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Summaryr

This document presents a new approach for using XBRL that enables tK8Ran
expertto create both XBRL metadata and XBRL reports in a simple and convenient
manne. At the sameime, it improwesthe usability of XBRLtheinteroperabilityamong
XBRL:-based solutionandit reduessoftware development costs

Today,mostapproaches tareate XBRLreportsrequire an indepth understandg of the
XBRL specificationbutthat will ultimately impede the user commuriitym reapng the
benefitghat theXBRLIlanguage has to offer-urthemmore current practices of building
XBRL taxonomies imease costs for software developers, forcing them to continually
implement new and often obscure features because someone creating a taxonomy figures
outa creativeor cleverway to make XML Schema do something interesivhgn other
approaches for achiéwg the same resuithayalready exist Businesses atéenforced

to incur consulting feeand additional development costsorder to convert information
created in XBRL, fromorgysted s i mp | e me n {daleci to anotleef X BRL
syst embs ionmfXBRLfu@aled) @his is unnecessabecausehere is a better
way.

At risk is the pervasive use of XBRELthese developments are not carefully managed by
XBRL Internationalthe XBRLspecification stands a big chancebafing fragmentethto

a multitude of dialectsWhile the dialectsan beinteroperable they can only be mad®
besoat the cost ohigh consulting feeand additional developmenbsts reminiscent of

EDI and SGML. Those who will suffer the most will be business users, |zalyicu
smaller business users and software vendors.

This is the ainof this documenis to propose an XBRL Business Reporapglication
profile. One can see this asdialect,an approach, a technique, or an application
profile. We will use the teriiprofileo. Theprofile is based orbest practiceand tested
techniqueshat have beemproven to work bgarrying outcomprehensiveestingusing
software applicationavailable toa businessperson

The proposed XBRdialectfor Business Reporting a meXtBR_$, brings to bear a
combinationof formalized best practiceend proven techniques XBRL metadata
modeling, operating proceduresnd support tools that will greatimplify the use of
XBRL for business reporting. It also simplifies the developnrehibaversthe hurdle to
market entry of XBRL tools and XBRL business applicatthaseryapplicationsthat
promise tdoring performance and cost optimizations to the business processes around
internal and external reporting.

Those who stand to benetitost from the adoption of XBRLS will be bhesiness users,
businessommunities, regulators and tiredependent software vend@dsV)community
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Introduction

Currentlyi March2008i the XBRL standard for business reporting is getting enough traction in
the market placsothatXBRL is beingused by a much wider audienb@anjustthe language
experts and early adopters.

The XBRL International Conference heid Vancouver BC Canaddast December 200&xposed

the XBRL standard to a wide audienaead theendorsement of thd.S. Securities and Exchange
Commission $EQ Chairman Christopher Coxage a big push towards a broader exposure to the
business community.

Additionally, the US SECthe Financial Supervisory Agency (FSA) in Japamd the
International Accounting Standards Committee Foundatl&®CF) announced that thewill
collaborate to insurthattheir implementations of XBREhallbe interoperable This is goodbut
why would they have to make such an announceraedtwhat about interoperdibi among
other implementations of XBRL?

FurthermoreMary Knox, Research Director, Bank & Investment Advisory Services of Gartner
Inc., pointed out the need fdefiningbest practices and other guidaneoels, rather than creating
more and more ways gblving the same problewith eachnewprojectthat implementXBRL.
She pointed out that this is a common phhaemany standardgo through

With the introduction of th&XBRL language outside of the expert and early adopter community

comes the respaibility of the XBRL community to make the jump fraimeory to practice.

Since the conception of XBRL nine years ag@ny projects have beemdertakenMost of

these projects were in ficlosed environmentso and
the XBRL vendor community, XBRL consultants of the eathgesetc. Now that the language

is being introduced into regulatory environmemts find thatthe users will benainly business

users. This user group is so large that there wilhbefficienttraining resources to bring them up

to the level of expertise required to use the XBRL standard and the tools in their current state.

