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Meeting REPORT 
INTRODUCTION

1. An informal meeting of the XML4IP Task Force took place in Geneva on May 3, 2012 during the CWS/2.  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

Agenda Item 2:  Preparation of the final draft of ST.96 Annexes V and VI for adoption at the CWS/3
Annex V:  Implementation Rules and Guidelines

2. USPTO mentioned that it will show what it has been doing, but cannot complete this alone.  It will require support from the IB.  This work will also require more details from national office’s implementations before finalizing and proposing to the CWS.  The IB responded that the General Assembly of WIPO has not provided the resources needed in this biennium.  It will not be able for the IB to provide resource(s).  This is the decision of the General Assembly of WIPO, so Members may wish to raise this issue at the next Assembly. 
3. As far as testing Annex V: 

· EPO says they will not test or implement ST.96;  

· JPO will not participate in test;  

· SIPO would like to participate in testing;  

· PCT-IB, by virtue of receiving documents from the USA, will be “forced” to participate in testing, but unable to make a commitment at this time;  

· Rospatent will start a project for creation a new electronic registry of inventions, probably using ST. 96, and the implementation rule and guidelines will be tested in the scope of this project;  and
· USPTO will participate in the test and share its implementation experience. 

4. It was agreed that volunteer IPOs will discuss how to collaborate on a test and create a schedule of activities.  Based on the inputs and test results from those volunteer IPOs, i.e., US, CN and RU, the XML4IP Task Force will prepare a final proposal of ST.96 Annex for consideration and adoption by the CWS at its third session.
Annex VI:  Transformation Rules and Guidelines

5. It was noted that current draft of Annex VI has examples based on the “Contact” component.  However it is insufficient and need more comprehensive examples.  It was also reminded that the mapping tables are between the two Standards, not between different implementations at IPOs.  

6. USPTO agreed to post its transformation map from Red Book (ST.36-based) to ST.96.  Additional work will be needed to show the transformations of ST.36 elements not in Red Book.

7. EPO highlighted the need to identify the relevant business objects for exchange, and work on those transformations.  For some objects, perfect transformation may be needed;  in others, something less than perfection is needed;  and for others, there is no need for transformation.  First, it is a business question, of which objects to exchange in XML.  USPTO responded that there are many items for exchange that we already know well enough to provide sample transformations that illustrate the technology, without having to engage in new consultations with business customers, such as first action, final action, and search history.  

8. The IB asked if we need to include all components for transformation in this Annex VI.  If not, how we can define the business objects to be in the Annex VI as examples for transformation.  EPO replied that what business objects to include should not be decided by the Task Force, but should be discussed in other venues.  EPO noted that the level of convertibility is important.  USPTO said that IP5 Offices are well along with defining what business objects should be exchanged and the level of granularity that is important, which could be discussed at their next meeting in July in Washington.  JPO stated that IP5 Offices surveyed on the issue of work sharing, and have already shared some survey results with the XML4IP Task Force in 2010.  IP5 Offices currently focusing on exchange of data in PDF and will consider XML format in Phase II.

9. SIPO concerned about continued development of ST.36 and the impact of that on the transformations.  It is necessary to decide what direction the changes of ST.36 should follow, either to continue in its current pattern, or to make it more like ST.96.  SIPO has invested in ST.36 and wants to continue its development.  It was noted that, in ST.36, there are the ICEs and a model DTD, with the result that, although there is much in common, the DTD’s from various implementations are strikingly different.

10. Participants agreed that some key business objects should be included in the first version of Annex VI as examples to show how to solve the transformation problem and then gradually increase business objects based on the request from business.  The extension or completion of mapping between two Standards will depend on input from the TF members and available resources at the IB.  

11. In relation to candidates to be included in the first version of Annex VI, for patents, USPTO proposed ‘patent bibliographic data’ and ‘application body’.  Participants agreed that TF will start with application body, and do as much patent bibliographic data as possible, but not necessarily all.  Without the patent bibliographic data, any transformation would be difficult, so Participants hope to get all of it.  Rospatent wanted application body and patent bibliographic data.

