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XML4IP Task Force Meeting
Geneva, Switzerland, April 18-19, 2013, during CWS/3
Meeting Report
1. The XML4IP Task Force informal meeting took place during the CWS/3 on April 18 and 19, 2013.

2. The adopted agenda and participant list are annexed to this report.

Adoption of the agenda

3. The agenda was adopted after replacing Item 9:  ‘Other matters’ with “Next Task Force meeting”. 
Progress report of the TF leader on ST.96 development

4. The TF leader presented a short report on the development of ST.96.  He reported on the progress on the preparation of pending Annexes V and VI, including latest versions of the respective Main Bodies and Appendices.  ROSPATENT provided test reports on transformation tools that USPTO provided and JPO posted comments on the Main Bodies of Annexes V and VI.  Improvements were made to the Schema since the Canberra meeting of the Task Force in October 2012.  If pending issues are completed in time, the results will be incorporated in the next version Schema, D5. 

Presentations of IPOs on implementation of ST.96

5. The following IPOs presented work on development and implementation of ST.96 in their office:  RU, AU, CA and US.  The presentations have been posted on the Wiki.

6. ROSPATENT presentation and the use of ST.17 prompted a discussion on whether other offices use ST.17 or plan to do so in the future.  Participants noted that it would be wise to reuse as much as possible from this existing Standard.

7. Participants noted that those four Offices and UKIPO have already started their implementation of ST.96 or plan to implement ST.96 soon.  TF leader emphasized that it is import to limit the diversity of ST.96 implementation where possible.  In order to achieve the goal, sharing information on office-specific component schema and implementation experiences with other TF members is crucial.  

8. The TF leader reminded TF members about the existence of the WIPO Subversion (SVN) service.  Currently only US have posted their schema proposals, and other IPOs are encouraged to do so.  TF members need to email the TF leader to create a folder for their IPO and set up permissions.  SVN can then be accessed using the Wiki password. 

Draft of ST.96 Annex V

9. Discussions were based on the draft Annex V, version 0.9 and provisional version 0.10.

10. The TF leader presented the proposed changes in the latest version of the Annex V draft.  The diagram in paragraph 7 has been changed based on JPO’s comments on the Wiki, with a simplified version of the original diagram moved to section 4 of the document.  The text of the document is well defined as it was heavily analysed at the Canberra meeting of the Task Force.  Appendix A and B may need to be revised once there is agreement on design rules changes and schema changes which are currently under discussion.  Currently no comments have been received on the Appendices.

11. JPO indicated that they are seeing the amended document (V0.10) which was distributed at the meeting for the first time and would like to review it in detail before providing comments.  The TF leader referred to the comments posted by the International Bureau (IB) on the Wiki on April 5 in response to the comments from JP, US on Annex V version 0.9.  V0.10 will be posted on the Wiki for further comments.

Draft of ST.96 Annex VI

12. Discussions were based on the draft Annex VI, version 0.7.

13. The TF leader indicated that V0.7 has been discussed and tested by TF members, but this version does not contain all components in ST.96 (for patents currently only application body and bibliographic data, Trademark component for trademarks and Design component for designs).  RU has completed testing for Patents and Trademarks, but no testing has been done by any IPO for Designs at this stage.  UKIPO indicated that once their development of ST.96 for designs starts, they may have to at least do conversion from ST.96 to ST.86 to communicate with other offices.

14. USPTO revised Annex VI version 0.7, with test results for Patents and Trademarks provided by ROSPATENT.  USPTO has fixed issues based on the test results and provided comments via the electronic forum.  If no further comments are received from TF members, the IB will propose the next version of Annex VI in which inputs from the TF members will be incorporated and invite TF members to test and provide comments (on the main body and appendices).

Revision of ST.96 Main Body

15. Discussions were based on the documents posted on the Wiki page titled as “Preliminary discussion on the revision of ST.96 Main Body”.

16. The Main Body of ST.96 will need to be revised to support the current version of the schema and design rules, including changes to reflect the new version scheme (major/minor version in folders rather than schema files – this would also need to be reflected in Annex I). 

17. Participants discussed the USPTO’s proposal to add SVG as an accepted image type for Patents and Designs (as discussed in IssueID 503).  Questions were raised about conversion of SVG to a format acceptable in ST.36, which also led back to compatibility discussions and the agreement not to change ST.36 at this stage.