Additionally, thereisanevei ncr easi ng number of Adialectsd of X
example, the IFR&P, COREP, NREP, US GAAPandthe FDIC taxonomy eadhasa

different architecture. Imagine being a ban&tmust report to different regators each having

a taxonomy created using a different approach or architectinieis not cost effective fothe

businesghat has to report to all these different entities

Many of thosauserswho deploy anXBRL solutionbelieve that all one needs to do is build a
taxonomy, make it available, and then you are dand your system of exchanging information
will work flawlesdy. Well, this is simply not the case. Having a taxonomy to exchange
information is certainly necessary, but it is not sufficient. Things like FRTA and FRIS deal with
someof the additional issues of implementing a full system, but they are not enBegausef

the missing solution componenégch implementation of XBRL creatiés missing components

of the overall solutionthemselvesand usuallyin a different way This causethe differences
amongdialects of XBRL. We will come back to this latarthe document.
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XBRL runs the risk of fragmenting into a number of different dialéatsile theywill likely
remain interoperable because they are all structured informatiautt just structured differently

T it will come at ahigh cost ofconsultingand developmerfeesto achieve this interoperabiliip
order to convert one dialect architectur@o another.The other possible outcome is that we will
see solutions (application + architectures) lockirig a dialect and giving up on the
interoperaility. Given the fact that interoperabiligmongXBRL solutions is not driven by
existingbusinessieedgoday, the latter scenario ign our opinion the more likely scenario. This
will lead to a situation akin tthe VHS and BETMAX situationthatocaurred with video tapes
Furthemore XBRL could even go the way of EDI and SGMilestingl to be used by larger
originationsand regulatorsnot by the massesiless they are required to do so by these larger
organizations or regulators.

The solutiono this situationcan be found iither oftwo directions:

x  Findways to bring the user community to the required level of expertise for filing
reports;basically this means making every user an expert in XBRL,

x  Bring down the required level of expertise forrfg reportsusing XBRLto the level of
theaveragebusiness user by burying the complexity within softvthet abusiness user
would typically use.

Clearly, it will not be the case that every business user besamexpert in XBRL. This means

that we hae tohidethe complexity, exposing only as much as wieally needs to be exposed to

the business user. Complexity can never be removed from a system, but it can be moved. The
key, however, is to give software a chancadoepthe responsibility of &ndlingthis

complexity. To do that, certain things must be done. The primary thing is to give the software
the information it needs in the form of ruléstit can enforce, rather than forcing a user to
understand and then enforce these rufem therselves

Itistheauthoo pi ni on t hat the sol uti onheKBReexpertn t he sec
communityi need to bring the required level of expertise doavrd thus enable treverage

businesaiserto use XBRL to comply with his or her filingrq u i r e Areothdr way to state

this is to & arkwebpplpe heué&8{ 26nrul B?0

There isaprecedent for this approach, XMiself. SGML was seen as fiéi nsane
studded with options, many of which interacted in surprising anditb-understand ways. Thus,

SGML software was scarce, expensive, and often fleky. XML was bui lt by Aét aki
throwing out most of the littkesed advanced features, building in good foreilgaracter

support, and a few other technical tweaksébo

(See: http://www.tbray.org/ongoing/When/200x/2008/02/10/XNAeoplé

This ispreciselywhat XBRLS doesit throws out unnecessary options, litised advanced
featuresijt adds bespracticesand thiscreats consistencyFurthermoreit eliminates the need

for every implementatioprojectto repeathe samerocesf discovering the best way to deliver
a high quality taxonomy and a solid foundation for théBRL solution Usingthe XBRLS
approach both increases quality and reduces c¥&RLS may not work for everyonm every
situation but it will meet the needs of the vast majoafyxBRL implementations For the areas
where XBRLSdoesnot meet the needapproaches can laenended for vergpecificpurposes
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Using consulting dollars for this work are dollars well spastopposed to spending consulting
dollars to recreate solutiottisat werealready been created by other

The approach presented in this document wasifingiduced by th@uthors of this documeinrt

2001, very early in the development of XBRThese ideas were articulated in what was kmow

as AThe Pat t dhestagehDvwecerwasesimply niot ready for the introdien of

this patternsbasednethod. The feature set of the language itself still needed further development
to meet the@equirements for a comprehensive business reporting langDagethe yearsve
havenever letourideas too far out of sight. At key momeni& introduced documenésd
methodologies that prepared the XBRL community for the propesalreputting forward in this
document.

