
/ T. Zander email to OASIS OpenDocument Adoption Technical Committee mailing list (September 27,1

2007). http://www.oasis-open.org/archives/odf-adoption/200709/msg00032.html
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I. INTRODUCTION

As members of the OpenDocument (“ODF”) Technical Committee (“ODF TC”) are well
aware, round-trip interoperability among applications implementing OpenDocument
remains an elusive goal. As was recently stated by Thomas Zander, lead developer of
the KDE project’s KOffice word processor:

One thing I have always dreamed to be possible is that when I write a
doc in KOffice I can then open it in OOo to use that one feature that's
useful to me and then save it and continue in KOffice without losing
lots of data.

Its still a dream, of course. Most features are lost on opening and
saving it in OOo, but its a nice goal :)  /1

Such interoperability barriers can only serve to slow the adoption of ODF globally. The
OpenDocument Foundation (“Foundation”) proposes that the OASIS Office TC begin
now to create an interoperability framework for inclusion in OpenDocument v. 1.2. This
document proposes first steps toward a comprehensive interoperability framework and
OpenDocument interoperability conformance requirements. The goal, is in essence, to
begin the work of bringing ODF v. 1.2 into compliance with ISO/IEC JTC 1 Directives
interoperability requirements.

http://www.oasis-open.org/archives/odf-adoption/200709/msg00032.html


/ There is no question that the KDE proposal was misclassified as a suggestion. KDE repeatedly used2

variants of the word propose throughout the document.

/ As best the Foundation can determine, the work contemplated by the KDE proposal has never been3

done. The following history traces the proposal from origin to its inadvertent dropping from the TC’s

agenda.

Original KDE proposal from David Faure.               

 http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200511/msg00048.html

Action items: (Document settings), reposted by David Faure.  

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200703/msg00209.html 

Follow up from Michael Brauer (Sun Microsystems) needed.

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200704/msg00005.html

Action items: Michael Brauer - follow up on document settings, in progress. 

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200704/msg00043.html

Action items: Michael Brauer - follow up on document settings, in progress.

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200705/msg00075.html

(continued...)
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More specifically, this proposal addresses five critical existing interoperability break-
points in the ODF specification that must be resolved to bring ODF into compliance with
ISO/IEC JTC 1 Directives as to interoperability requirements:

1. Lack of interoperability conformance requirements;
2. Optional conformance requirements;
3. Application-specific extensions and document settings;
4. Application destruction of metadata required for interoperability purposes; and
5. Inappropriate use of incorporated World Wide Web Consortium recommendations.

The OpenDocument Foundation (“Foundation”) proposes that the OASIS Office TC
begin now  to create an interoperability framework for inclusion in OpenDocument v. 1.2.
This document proposes first steps toward a comprehensive interoperability framework
and OpenDocument interoperability conformance requirements. The goal, is in essence,
to begin the work of bringing ODF v. 1.2 into compliance with ISO/IEC JTC 1 Directives
interoperability requirements.

1. RESTORATION OF INADVERTENTLY DROPPED PROPOSAL

First, as a point of order, the Foundation respectfully proposes that a November 25,
2005 proposal by KDE's David Faure entitled "Interoperability of settings" be restored to
the OASIS Office Technical Committee ("TC") agenda's list of action items on grounds
that it was inadvertently misclassified then dropped from the agenda.  The KDE proposal
was approved by the TC but was incorrectly logged on the TC agenda as a suggestion
rather than as an action item. /  The proposal later disappeared from the agenda without2

recorded discussion or a ballot. /3

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200511/msg00048.html
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200703/msg00209.html
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200703/msg00209.html
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200703/msg00209.html
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200703/msg00209.html
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200705/msg00075.html


/ (...continued)3

Action items: Michael Brauer - follow up on document settings, in progress.

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200705/msg00117.html

Action items, Michael Brauer - follow up on document settings, in progress. 

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200705/msg00127.html

Next TC minutes: Action item is gone. 

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200706/msg00010.html

/  B. Held, IDABC, DG Informatics, European Commission, Open Document Exchange Formats Workshop4

2007: Report to the plenary session (March 1, 2007).

http://ec.europa.eu/idabc/servlets/Doc?id=27956

/ The Foundation notes that Sun Microsystems is on record as opposing the presence of proprietary5

extensions in ODF documents and therefore should have no difficulty supporting this proposal.. T.

