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The purpose of this document is to summarise the work done at the face-to-face meeting held at the Berlitz GlobalNET offices in Dun Laoghaire, Dublin. Wherever the original proposal or email discussed was short, it is included it in the text;  where it was longer it is provided as a separate appendix document. Withdrawn or rejected proposals are noted as such. Anything agreed to at the meeting is submitted as a proposal to the full group.

Attendance: John Corrigan, Tony Jewtushenko, Christian Lieske ,Mat Lovatt,Enda McDonnell (Friday only), John Reid ,Peter Reynolds ,Yves Savourel ,Reinhard Schaler (Thursday only) ,Gérard Cattin des Bois.

Observer: Mirek Driml

This document concentrates on the action items arising from the meeting. In particular, this document deals with:

· Proposed Charter

· Design specifications

· Spec Refinements

· Formal Extensibility

· XLIFF namespace embedded in other XML documents

· Migration

· Compliance

· Timescale

Proposed Charter

The purpose of the OASIS XLIFF TC is to define specifications for extensible localization interchange XML vocabularies (i.e. formats, schemas) that will provide the ability to mark up or capture localizable data and interoperate with different processes or phases without loss of information. The vocabularies will be tool-independent, and support aspects of the internationalization process and the entire localization process. The vocabularies will comprehensively support common software and content data formats. The specifications will provide an extensibility mechanism to allow the development of tools compatible with an implementer's own proprietary data formats and workflow domains.

Design specifications

The meeting reviewed the Design Specifications section of Eric and Colin’s document. See Appendix document A for responses provided by the meeting participants,  and Eric and Colin’s subsequent answers to those responses.

Spec Refinements

Spec formatting

Count

From Mark Levins: <note> as a child of <count>
Currently the <count> element is very ambiguous, a note as a child
element could be used to indicate what was being counted, what was considered
a word etc. 
Mtg: This solution does not go far enough. 

Group

From Mark Levins/ John Reid: The <count-group>, <prop-group> and <context-group> elements can be used within a <group> without any other relevant child elements The 1.0 specification allows that a <group> element can contain (for example) a <count-group> without containing anything to count. I think the <group> element should be changed to contain at least one of <group>, <trans-unit> or <bin-unit>. It was agreed that this also applies to <body> element.

From John Reid: we make the header element optional. If we are going to change names, let's call the trans-unit the trans-group or source-group (preferred). That would also need to be extended to the bin-unit, which would become the bin-group.  Mtg: No but if names are changed this should be considered. The order of child elements in file could be ordered to match, as closely as reasonable, the order of child elements in the content-group. Thus, the note element would follow the prop-group element. 

Mtg: Needs investigation

Word separator

From Yves: Currently when processing a <source> or a <target> element there is no way to know how an inline code such as <bpt>, or <x/> should affect the word breaking. While the majority of original codes are most likely not to be seen as separator (.e.g. <b>...</b> in HTML) a few are word breaker (e.g. <br/>).

It may be useful to have an additional optional attribute in <bpt>, <it>, <ph>, <g/>, <x/>, <bx/>, and <ex/> to indicate whether the code should be considered a word separator or not.

Something like word-break="yes|no" (or 'wb' to keep with the short name tradition). The default would be "no". For example:

<source>Line one<ph id="1" wb="yes">\n</ph>Line two</source>

Meeting decided this needed further discussion

Reformat 

From Mat Lovatt: Proposal 1 
In the XLIFF 1.0 spec, the reformat attribute is used to indicate that all UI attributes may or may not be modified. 
The spec mentions font, size, etc. 
The specific attributes are not detailed. 
A closed list of attributes controlled by the Reformat attribute will remove ambiguity 
 

Proposal 2 
A reformat element will be used as an alternative to the reformat attribute.
 If specified, all attributes listed within the element may be modified in the trans-unit/bin-unit.  

All attributes not within the element may not be modified 

All attributes in the element will have empty or default values. 
The value of the attribute is ignored. Its presence is used to validate and control changes to the 'Real' attribute 
 
The trans-unit/bin-unit may specify a reformat attribute, or a reformat element, but not both.
Mtg:  Yes (Proposal 1 and 2) to the concept Needs further clarification. Mat to formulate proposal to do this.  
  
