent document, with a significantly reduced number of bibliographic elements, which is the minimum necessary for EPO to populate their various internal systems.

Trademarks and Designs

98. The delegates discussed whether or not the number of characters in tag name should be limited up to 30 because Oracle DB allows 30 characters in maximum for field.  It was agreed not need to change because the Rule refers to “SHOULD” other than “MUST”   Abbreviations can be used in database names as needed, but the delegates agreed that it wasn’t necessary to limit name lengths in XML.

99. The current draft documents use both “national” and “domestic” for various classifications.  The IB will decide and use consistent terminology across patents and trademarks.
100. Changed PriorityNumber to PriorityApplicationNumber, and PriorityApplicationFilingDate.

101. Added AssociationKindText, including additional elements, to record related applications.
102. Agreed to NationalMarkBag and NationalTrademarkBag, but not necessarily the contents.  Agreed to AbandonedDate, CancelledDate, for now.

103. Added NationalStatusBag, with a number of constructs for defining status codes, groups of codes
104. NationalFilingBasis is likely not used by anyone other than the US.  The US will provide a description of each enumerated value in the associated lists.

105. Agreed to change name of BoardAndCourtProceedingsBag to LegalProceedingsBag.  Includes various subordinate bags to collect various kinds of proceedings.

106. Applicant and assignee parties are the only two that would use the LegalEntityType.

107. Agreed to reuse com:NationalityCode in place of LegalEntityNationalityCode.

108. DocumentCode and DocumentDescription are always Office-specific.  US has about 250 document type codes for trademarks.
Data Dictionary

109. The IB asked for further comments on data dictionary.  Descriptions were derived from the schemas, and any changes to the descriptions will be reflected in the schemas.

110. The IB demonstrated the “Technical Specification” of ST.96.  This is the official documentation for each of the elements and attributes, including a diagram, version in formation, and other information, including “used by” elements list.  IB will include enumeration values in the next revision of the IP Data Dictionary.
111. The IB reported that abstract problem and abstract solution are not required by the PCT and are not commonly used.

112. When the XML4IP Task Force has finished its work, and the members of all the XML task forces have been consulted, the IB will propose to consolidate work for all the XML-based standards into a single Task Force.  If approved, then that one task force would be responsible for revising any existing or future XML-based WIPO standards.  Fast-track processing of changes will be requested at the same time to ensure synchronization among all XML standards.
113. Delegates agreed on the need for a section in Implementation Rules and Guidelines (IRG’s) describing design-stage vs. production-stage schemas.  However, the implementation guidelines on the whole are not mature enough for general use.

114. IB proposed to include the Implementation Rules and Guidelines as a working draft, even though it is still a work-in-progress.  The US will revise the IRG’s over the course of the next year, based on the actual development calendar for their Patents End-to-End program.  For ST.96 v1.0, the Task Force will submit the main body, DRC’s, and some schemas.  Additional schemas, the IRG’s, and the mapping tables will come later, as completed.  Transformation Rules and Guidelines will be submitted as a working draft.  Once ST.96 is adopted and some testing has been performed, the document may be revised and will be submitted for approval.
115. JP suggested that a schema cannot be adopted in v1.0 unless the necessary degree of transformability has been achieved, whether or not the corresponding mapping tables have been completed.  

116. EP concurred with this suggestion.  The ApplicationBody in particular might need as much as 100% of its elements to be transformable in both directions, which means no loss of content, although there might be some change in markup.
Designs
117. ST.96 does not have an element for INID code 24, date from which the industrial design right has effect.  Added EffectiveDate to the dgn:DesignType structure.  This might become a common component.
118. Issue 256, missing element for INID code 57.  Description of characteristic features of the industrial design including indication of colors.  Added CharacteristicDescription element to dgn:Design, which must be multiple.  
Summary of Open Issues and Action Items
119. Open issues: 

a. versions in maintenance and design schemas, 

b. other issues related to schemas are captured in the issues tracker

120. Issue 298: BLOB vs. Binary terminology.  Since the rules advise against using binary inclusions in XML, the issue was not decided.
121. Some instances of inconsistency in the use of IdentifierType/KeyType  vs. key-keyref in Trademarks and Designs will need revision.

122. Issue 226:  JP needs to clarify which element is for name of organization in free text.  It was agreed to use the element “OrganizationStandardName” for free text of organization name.
123. A “well-known” trademark in RU requires no renewal, such as “Coca-Cola.”  Where would an element recording this information be located?  RU requested additional tags for collective marks and multi-media in trademarks.  See issue ID 418.
Schedule
124. Next week, IB will update all the materials and post to wiki.

a. 2011-12-19 – 2012-01-13 Comments

b. 2012-01-16 – 2012-01-18 IB prepares final versions

c. 2012-01-19 – 2012-01-27 Last opportunity for discussion

d. 2012-01-30 – 2012-02-01 Final preparation and submission

125. If the CWS does not meet in April, the Task Forces could have another informal meeting to make even further progress before the postponed meeting.  However, as of this writing, there is no indication that the April meeting of the CWS will be postponed again.

126. CWS meeting is Monday through Friday.  Depending on the agenda, the Task Forces will meet during that week as well.

[End of minutes]