Malashefski, "Office Formats Fail to Communicate," eWeek (August 10, 2007) ("Sun, however, argues

that it's better to rely on the experience and knowledge of ODF vendors to resolve inconsistencies

between the Microsoft and Open Document Formats than to fall back on proprietary extensions.")

http://midmarket.eweek.com/print_article/Office+Formats+Fail+to+Communicate/213233.aspx

/ IDABC ODEF Workshop 2007, Workshop 3 - The current ODEF standardisation efforts: Expectations6

towards industry players (February 28, 2007).  http://ec.europa.eu/idabc/servlets/Doc?id=27865

Page 3 – PROPOSAL  FOR  AN  OPENDOCUMENT  INTEROPERABILITY  FRAMEWORK

KDE proposed that document settings needed for interoperability among ODF
applications be migrated from OpenOffice.org’s unique OpenDocument application
namespace to the ODF v. 1.2 specification itself.

In order to avoid any confusion should KDE now withdraw its previous proposal, the
Foundation hereby adopts the KDE proposal linked above as the Foundation's own
formal proposal. 

2. REFINING THE KDE PROPOSAL

The Foundation also formally proposes that the KDE proposal be refined: 

1. To begin the process of bringing ODF 1.2 into compliance with ISO/IEC JTC 1
Directives as to interoperability conformance requirements;

2. To fulfill the following market requirements:

1. "[N]o proprietary extensions,” /  whilst still allowing innovation; /4 5

2. "Interoperability comes from data not from applications;“ /6

3. To minimize such round-trip interoperability break points in the future by adding
mandatory conformance requirements to the ODF v. 1.2 conformance
section to the effect that: 

1. The elements, attributes, and processing instructions specified in

http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200705/msg00117.html
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200705/msg00117.html
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200705/msg00127.html
http://lists.oasis-open.org/archives/office/200706/msg00010.html
http://ec.europa.eu/idabc/servlets/Doc?id=27956
http://midmarket.eweek.com/print_article/Office+Formats+Fail+to+Communicate/213233.aspx
http://ec.europa.eu/idabc/servlets/Doc?id=27865
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the OpenDocument standard, without any extensions, modifications,
or application-specific customizations (hereafter, collectively, “propri-
etary extensions") are declared to be the standard's Interoperability
Base Superset;

2. Documents containing any proprietary extensions SHALL be non-
conformant;

3. Conformant implementations that write to OpenDocument Formats
("conformant ODF editors") SHALL be capable of allowing the user or
system administrator to easily set the implementation to default to
reading and/or writing to the Interoperability Base Superset or a
subset thereof.

This particular proposal is addressed solely to interoperability among implementations
of the OpenDocument specification. Some Universal Interop Now! proposals in develop-
ment are intended to address not only interoperability among ODF implementations but
also with office productivity software dependent on other file formats, e.g., Microsoft Office.

The OpenDocument Foundation is of course willing to consider amending its proposal
to add any reasonable exceptions for which the need is demonstrated by specific use
cases. 

3. JTC  1  DIRECTIVES  MANDATE  INTEROPERABILITY

ISO/IEC JTC 1 Directives unequivocally require that standards "specify clearly and
unambiguously the conformity requirements that are essential to achieve the
interoperability." Since ODF v. 1.2 is intended to become an ISO draft standard, this TC
must shoulder the tasks the Directives place upon it. The Directives provide in relevant
part:

These Directives shall be complied with in all respects and no deviations
can be made without the consent of the Secretaries-General.

...

A purpose of IT standardization is to ensure that products available in
the marketplace have characteristics of interoperability, portability and
cultural and linguistic adaptability. Therefore, standards which are
developed shall reflect the requirements of the following Common
Strategic Characteristics:

! Interoperability;
! Portability;
! Cultural and linguistic adaptability. 

... 

Annex I -- JTC 1 Policy on Interoperability

This policy statement specifies the JTC 1 position on interoperability and



/ The Foundation notes that a virtually identical definition of interoperability was recently construed to7

require two-way interoperability rather than one-way interoperability in a recent European antitrust case

decision. Microsoft v. Commission,.Case T-201/04, Court of First Instance, Judgment of 17 September

2007, ¶¶ 104, 108, 157, and 256. 