Proposal 3 
If Non XLIFF standard UI attributes are specified using props, a reformat attribute within the prop-group will specify that all attributes within the prop-group may or may not be modified. This is primarily of use for end users that use these values in proprietary environments. 
Mtg: Discussion needs to wait until we discuss the prop-group

Christian's mail

Work was started on this but not completed. See appendix B.

Formal Extensibility

The meeting proposed that we create a schema based on the refinements to version 1.0. It was discussed and agreed that whatever can be implemented from Eric and Colin’s proposal will be implemented,  but the TC will not adopt the proposal in its entirety due to the magnitude of the changes suggested by the proposal.  However it was agreed that the following interoperability proposals will be discussed for implementation within 1.1 spec.

· Externalise attribute list

· Extend attributes

· Extend values

· Extend elements

· Define which enumerated lists are extensible and how

· Prop-group ??? 
XLIFF namespace embedded in other XML documents

From Gérard: Microsoft recommended proposal for Xliff 1.1: make xliff tags a namespace that can also be used in software and content data files. This proposal is an add-on to Eric's proposal. 

The idea is to make XLIFF an open model XML schema so that it can carry localization data and also the complete xml-based source file as context. <?xml:namespace prefix = o ns = "urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" /> 

Think of an xml based help file or webpage that has its own schema that the localization process has no knowledge about. We call it the user domain schema. After the source authoring is done, the xml file is handed over to localization engineers/process to add localization directives. 

Currently, most processes need to extract resources into a canonical form, such as a resource table. Xliff is the export format of that form. The problem with this is that the context information for the resources is lost. It is especially the case for content localization. 

Imagine that we keep the source file as the main vehicle for transforming data. We insert localization directives directly into the source file but in xliff namespace. (It is technically possible to make the same document be valid for both the user schema and xliff schema.) Then, we can transfer the VERY SAME SOURCE FILE to the localizer without losing any context information. This way, a localizer can view the resources in two views. 1. The original source file view and 2. the table view for all trans units.  This way, content localization and software localization can be the same as long as they both are xml based files. I rewrite the sample-xliff.xml file to illustrate the idea. The first file is dialog.xml, which is an imagined windows resource xml based format. Think of it as the XML based RC file. The second file is the mixed content from both the user schema and xliff schema.  You can see the clear separation of information from two schemas. An xliff element is mostly a child element to a user domain element to add localization directives. It can have references to the user domain data such as to tell xliff where the source text is located in the string table. 

Mtg: There was support at the meeting for this proposal.

Migration

A number of issues were highlighted as being the basis for our migration and support strategy.  These include:

· We have a responsibility to support existing users of 1.0.

· We should not change required elements and attributes - if semantics change, the name should change.

· Enumerated lists are a potential issue if they are closed.

· A dot release may have stronger rules on changes than a full number release. Should they have separate migration strategies? What are the attributes of large and small changes?

· We should take into account food-chain migration and compliance issue. The food chain describes the dependencies within related organization. For instance translators for a localisation vendor company, localisation engineers for the publishing company and software developers are all different point on the food chain.

· Save as versioning Compliance issue. Tools should be able to save as an earlier version.

· Tools process earlier versions - Backward compatibility Version 1.1 tools can cope with 1.0- Tool based support – Should we consider Forward compatibility???

· Migration guidelines – Need Statement in spec, migration guidelines and XSLT where appropriate.

We should look at how we deal with potential users in terms of PR and education.

Compliance

Define clause in spec with business rules. 

Timescale:

By May 24th.: Consolidated feature list submitted (Tony/ Peter)

May 28th.: Consolidated feature list reviewed. As part of this review we will review the dates suggested here.

July 1st.- publish Draft 1 of spec 1.1 DTD and Schema and Namespace.

September 17th. - Draft 2

October 15th – Release Candidate 1 (RC1)

First meeting in November - Vote to approve committee spec.

It is proposed that the 1.1 specification strategy should be to submit to Oasis as an Oasis standard for the December standards review meeting.
Page 2 of 5