12. For trademark, UKIPO suggested that TF members should test ST.96 in the MECA environment including data transformation.  OHIM informed Participants of on-going tests of ST.66 with WIPO.  It will then test transformations.  OHIM will try to participate in the test of data transformation between ST.96 and ST.66, based on available resources.

13. For transformation between ST.96 and ST.66/ST.86, based on the OHIM’s proposal, Participants agreed that all components will be taken into consideration, as opposed to doing so for some specific document, such as an application which was proposed by the IB.  OHIM proposed that it will provide XML instances and corresponding schemas for testing.  UKIPO stated that it has a service that currently returns ST.66 documents, but could theoretically return ST.96 as well and it will pursue and report back.
14. In conclusion, Participants agreed to include the following key components instead of entire set of components defined in ST.96 and ST.36/ST.66/ST.86 in the first version of Annex VI and extend to other business components if needed:

· Patents:  Application Body, Bibliographic Data (tentatively); 

· Trademarks:  Trademark Resources; 

· Designs:  Design resources

15. Participants reconfirmed that the transformations in the Annexes are from one standard to another, not from one implementation to another implementation.
16. With regard to the work plan for this activity of updating Annexes V and VI, the IB mentioned that it can work on coordination so long as it has a contractor to work.  In a very short time, the IB might not be able to lead, review and coordinate the works due to the lack of resource.

17. For the implement and test Annex VI,  

· USPTO volunteers work in both patent and trademark transformations ; 

· UKIPO is willing to work on trademark transformations;
· OHIM will participate in trademark and design, and will host a transformation tool in its bus;
· Rospatent will work with patents, maybe trademarks; 

· SIPO will participate for transformation of Patents;  and
· EPO said they could not commit any resource at this stage.

18. Based on the inputs and test results from those volunteer IPOs, the XML4IP Task Force will prepare a final proposal for ST.96 Annex VI for consideration and adoption by the CWS at its third session.

Agenda Item 3:  Further development of schemas
19. For further development of schemas, Participants agreed to give priority to the schemas for PatentBibliographicData and ExtendedTrademark which are under discussion.  
20. Participants noted that the need of DTD/Schema for Written Opinion, Legal Status, Classification and some others are under discussion by IP5 Offices.  Written Opinion seems the next schema components to be developed by TF members for patent components.  The IB showed the work sharing items given by IP5 Offices in 2010 as an input for development of ST.96 Schema.  JPO said that those are very high level and need further clarification.  The IB asked if IP5 would provide that clarification and a prioritized list of work sharing products as a guidance for further development of schema, with as much detail as possible.  JPO and USPTO said that IP5 can discuss the request at its July meeting and inform the XML4IP TF of the results after the meeting. 
21. EPO said it looks forward to more detailed tagging in office actions, such as objections, to assist examiners in searching and determining the next best step in the examination process.  It is looking for highly structured office actions in the future to improve efficiency.

22. No further requirement was raised for development schema in design domain.

23. The IB informed Participants that Rospatent proposed Geographical Indication/ Appellations of Origin to be part of ST.96 and posted a draft schema for that on Wiki.  UKIPO mentioned that it stores Geographical Indication/ Appellations of Origin data as a trademark entity.  OHIM and UKIPO have more similar types like flags and insignia.  UKIPO pointed out, though, that flags and insignia might be cited in a rejection of a trademark application.  UKIPO will provide their practice via Wiki regarding Geographical Indication/ Appellations of Origin and other similar types.  OHIM noted that it has some demand of XML schema for appellations of origin, and the similar types, contrary to USPTO where there is no demand for xml markup for these items.  OHIM said that the XML schema for Geographical Indication/ Appellations of Origin will not fall into trademark domain. 