. http://curia.europa.eu/jurisp/cgi-bin/form.pl?lang=EN&Submit=Rechercher$docrequire=alldocs&numa

ff=T-201/04&datefs=&datefe=&nomusuel=&domaine=&mots=&resmax=100 As participants in that case

via the European Committee for Interoperable Systems who now are seeking to have its principles

extended by the Commission’s DG Competition to Microsoft Office file formats, Sun and IBM undoubtedly

agree with the Court that interoperability means two-way interoperability.

/ ISO/IEC JTC 1 Directives 5th ed., v. 3.0, pp. 11, 145 (PDF) (emphases added).8

http://www.jtc1sc34.org/repository/0856rev.pdf
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clarifies the relationship between interoperability and conformity. It
complements the JTC 1 policy statement on conformity assessment
(see Annex C). For the purpose of this policy statement, interoperability
is understood to be the ability of two or more IT systems to exchange
information at one or more standardised interfaces and to make mutual
use of the information that has been exchanged. /  An IT system is a set7

of IT resources providing services at one or more interfaces.

JTC 1 recognises that interoperability is a major user requirement which
can be facilitated by standardisation. Accordingly JTC 1 accepts the
responsibility to identify the key interfaces and produce the key IT
standards at those interfaces (including the relevant content standards,
e.g. ODA, SGML, CGM) to facilitate practical, timely and cost-effective
interoperability, consistent with market requirements and current tech-
nologies.

Standards designed to facilitate interoperability need to specify clearly
and unambiguously the conformity requirements that are essential to
achieve the interoperability. Complexity and the number of options
should be kept to a minimum and the implementability of the standards
should be demonstrable. Verification of conformity to those standards
should then give a high degree of confidence in the interoperability of IT
systems using those standards. ... /8

... 

In making interoperability conformance requirements mandatory, ISO/IEC aligned itself
with the guidance of the Appellate Body of the World Trade Organization interpreting the
Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade, the international treaty governing the prepara-
tion of international and national standards: 

67. The heart of the definition of a "technical regulation" is that a "docu-

http://curia.europa.eu/jurisp/cgi-bin/form.pl?lang=EN&Submit=Rechercher$docrequire=alldocs&numaff=T-201/04&datefs=&datefe=&nomusuel=&domaine=&mots=&resmax=100
http://curia.europa.eu/jurisp/cgi-bin/form.pl?lang=EN&Submit=Rechercher$docrequire=alldocs&numaff=T-201/04&datefs=&datefe=&nomusuel=&domaine=&mots=&resmax=100
http://www.jtc1sc34.org/repository/0856rev.pdf
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ment" must "lay down" - that is, set forth, stipulate or provide - "product
characteristics". The word "characteristic" has a number of synonyms
that are helpful in understanding the ordinary meaning of that word, in
this context. Thus, the "characteristics" of a product include, in our view,
any objectively definable "features", "qualities", "attributes", or other
"distinguishing mark" of a product. ...

68. The definition of a "technical regulation" in Annex 1.1 of the TBT
Agreement [on Technical Barriers to Trade] also states that "compliance"
with the "product characteristics" laid down in the "document" must be
"mandatory". A "technical regulation" must, in other words, regulate the
"characteristics" of products in a binding or compulsory fashion. ...

69. "Product characteristics" may, in our view, be prescribed or imposed
with respect to products in either a positive or a negative form. That is,
the document may provide, positively, that products must possess
certain "characteristics", or the document may require, negatively, that
products must not possess certain "characteristics". In both cases, the
legal result is the same: the document "lays down" certain binding "char-
acteristics" for products, in one case affirmatively, and in the other by
negative implication. 

WTDS 135 EC - Asbestos, European Communities – Measures Affecting Asbestos and
Products Containing Asbestos (March 12, 2001) (emphases added).
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds135_e.htm

Thus, in making mandatory interoperability conformance requirements essential to achieve
the interoperability,  those who drafted the ISO/IEC JTC 1 Directives aligned the Directives
with international law.

No special exception has been created for the OpenDocument standard. Approximately
one month prior to the current Directives' adoption, Subcommittee 34 ("SC 34") of JTC 1
requested that JTC 1 SWG Directives add language to the then-forthcoming Directives
that would have allowed an exception for OpenDocument: 

7. Testing conformance

There are no mechanisms by which National Bodies can validate that
organizations claiming conformance to the JTC1 standards are actually
conforming. SC34 feels that it should be a requirement for all PAS and
fast-track submitters to provide National Bodies with conformance
procedures. Where standards, such as DIS 26300 [OpenDocument], only
require conformance to parts of the standard, there should be clearly
documented boundaries, at a high level in the document structure, to
which conformance can be claimed.