18. Participants generally agreed that limiting ST.96 only to what already exists in ST.36 is not a valid approach.  The XML4IP TF has to be able to make changes to ST.96 which do not exist in ST.36, incorporating latest technologies in this new standard.  It was also suggested that ST.96->ST.36 conversion should be possible (e.g. SVG to another image format acceptable in ST.36), and the other way direction would not be an issue because ST.36 is a subset of ST.96.

19. CIPO also suggested investigating whether SVG (or any other image format to be added in the future) may have problems with being compressed in a ZIP archive, e.g. lossy compression.  OHIM noted that the problem can occur in JPEG files, and would also apply to sound and multimedia files – something to be considered by the future TM Task Force.  So it was suggested that compression be considered in new WIPO standard(s) for trademarks.

Para 21 and 26

20. Remarks from USPTO on paragraphs 21 and 26 of the Main Body document were also presented.  Flattened schema concept already added to annex, need to be added to Main Body.  For paragraph 26, could use namespace or prefix in the component name, or both.  TF members invited to comment.  Deadline should be extended to the end of April 2013.

Revision of ST.96 Annex I (DRCs)

21. Discussions were based on the documents posted on the Wiki page titled as “Preliminary discussion on the revision of Annex I”.

22. Participants discussed comments regarding versioning information.  Based on USPTO’s implementation, proposed to keep both major and minor version information in the folder and remove from component file name.  This was agreed on after the Canberra meeting, but subsequently questions about this approach were raised by JP.

23. It was also suggested to replace the currently absolute name in the namespace with a symbolic and constant relative namespace, and to remove the version information from the namespace. 

24. If the TF members agree with this proposal, these two main ideas will be incorporate into the next version of the DRCs.  Discussion via the Wiki has already closed and will need to be reopened until the end of April.

25. Comments have been received from JP and US.  Questions were raised about version indicators, having a major and minor version, and changes to the namespace.  The IB will reflect these comments in the next version of the DRCs.  Main change to the DRCs is to remove version indicators from the namespace and make it symbolic and with relative paths.

Revision of ST.96 Annex III (XML Schema, D4)

26. Discussions were based on the issues posted in the Wiki.

27. USPTO has found some issues with the schema that need to be corrected or improved.  Discussions have been recorded on the Wiki D4 page and a number of pending issues relating to the schema (some also related to DRCs).  The list includes two issues reopened on JPO’s request (IssueID 436 and 461).  The aim is for the TF members to agree to resolutions to these issues for inclusion in D5.

28. The TF members discussed the figure reference issue in more detail.  JP have proposed to keep compatibility between ST.96 and ST.36 in this situation, but ST.96 proposes eliminating ‘figure number’.  The discussions have shown different practice between US and JP.  IB has proposed adding a new element ‘figure description’.  

29. Other pending issues from discussion of D4 are:  Issue IDs 483, 498, 499, 501, 502 and 503.  Issues in progress are:  477 (expecting proposal from UKIPO regarding mark series) and 481 (under preparation by USPTO).

30. CIPO proposed linking schema elements to issues that explain how that element came about, for example providing a link in the schema to an Issue ID relevant to a particular element.  The relevant components are currently listed in the Issue ID (without links to the schema), but not vice-versa.  It may be difficult to maintain these links, as they would have to be updated for each version of the schema.  So it was agreed that the idea should be in abeyance. 

Mark Category (IssueID 461)

31. The background of the issue was presented by the TF leader.  The proposed values and definitions were generally accepted, except for the definitions of ‘well known mark’.  The TF leader sought advice from the representative of Trademark Law section of WIPO on how these should be handled.

32. TRIPS provides two definitions for ‘well known mark’ based on TRIPS (arts. 16(2) and 16(3)).  Discussion in the meeting showed that in most jurisdictions ‘well known mark’ exists only as a concept in examination or opposition, i.e. not a true category of mark but simply an additional attribute of a mark that is already of a particular category (i.e. an inherent category of an existing mark rather than a mark category). 

33. There may be exceptions where ‘well known mark’ is required as a mark category (e.g. in Finland an applicant can apply for a mark with reputation, also needed by the US).  Several delegations (IN, RU, CA) were in favour of keeping the values.  The question is then which definition to keep (16(2), 16(3) or both), and the discussion will continue via the Wiki.  TM legal advice not recommending adding this mark category value, but understands if offices need it for certain search purposes.

