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CWS XML4IP TASK FORCES MEETING
Geneva, Switzerland, May 2, 2012, during the CWS/2
Meeting Report
INTRODUCTION
1. The informal meeting took place on Wednesday morning, opened by Mr. Antonios Farassopoulos, Head of International Classifications and WIPO Standards Service, who welcomed the members of ST.36, ST.66, ST.86 and XML4IP Task Forces on behalf Mr. Yo Takagi, Assistant Director General. 

2. The meeting agenda was adopted as proposed by the International Bureau (IB).  The adopted agenda and participants list are reproduced as Annexes to this report.
DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND AGREEMENTS
3. As a follow-up of the approval of the Roadmap for the development of WIPO Standards dealing with XML;  and the adoption of ST.96 at the CWS/2, the IB, as Leader of ST.36, ST.66, ST.86 and XML4IP Task Forces, proposed an idea how to revise WIPO Standards ST.36, ST.66 and ST.86.
Revision to ST.36
4. With regard to revision to ST.36, Participants discussed two main issues, i.e., naming conventions and data structure.  For the naming conventions, the IB proposed to modify some naming rules in ST.36 in order to make them compatible with the ST.96 DRCs for new elements and attributes for ST.36, while exiting elements and attributes in ST.36 should not be changed.  The compatibility will facilitate data conversion between ST.36 and ST.96.
5. EPO said that from now forward, any new elements could follow ST.96, but any work in progress should follow the conventions already in use in ST.36.  The PCT-IB agreed with EPO.
6. JPO appeared to prefer that all work in ST.36 should follow its convention, even the new elements.  SIPO thinks mixing naming conventions will cause confusion.

7. JPO suggested that the mapping tables for transformation in Annex VI to ST.96 will resolve data conversion between ST.96 and ST.36.  EPO asked who will be responsible for transformations, the data producer or the consumer.  IB said that it will not have the resources to create a mapping table between all elements of both ST.36 and ST.96.  It was asked who will create the mapping table and corresponding XSLT script;  and maintain them.  Who will have the responsibility for ensuring good quality?

8. Over the next five to ten years, another question was how ST.36 will evolve for those Offices committed to it, and how they will transition to ST.96.  EPO mentioned that it plans to use XML schema which will likely be based on ST.36.  The schema will be stricter data structures for better data exchange, but not looking forward to changing ST.36.  Schema transition must not invalidate existing XML instances.  JPO has a similar position to the EPO, with no plans to move to ST.96 for five to ten years.

9. EPO stated that the structure for new components can follow ST.96 while schema name follows the current ST.36 naming rules.  If both structure and name follow ST.96, then very easy to transform from one to another.  It was noted that restructuring data from DTD-based flexible format to schema-based stricter one will not be easy task.
10. EPO agreed that following the ST.96 DRCs would be good, even for ST.36-based schema, and makes sense, since it facilitates the ultimate merging of the standards.

11. In conclusion, there was no agreement on whether or not new ST.36 components follow ST.96 naming rules while their data structures follow ST.96 DRCs.

Revision to ST.66 and ST.86

12. The IB proposed to review the main body of ST.66/ST.86 in light of ST.96;  apply ST.96 DRCs to new components for ST.66/ST.86;  and external standard code lists in ST.66/ST.86 should refer to the respective schemas defined in ST.96.

13. OHIM mentioned that the design rules of ST.66 and ST.86 are defined in the main body of respective Standard.  There are many common rules and conventions between ST.66/ST.86 design rules and ST.96 DRCs while some differences exist, e.g., different design pattern, i.e., Garden of Eden vs. Venetian Blind.  OHIM said that new components should follow ST.96 rules as much as possible while no changes to existing components, e.g., reuse ST.96 components by importing ST.96.

14. With regard to legacy country codes, UK does not adverse to linking to revised lists, but there are issues implementing these things internally where legacy codes are present.