Response: They felt that there was no way to accomodate [sic] this

http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds135_e.htm


/ K. J. Simonsen, ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 34 N0835, SC34 "Delegate report from JTC 1 SWG9

directives meeting - March 7-9, 2007" (March 22, 2007).
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proposal. /9

Thus it is plain that OpenDocument has been granted no exemption from the require-
ment that the standard “clearly and unambiguously specify interoperability conformance
requirements essential to achieve the interoperability.”

For unknown reasons, OASIS representatives serving at JTC 1 and SC 34 failed to
inform the TC membership of this information. However, it is plain that OpenDocument's
conformance section -- which allows near-total discretion as to which elements and
attributes will be supported by a conformant implementation and does not require preser-
vation of metadata necessary for round-tripping documents with other implementations --
does not comply with the Directives requirement that standards specify "clearly and
unambiguously the conformity requirements that are essential to achieve the
interoperability." Moreover, it is just as plain that a relevant exception for OpenDocument
has already been sought, considered, and denied by those who drafted the Directives.
Therefore, OpenDocument must conform to ISO Directives interoperability mandate absent
"the consent of the Secretaries-General" of ISO and IEC. We have found no record of a
request for such consent having been made. 

Interoperability cannot be achieved within the current situation where influential market
leading implementers of OpenDocument editors are marketing implementations unable to
write to a standardized OpenDocument format because of document settings stored in
unique application namespaces. To allow such latitude is only to encourage the familiar
"embrace, extend, and extinguish" tactic for monopolization of a software market. Likewise,
interoperability cannot be achieved when implementations create custom extensions in the
unique application namespace but fail to disclose to other implementers either specifica-
tions for the extensions' functionality or valid normative examples of such extensions. See
e.g., Commission v. Microsoft-Europe, LINK ; U.S. v. Microsoft, (in both cases, a software
vendor with dominant market power was required to disclose, respectively, specifications
for software communications protocols and middleware APIs in aid of interoperability). 

At the same time, eXtensibility is one of the major benefits of XML formats and
innovation should not be fettered by strict adherence to the specification in all situations.
Therefore, the Foundation proposes that the TC begin the process of bringing ODF v. 1.2
into compliance with JTC 1 Directives by requiring that document settings be migrated from
the market leading implementations' unique namespaces into the OpenDocument specifi-
cation. We also propose that implementers be allowed to create and implement eXtensions
to OpenDocument, but that their implementations remain capable of writing to "pure" ODF
as the application default.

While these proposals are not alone sufficient to bring OpenDocument 1.2 into
compliance with the Directives, they do set an outer limit on markup for interoperability
purposes and are thus proposed as a partial solution. 

2. The Proposal fulfills market requirements 
The proposal as refined is crafted to fulfill at least two market requirements: [i] a prohibition
on proprietary eXtensions; and [ii] that interoperability be enabled in file formats them-
selves rather than at the application level.
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As quoted above, the ISO/IEC JTC 1 Directives suggest that the mandatory interoperability
requirements must be "consistent with market requirements." That position is consistent
with the Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade and with World Trade Organization
guidance: 

10. In order to serve the interests of the WTO membership in facilitating international trade
and preventing unnecessary trade barriers, international standards need to be relevant and
to effectively respond to regulatory and market needs, as well as scientific and technologi-
cal developments in various countries. They should not distort the global market, have
adverse effects on fair competition, or stifle innovation and technological development. ... 

11. Accordingly, it is important that international standardizing bodies:
Take account of relevant regulatory or market needs, as feasible and appropriate, as well
as scientific and technological developments in the elaboration of standards; 

WTO Committee on Technical Barriers to Trade, Decisions and Recommendations
Adopted by the Committee Since 1 January 1995 (May 23, 2002). Indeed, in the United
States an agreement in a private standards-setting consortium not to supply a market
requirement can form the basis for a Sherman Act antitrust lawsuit for treble damages: 