34. The Task Force leader offered the following options for discussion via Wiki:  1-keep ‘well known’ without definition, 2-keep both with definitions, 3-keep one with definition (and decide which one, 16(2) or 16(3)).

CPC (IssueID 483) 

35. The TF members discussed the US proposal for CPC to be included in ST.96.  EP and some other national IPOs have committed to using CPC (e.g. GB), hence the TF leader agreed for discussions of CPC in the context of ST.96, without objection from the Task Force members.  Draft schema and ST.8-CPC mapping tables have been provided.  

36. The TF leader asked EP to consider these and confirm descriptions are OK.  EP commented that the introduction of CPC may be a reason not to freeze ST.36 and keep it alive and modern.  The TF leader asked EP and US to work together to develop mapping between ST.36 and ST.96 for CPC when CPC is proposed for ST.36. 

37. If no objection is received, CPC will be added to D5, after receiving some further input from the US.

38. JPO commented that they have classification in text format, rather than structured format.  The CPC proposal only includes structured format.  US commented that they followed the structure for IPC, which follows US practice of using the structured format to represent classification information (including in ST.36).  However, comments were also made that IPCClassification in ST.96 also offers unstructured format.

Locarno Classification (IssueID 485)

39. The Locarno classification scheme is currently in common namespace because of Design Patents (e.g. used by USPTO), but also used for Designs.  The IB proposed to revise Locarno and make it compatible between Patents and Designs.  The IB invited TF members to comment on proposal.  If there is an agreement, changes will be included in D5.  Task Force members have been requested to post comments on Wiki page.  If no objection received, the IB proposes to add this in next version of the schema.

Patent Republication (IssueID 502)  

40. Draft schema has been proposed by IB, based on ST.36 (republication but not well structured) and current ST.96 components that already existed.  TF members invited to comment via Wiki.  If no objection received, the IB proposes to add this in next version of the schema.

Image (IssueID 503) 

41. New common image type has been proposed by USPTO to be used by P (Paragraph) and specific image for patents, trademarks and designs.  Online conference meeting held where this was discussed by OHIM, USPTO and the IB, including what can be the common elements for image.  Elements have been compared and the results posted on the Wiki.  The proposal for a common image type will be made on the Wiki.

Claim Reference (IssueID 499) 

42. The TF leader invited TF members to comment on whether the exemplary claim reference is needed by their IPOs.  It is currently used by US for publication purposes.  Most other TF indicated their IPOs’ publications include the abstract and an exemplary figure, but not an exemplary claim.  TF members have been invited to confirm via the Wiki.  If USPTO is the only IPO using this, it can make it a national extension and remove it from the standard.

Bibliographic Data Text (IssueID 498) 

43. This issue requires further input from IPOs.  Preference is for structured format, but some offices are still using string (see RU ST.36 examples).  The intention is to have only structured format in ST.96.  The TF needs to decide whether the free form option should exist in this case and be used only for legacy data (i.e. transformation from ST.36 to ST.96).  However, if the possibility to use freeform text is there in the schema, there is no way to control how it is used.  Further comments on RU proposal invited via the Wiki.

Next Task Force meeting

44. Participants agreed to have a Task Force meeting in person in the second half of the year in order to complete work on pending Annexes V and VI and to make schema changes.  The face to face meeting would also facilitate resolving outstanding issues, which can be difficult via Wiki (e.g. comments added after an issue is closed requiring that issue to be reopened).

45. The proposed time is Fall/Autumn 2013 (northern hemisphere).  US Delegation offered to host this meeting at USPTO, with September 9-13 or 16-20 as proposed dates.  The GB Delegation also offered to host the meeting, probably in London, with October 2013 as the proposed date.  Place and time and the offers from US and GB will be discussed further via the Wiki.

[Annex follows]

ANNEX
ADOPTED AGENDA
46. Adoption of the agenda

47. Progress report on the ST.96 Development by the Task Force Leader

48. IPOs' Activities regarding WIPO Standard ST.96 reported by Delegations

49. Draft for ST.96 Annex V

50. Draft for ST.96 Annex VI

51. Revision of ST.96 Main Body

52. Revision of ST.96 Annex I (DRCs)

53. Revision of ST.96 Annex III (XML Schemas)

54. Next Task Force meeting
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