24. Participants agreed to define XML Schema for Geographical Indication/ Appellations of Origin as a part of ST.96.  However, where this information will be placed is open to question.  It could be defined as a trademark component or other IP type.  Participants agreed that they will consult it with their legal colleagues and the IB will also contact the Section at WIPO in which Appellation of Origin is dealt with.  It was noted that if it cannot be fallen into trademark domain, the scope of ST.96 needs to be extended to another IP type.  
Agenda Item 4:  Draft Work Plan
25. As it was proposed, at the CWS/2 Plenary, to finalize the Annexes V and VI in time for adoption at the CWS/3, Participants agreed to present final drafts of Annexes V and VI for consideration and/or adoption by the CWS at its 3rd session.  Assuming that the CWS/3 will take place in Q/1 2013, the final drafts likely need to be ready by the middle of November 2012, but it will depend on the schedule of the CWS/3.  Based on the tentative deadline, the IB will propose more detail timeline for work. 

26. In addition, Participants discussed the frequency of revision to ST.96.  The IB proposed twice a year, in September and March as the release schedule of ST.36.  EPO, Rospatent and JPO mentioned that once a year is sufficient.  After further discussion, taking into account the initial phase of evolution, Participants agreed not to fix the frequency and leave the schedule open for the time being. 
Agenda Item 5:  Discussion on the Patent Bibliographic Data Schema, version 0.1
27. The IB mentioned that the TF members have been invited to comment on the first draft schema of Patent Bibliographic Data.  The IB briefed the preparatory works done by EPO, USPTO and the IB.  The schema is based on the element of bibliographic-data defined in ST.36 and some components are restructured and modified based on the inputs from EPO and USPTO.
28. JPO asked for a reference from ST.96 to ST.36 for comparison of components’ structure.  The IB showed the data dictionary, which shows for each element in ST.96, the corresponding element in 36.  JPO said that the one-to-one correspondence is not sufficient to review the changes by the given deadline for comment.  The IB said that it was difficult to present the information requested without using some tool or other.  JPO preferred that the IB provides the corresponding structures display to all members of the Task Force.  The IB said that it will investigate whether it is feasible to produce a mapping diagram between ST.36 bibliographic-data element and the draft schema with limited resource.
29. JPO pointed out that the deadline for comments, May 18, on the schema is too tight and SIPO agreed that this is not enough time.  Considering request of the extension of the deadline by JPO, SIPO and Rospatent, it was agreed to open the first round discussion on the schema by the end of May.  In addition, the IB requested to review the schema with respect to naming and changes in its structure.  The IB notified that comments to be given by the deadline will be reflected in the next version of PatentBiliographicData.xsd. 
30. For patent classification, EPO said that it prefers a generic classification for exchanging multiple types of classifications, leaving validation to background programs that will be needed in any case.  USPTO mentioned that it prefers to keep specific structures that can be validated using XML, rather than the loose, optional approach used in ST.36.

31. EPO stated that it wants validation from unreliable sources, and Offices are reliable sources.  The type of rules that cannot be validated in schemas, such as cross-element validation, will be needed anyway.  Internally, EPO already combines many classification types successfully, leaving all validation to separate coding.  USPTO said that it prefers to leave simple validation to XML and let programmers focus on more complex validations.

32. EPO mentioned that, if the generic model is agreed to in ST.36, then ultimately, the existing classification structures in ST.36 would be deprecated.  The IB underlined that common direction of classification xml model should be taken in ST.36 and ST.96.

33. It was agreed to continue the discussion on generic vs. specific classifications via Wiki.  The IB asked EPO and USPTO to fix a tentative schedule to conclude the discussion on classification considering PatentBibliographicData.xsd which contains classification components.  EPO responded that it is difficult to commit to a specific schedule.

34. In addition, EPO pointed out that the proposed NationalClassification component in PatentBibliographicData.xsd is US-oriented and USPTO admitted it.  It was agreed that EPO and USPTO will further negotiate the content model for national classification so that it would be suitable for others, for example, ECLA.

35. With regard to the tentative schedule for the next revision of ST.96 schemas, it was agreed to release the next version of ST.96 Schema before the CWS/3 which may take place in Q/1 2013, along with Annexes V and VI.  It means that discussion on the revision should be completed in November 2012 to have time for distribution in advance of the CWS/3.  It was noted that the tentative schedule will depend on the date of the CWS/3.
36. The IB reported obvious mistake regarding constraints of FigureReference in pat:ApplicationBody.  Participant agreed to correct it and reflect the correction in the first version of ST.96 instead of waiting the next release. 