The relevant context is thus the standard-setting process of a private association. Typi-
cally, private standard-setting associations, like the Association in this case, include
members having horizontal and vertical business relations. See generally 7 P. Areeda,
Antitrust Law § 1477, p. 343 (1986) (trade and standard-setting associations routinely
treated as continuing conspiracies of their members). There is no doubt that the members
of such associations often have economic incentives to restrain competition and that the
product standards set by such associations have a serious potential for anticompetitive
harm, Agreement on a product standard is, after all, implicitly an agreement not to
manufacture, distribute, or purchase certain types of products. Accordingly, private
standard-setting associations have traditionally been objects of antitrust scrutiny. When,
however, private associations promulgate safety standards based on the merits of
objective expert judgments and through procedures that prevent the standard-setting
process from being biased by members with economic interests in stifling product competi-
tion, cf. Hydrolevel, supra, at 570-573 (noting absence of "meaningful safeguards"), those
private standards can have significant procompetitive advantages. It is this potential for
procompetitive benefits that has led most lower courts to apply rule-of-reason analysis to
product standard-setting by private associations. 

Allied Tube & Conduit v. Indian Head, Inc., 486 U.S. 492, 501 (1988) (footnote and some
citations omitted; emphasis added) (reinstating jury award of treble damages), codified and
clarified, Standards Development Organization Advancement Act of 2004, title 1, 118
STAT. 661, P.L. 108-237 (108th Cong.) (June 24, 2004), amending 15 U.S.C. 4301, et
seq. Because OASIS apparently has no such safeguards, TC members -- and OASIS staff
-- should be especially wary of creating a standard that amounts to an agreement among
competitors not to supply a market requirement. See P.L. 108-237, supra (where there are
no safeguards, standards development body participants, the private standard develop-
ment consortium itself, and the consortium's staff are subject to antitrust liability.).

Reference Notes that will be deleted on submission: 
There is a general dissatisfaction with the perspective of having competing standards;
One format for one purpose: Administrations should be able to standardize (internally) on a
minimal set of formats; 

No incomplete implementations, no proprietary extensions; 
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Notes on the requirement that interoperability be kept in the ODEF file format, and not
continue in the file format traditions of interop being dependent on the applications.

EU-IDABC ODEF Workshop

Quote: Future Accessability
         "Interoperability not just between applications, but also overtime" 

From the Pegas Recommendations at the ODEF Workshop: 

Member State experts have identified the perceived compatibility problems between
ISO 26300 (ODF) based products and the commercial applications that dominate the
offices of today’s administrations as the main barrier for the use open document. Also
in Spain, the Council of the Government of the Region of Extremadura has adopted the
mandatory use of ODF for administrative documents.exchange and storage formats.
The potential arrival of a second international standard for revisable documents may
mean that administrations will be required to support multiple formats leading to more
complexity and increased costs. Although filters, translators and plug-ins may theoreti-
cally enable interoperability, experience shows that multiple transformations of formats
may lead to problems, especially as there is no complete mapping between all features
of each of the different standards.

Summary of OPEN DOCUMENT EXCHANGE FORMATS WORKSHOP 

Why ODEF?

ODEF allow to dissociate documents from the software used to create them. In this
manner, citizens, businesses and administrations will have the freedom of choice in
selecting their software on the basis of functionality and quality. ODEF will also free the
information contained within documents – an aspect which will eventually lead to a
“market” for information mining software. Finally, there is a crucial long-term advantage.
In ensuring accessibility regardless of software used, open document exchange formats
will secure the future: keep the documents accessible over long periods of time, over
evolving software.

Further Results:

The presidency's International Conference on "Advancing eGovernment" on 1 March 2007
took note of the workshop's output. The Conference's "Conclusions of the Presidency"
contain the following paragraph:

4. "For all parties involved, the exchange of documents and data between authorities,
businesses and citizens must be possible without technical barriers. The public
administration must not exclude anyone from participating in an electronic procedure
owing to the use of a specific product. The Member States are agreed that in the future
electronic documents should be exchanged fully on the basis of open document
exchange formats."

International Law.

No special exception has been created for the OpenDocument standard. Approximately
one month prior to the current Directives' adoption, Subcommittee 34 ("SC 34") of JTC
1 requested that JTC 1 SWG Directives add language to the then-forthcoming Direc-
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tives that would have allowed an exception for OpenDocument: 

7. Testing conformance

There are no mechanisms by which National Bodies can validate that organizations
claiming conformance to the JTC1 standards are actually conforming. SC34 feels
that it should be a requirement for all PAS and fast-track submitters to provide
National Bodies with conformance procedures. Where standards, such as DIS
26300 [OpenDocument], only require conformance to parts of the standard, there
should be clearly documented boundaries, at a high level in the document structure,
to which conformance can be claimed.