15. The IB noted that ST.96 recommends using ST.3 codes for IP specific purposes, e.g., receiving office code.  For postal addresses, use ISO country codes.  In ST.96, there is an extended ISO country code, which includes older codes as well current codes, to avoid having to revise ST.96 for every revision to the ISO code list as well as processing legacy codes.

16. OHIM pointed out that ST.66 and ST.86 use the Venetian Blind pattern, and need to continue to do so.  Consequently, they will reuse Types from ST.96, rather than elements, which in ST.96 are Garden of Eden.

17. USPTO noted that ST.66 is limited to international exchange only, with no provision for national trademark data dissemination.  USPTO suggested that ST.96 expand to include all uses of both international and national information, slowly eclipsing ST.66.

18. OHIM stated that ST.96 is stricter than ST.66.  OHIM expected that maybe in five to ten years, about 20% of ST.66 might be components imported from ST.96.

19. In conclusion, for any new components for ST.66/ST.86, Participants agreed to use ST.96 naming and design rules to the extent possible.  It was expected that most of new components would just be imported from ST.96 without modification.  Participant also agreed that the schemas for ST.3 code and ISO code lists be referenced to ST.96 from ST.66/86.

Organization of Task Forces dealing with XML-based WIPO Standards

20. During the discussions on the revisions/maintenance of XML-based WIPO Standards, the data conversions between ST.96 and ST.36/ST.66/ST.86 were a key issue in view of co-existence for a while and compatibility between two, e.g., ST.96 Patent Components and ST.36 while the two will be evolved in the future.  In order to keep satisfactory compatibility, each domain expert should work specific domain over individual Standards, e.g., Patent XML expert to revise ST.36 and ST.96 Patent Components.  These discussions resulted in restructuring Task Forces dealing with XML-based WIPO Standards.

21. EPO suggested that the XML Task Forces should be merged to ensure compatibility and coordination.  The Madrid-IB said that if all four Task Forces are combined, there could be some practical difficulties because trademark XML experts may not be interested in the discussion on patent business and vice versa;  and at the low level there really isn’t that much in common.

22. EPO suggested that each IP domain has its expert group, but we need a common group to discuss common data components.  IP type-specific discussions can be carried on by those experts alone.

23. EPO suggested that we rename some task forces to focus on IP types with another forum for managing common interests.  This is the same as what the IB proposed in Alexandria in 2011 April.  It was noted that mapping tables for data conversion between ST.96 and ST.36/ST.66/ST.86 should also be organized by IP type.  More changes will occur in the IP Type areas than in the common areas.  For that reason, EP endorsed the IB proposal.

24. The IB suggested that one Task Force with three IP-Type “Expert Groups”.  There would be one meeting of the Task Force, and three separate meetings of the Expert Groups.  Rospatent said that its experience on WIKI shows that we can work together and independently.  Likes the idea of the common group proposed by the IB.  Most Offices don’t send separate representatives for each IP type, so meetings would have to be consecutive.  In fact, most work will occur in the WIKI.

25. Based on the discussions, the IB proposed the following three options for further discussion:
· Option 1:  Three XML expert groups, i.e., patent, trademark and design XML expert Groups within one common task force.

· Option 2:  Keep current task forces without changing

· Option 3:  Task Forces for each IP Type, and a convocation of the three as needed, but no common task force

26. USPTO endorsed option 1.  JPO suggested that revisions for ST.36, ST.66 and ST.86 be managed by their respective Task Forces.  However, workflow for any ST.96-related issues (e.g., data transformation, design rules and conventions, common components) would be referred to the XML4IP Task Force.

27. Taking into account that, currently, each Task Force has authorization to adopt any revision to the respective Standard, the IB highlighted that the authorization of revision to the XML-based Standards should be reconsidered if Task Forces are merged or restructured. 