Agenda Item 6:  Discussion on the Extended Trademark Schema, version 0.1
37. The IB informed Participants that TF members have been invited to comment by May 18, 2012 on the first draft of the Extended Trademark Schema.  Taking into account the tight schedule for comments, Participants agreed to open the first round discussion on the schema by the end of May.
38. JPO asked the goal of ‘Extended Trademark” schema.  The IB responded that it is intended to extend the current ST.96 Trademark Components which are based on ST.66 in order to facilitate trademark data dissemination.  The IB remarked the general purpose of WIPO Standards which provides recommendations to facilitate IP data exchange and IP information dissemination.  USPTO pointed out that ST.66 focuses on the data exchange between the IB and the members of Madrid System;  and OHIM commented that ST.66 is based on European countries’ practice.  

39. The IB noted that the first draft ‘Extended Trademark” schema is based on inputs from USPTO.  Therefore, it is largely specific to USPTO practice, but, it should be modified to meet common use across countries.  Since the Informal Consultation on XML Standards held in December 2011, TF members have been invited to provide their need of trademark data dissemination.  Some of inputs from Rospatent have been reflected in the draft schema and the rest will be incorporated in the next version.  The IB encouraged TF members to provide comments with respect that the extension can also be used by their office as well as their specific need.  Once further inputs are provided from IPOs, TF members will work on finding common entities for their inclusion in the next version of ST.96 Schema.  It is expected that the next version will also support dissemination.
40. It took long discussion on whether to combine tmk:ApplicationFilingDate and pat:FilingDate.  In the end, it was not agreed that, as long as the description includes the phrase “application filing date,” we might remove the object class from the element name and use com:FilingDate.  OHIM pointed out that FilingDate would be used in many contexts where the object class is not “application” and would therefore cause confusion.  Participants agreed to investigate this issue more carefully with more examples and continue discussion via Wiki.

Agenda Item 7:  Next Task Force meeting
41. Participants agreed that Task Force meeting in person is necessary to complete the Annexes V and VI and schema revisions in time.  It seemed that the first or second week of November 2012 is most convenient to Participants.  Therefore, it was agreed that the IB will propose the first or second week of November as a tentative schedule for the next Task Force meeting.  Location needs to be determined later, but can be in WIPO, if no country offers to host.

 [Annex I follows]

Annex I:  Adopted Agenda

42. Adoption of the agenda 
43. Preparation of the final draft of ST.96 Annexes V and VI for adoption 

· Annex V:  Implementation Rules and Guideline 

· Invite IPOs to test:  Volunteer IPOs?

· Based on the test results, validate Rules and update Appendixes I and II

· Annex VI:  Transformation Rules and Guidelines 

· Invite IPOs to test:  Volunteer IPOs?

· Based on the test results, validate Rules and update Appendixes I, II and III 

· Provide mapping for all components vs. key components only

· What are the key components? 

· Patents:  Bibliographic Data?

· Trademarks:  Trademark Application

· Trademarks:  Trademark Application
44. Further development of schemas 

· Candidates and Justification:  
· Ongoing discussion:  Patent Bibliographic Data (ongoing), Extended Trademark

· New candidates:  Written Opinion, Legal Status, others

· Prioritization
45. Work plan 

· Prepare the final draft of ST.96 Annexes V and VI:  present them to the CWS to be held in 2013

· Further development of schemas

· ST.96 revision frequency:  September and March 

· Next revision:  March 2013
46. Discussion on the Patent Bibliographic Data Schema, version 0.1 
47. Discussion on the Extended Trademark Schema, version 0.1 
48. Next Task Force meeting

[Annex II follows]
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	SIPO

	Simon TAYLOR
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	JPO

	Ryo NITTA
	JPO

	Asahi HASEBE
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