Response: They felt that there was no way to accomodate [sic] this proposal. 

K. J. Simonsen, ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 34 N0835, SC34 "Delegate report from JTC 1
SWG directives meeting - March 7-9, 2007" (March 22, 2007). Thus it is plain that
OpenDocument has been granted no exemption from the requirement that the
standard clearly and unambiguously specifify interoperability conformance require-
ments essential to achieve the interoperability. 

For unknown reasons, OASIS representatives serving at JTC 1 and SC 34 failed to inform
the TC membership of this information. However, it is plain that OpenDocument's confor-
mance section -- which allows near-total discretion as to which elements and attributes will
be supported by a conformant implementation and does not require preservation of
metadata necessary for round-tripping documents with other implementations -- does not
comply with the Directives requirement that standards specify "clearly and unambiguously
the conformity requirements that are essential to achieve the interoperability." Moreover, it
is just as plain that a relevant exception for OpenDocument has already been sought,
considered, and denied by those who drafted the Directives. Therefore, OpenDocument
must conform to ISO Directives interoperability mandate absent "the consent of the
Secretaries-General" of ISO and IEC. We have found no record of a request for such
consent having been made. 

Interoperability cannot be achieved within the current situation where influential market
leading implementers of OpenDocument editors are marketing implementations unable
to write to a standardized OpenDocument format because of document settings stored
in unique application namespaces. To allow such latitude is only to encourage the
familiar "embrace, extend, and extinguish" tactic for monopolization of a software
market. Likewise, interoperability cannot be achieved when implementations create
custom extensions in the unique application namespace but fail to disclose to other
implementers either specifications for the extensions' functionality or valid normative
examples of such extensions. See e.g., Commission v. Microsoft-Europe, LINK ; U.S.
v. Microsoft, (in both cases, a software vendor with dominant market power was
required to disclose, respectively, specifications for software communications protocols
and middleware APIs in aid of interoperability). 

At the same time, eXtensibility is one of the major benefits of XML formats and innova-
tion should not be fettered by strict adherence to the specification in all situations.
Therefore, the Foundation proposes that the TC begin the process of bringing ODF v.
1.2 into compliance with JTC 1 Directives by requiring that document settings be
migrated from the market leading implementations' unique namespaces into the
OpenDocument specification. We also propose that implementers be allowed to create
and implement eXtensions to OpenDocument, but that their implementations remain
capable of writing to "pure" ODF as the application default.
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While these proposals are not alone sufficient to bring OpenDocument 1.2 into compliance
with the Directives, they do set an outer limit on markup for interoperability
purposes and are thus proposed as a partial solution.

 
2. The Proposal fulfills market requirements 

The proposal as refined is crafted to fulfill at least two market requirements: [i] a
prohibition on proprietary eXtensions; and [ii] that interoperability be enabled in file
formats themselves rather than at the application level.

As quoted above, the ISO/IEC JTC 1 Directives suggest that the mandatory interoperability
requirements must be "consistent with market requirements." That position is consistent with
the Agreement on Technical Barriers to Trade and with World Trade Organization guidance: 

10. In order to serve the interests of the WTO membership in facilitating international trade and
preventing unnecessary trade barriers, international standards need to be relevant and to
effectively respond to regulatory and market needs, as well as scientific and technological
developments in various countries. They should not distort the global market, have adverse
effects on fair competition, or stifle innovation and technological development. ... 

11. Accordingly, it is important that international standardizing bodies:
Take account of relevant regulatory or market needs, as feasible and appropriate, as
well as scientific and technological developments in the elaboration of standards; 

WTO Committee on Technical Barriers to Trade, Decisions and Recommendations Adopted by
the Committee Since 1 January 1995 (May 23, 2002). Indeed, in the United States an agreement
in a private standards-setting consortium not to supply a market requirement can form the basis
for a Sherman Act antitrust lawsuit for treble damages: 

The relevant context is thus the standard-setting process of a private association. Typically,
private standard-setting associations, like the Association in this case, include members having
horizontal and vertical business relations. See generally 7 P. Areeda, Antitrust Law § 1477, p.
343 (1986) (trade and standard-setting associations routinely treated as continuing conspiracies
of their members). There is no doubt that the members of such associations often have
economic incentives to restrain competition and that the product standards set by such
associations have a serious potential for anticompetitive harm, Agreement on a product
standard is, after all, implicitly an agreement not to manufacture, distribute, or purchase
certain types of products. Accordingly, private standard-setting associations have traditionally
been objects of antitrust scrutiny. When, however, private associations promulgate safety
standards based on the merits of objective expert judgments and through procedures that
prevent the standard-setting process from being biased by members with economic interests in
stifling product competition, cf. Hydrolevel, supra, at 570-573 (noting absence of "meaningful
safeguards"), those private standards can have significant procompetitive advantages. It is this
potential for procompetitive benefits that has led most lower courts to apply rule-of-reason
analysis to product standard-setting by private associations. 