28. In conclusion, Participants agreed to continue discussion on restructuring Task Forces of XML-based Standard via Wiki in basis of the three options above.  The IB will summarize three options including pros and cons, workflow/organization and responsibility.  It will be desirable that the Task Forces will discuss and reach agreement on organizational matters, and then present that agreement to the CWS Plenary at its third session for approval.  If there isn’t an agreement, then the IB will present the options and issues regarding organizational matters to the CWS for its consideration and decision.

Draft Work Plan

29. The draft work plan was not discussed in detail.  Depending on the volume of works and the importance of changes for the revisions to ST.36/ST.66/ST.86, respective Task Forces will decide whether they will adopt the revisions or present proposals for the revisions to the CWS for consideration and adoption. 

30. The IB briefed the following tentative schedule: 
Revisions to ST.36, ST.66 and ST.86

· By August 2012:  the IB to prepare the 1st draft proposals for the revisions of ST.36, ST.66 and ST.86

· By November 2012:  the TFs to prepare final drafts for the revisions to be ready for adoption by or for report to the CWS.
Organizational Matters on Task Forces
· By June 2012:  the IB to prepare an initial proposal for the organizational matters regarding XML-based Task Forces.

·  By November 2012:  the TFs to submit a final proposal for the organizational matters for consideration and/or approval at CWS/3.
[Annex I follows]

ANNEX I:  ADOPTED AGENDA
1. How to revise ST.36
· Main body of ST.36:  particularly, naming conventions

2. How to revise ST.66 and ST.86 

· Main body of ST.66 and ST.86

· ST.66/ST.86 Schema

· External standard schema, i.e., WIPOST3Code, ISO codes

· Other Appendixes
3. Draft work plan for the revisions of ST.36, ST.66 and ST.86 

· whether the Task Forces adopt the revisions to ST.36, ST.66 and ST.86 OR present proposals of the revisions to the CWS for its consideration and adoption

· Prepare proposals for the revisions of ST.36, ST.66 and ST.86 

· By August 2012:  the IB to prepare the 1st draft proposals

· By December 2012:  Final drafts to be ready for adoption by the corresponding Task Force OR for consideration and adoption by the CWS

[Annex II follows]

ANNEX II:  LIST OF PARTICIPANTS
	NAME
	OFFICE / ORGANIZATION

	Derek SPERO
	CIPO (Canada)

	Maria OREKHOVA 
	ROSPATENT

	Asa VIKEN
	Patent and Registration Office - Sweden

	Geoff COURT
	UK IPO

	James MCLAUGHLIN
	UK IPO

	Simon TAYLOR
	UK IPO

	Kyung-Hyub KWON
	KIPI

	Konrad HOFFMANN
	DPMA

	Katharina FASTENBAUER
	OPA

	Marcel CANTET
	INPI - FR

	Maria Rosa CARRERAS
	OEPM

	Jean-Marie PUTZ
	BOIP

	Patrick LE GONIDEC
	EPO

	Miguel ALBRECHT
	EPO

	Raul SUAREZ GONZALEZ
	EPO

	Song ZHANG
	China Patent Information Center

	Guoli CHU 
	SIPO

	Julia HU
	IP Australia

	Iksoo JEON
	KIPO

	Matsuo NONAKA
	JPO

	Ryo Nitta
	JPO

	Asahi Hasebe
	JPO (contractor)

	Magne LANGSAETER
	NIPO (Norway)

	Alexandre TRAN
	OHIM

	Dounia ELOUARDI 
	OMPIC, MA

	Fedor VOSTRIKOV
	ROSPATENT

	Bruce COX
	USPTO

	Steve BECKMANN
	USPTO

	Dounia ELOUARDI
	OMPIC (Moroco)

	Saad Abdul Aziz Aludibi
	KACST (Saudi Arabia)

	Hend MADHOUR
	WIPO

	Peter WARING
	WIPO

	Allal ALOUI 
	WIPO

	Angel LÓPEZ SOLANAS 
	WIPO

	Young-Woo YUN
	WIPO
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