Allied Tube & Conduit v. Indian Head, Inc., 486 U.S. 492, 501 (1988) (footnote and some citations
omitted; emphasis added) (reinstating jury award of treble damages), codified and clarified,
Standards Development Organization Advancement Act of 2004, title 1, 118 STAT. 661, P.L. 108-
237 (108th Cong.) (June 24, 2004), amending 15 U.S.C. 4301, et seq. Because OASIS apparently
has no such safeguards, TC members -- and OASIS staff -- should be especially wary of creating a
standard that amounts to an agreement among competitors not to supply a market requirement. See
P.L. 108-237, supra (where there are no safeguards, standards development body participants, the
private standard development consortium itself, and the consortium's staff are subject to antitrust liability.).



Page 12 – PROPOSAL  FOR  AN  OPENDOCUMENT  INTEROPERABILITY  FRAMEWORK

Reference Notes:
There is a general dissatisfaction with the perspective of having competing standards;
< One format for one purpose: Administrations should be able to standardize (internally) on a

minimal set of formats; 
< No incomplete implementations, no proprietary extensions; 
< Notes on the requirement that interoperability be kept in the ODEF file format, and not

continue in the file format traditions of interop being dependent on the applications.

EU-IDABC ODEF Workshop
<

Quote concerning “Future Accessability”
         "Interoperability not just between applications, but also over time" 

< The important point concerning the ODEF WorkShop is that 21 European governments laid
down their market requirements for office productivity software file formats, finding both ODF
and OOXML lacking in the interoperability department..

On February 28-March 1, 2007, the European Commission's DG Informatics held the IDABC
Open Document Exchange Formats 2007 Workshop in Berlin. 
< http://ec.europa.eu/idabc/en/ document/6474>. 

In particular, I'd recommend the report to the plenary session by the IDABC's Barbara Held on
this page, < http://ec.europa.eu/idabc/en/ document/6704/5935>, and the four workshop reports
linked from the bottom of this page. 
< http://ec.europa.eu/idabc/en/document/6702/5935>. 

Each of the reports is a short set of slides, 5-7 each.

From the Pegas Recommendations at the ODEF Workshop: 
Member State experts have identified the perceived compatibility problems between ISO
26300 (ODF) based products and the commercial applications that dominate the offices of
today’s administrations as the main barrier for the use open document. Also in Spain, the
Council of the Government of the Region of Extremadura has adopted the mandatory use
of ODF for administrative documents.exchange and storage formats. The potential arrival
of a second international standard for revisable documents may mean that administrations
will be required to support multiple formats leading to more complexity and increased
costs. Although filters, translators and plug-ins may theoretically enable interoperability,
experience shows that multiple transformations of formats may lead to problems,
especially as there is no complete mapping between all features of each of the different
standards.

Summary of OPEN DOCUMENT EXCHANGE FORMATS WORKSHOP: 

Why ODEF?

ODEF allow to dissociate documents from the software used to create them. In this
manner, citizens, businesses and administrations will have the freedom of choice in
selecting their software on the basis of functionality and quality. ODEF will also free the
information contained within documents – an aspect which will eventually lead to a
“market” for information mining software. Finally, there is a crucial long-term advantage.
In ensuring accessibility regardless of software used, open document exchange formats
will secure the future: keep the documents accessible over long periods of time, over
evolving software.
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Further Results of ODEF WorkShop:
The presidency's International Conference on "Advancing eGovernment" on 1 March 2007
took note of the workshop's output. The Conference's "Conclusions of the Presidency"
contains the following paragraph:

4. "For all parties involved, the exchange of documents and data between authorities,
businesses and citizens must be possible without technical barriers. The public
administration must not exclude anyone from participating in an electronic procedure
owing to the use of a specific product. The Member States are agreed that in the
future electronic documents should be exchanged fully on the basis of open document
exchange formats."