The ideas of patterns were furttiere tunedduringdiscussionstthe Munich XBRL
InternationalConferencefocusing orpatterns and mefaattens and the differences between the
two. Additional understanding andfinementof ideas resulted from the US GAAP Taxonomy
project. Other taxonomies such as COREP, FINREP, CRAS, FDIC, and others have also
contributed to ideas included within XBRLShis document outlines the current thinking and
improvements of these ideas, the idea of patterns.

The name for this new way of creating XBfRhased business reports is called XBRLS, which is
an acronym for Extensible Business Reporting Langilggjenple.It couldbe described as a

dialect of XBRLor anapplication profile atermthathas been tried but never really embraced

by the XBRL community The premise on which we build this approach is that by giving up
some of the flexibility fead complexityin the way of expresig syntaxin XBRL, but none of
thefeatures andnetadata richness of XBRiemanticsthe language becomes usable by a much
broader audiencihanis currently the case. Analysis of a great number of financial statements by
the authors ovehe yeas hasleadthemto recognize a number of basiatapatterns that recur in
financial statementsA standard approach to represent these patterns in XBRL is what is needed
to report information in financial statements. Recent work has inclupidaing the existing

patterns taise the XBRL DimensioB8pecificationand we feel comfortable saying that by
adhering to the use afrelativelysmall set of XBRLS patterns and the work procedures designed
around themany accountant cai afteronly somevery basic trainig i createSEC compliant
financial reportsvhich are XBRI-based

To illustrate how much simpler the use of XBRL dmtomewe canlook at the USGAAP
Taxonomy whichwas recently exposed as a public working drEtfiis taxonomy which
contains something like 15,000 concepts and 20,000 relattansbe boiled down into just four
or perhaps fivéousinesgeportingpatternsThis may seem impossible, but itneverthelestue

The patternsbased approach to building taxonomies also resulisnore internally consistent
taxonomy and thepatternsbased approach is crucial if extensions of taxonomies are to be useful.
First, preparersreating extension taxonomies will have vastly different skill levels than those
creating the US GAAP Taxmmy. Creating incorrect ddownright pathologicalextensions

will be the norm if little or no guidance is provided to these lesser skilled usersttigingpesto
articulate their extension information in a manner consistent with the base taxonomy.

It may seem odd or unbelievable that making something siraptaallyincreases functionality.
If one looks to economics as an example, many people seem to miss the fact that the best way to
work out a problem with an economic system is to improve ptodiye thatis the basis for
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solving most problems. This is exactly what XBRLS doeasincreases productivity. This is
why XBRLS canbe easiey simpler, andas good agor better thahother more complex dialects
of XBRL.

Theadoption of XBRL is incrasing globally. As more and more businesses implement XBRL

internally, they want to be sure that it can be implemented effectively, efficiently, and that the

implemened solution will be robust against future developmeMBRLS is an approach works

andwe believe it will last. Eventually, adjustments will need to be made to XBRL to address the

i ssues raised in this document. The authors bel
bet to futureproof their investment in XBRL.

XBRL Business Repat Structure and Content

The Extensible Business Reporting Language (XBRL) is an open stahdtsdpports
information modeling and the expression of semarmiienmonly required in business reporting.
XBRL uses the XML syntax and related XML technolagmich as XML Schema, XLink,
XPath,XML namespaces, etd¢o articulate thigeportingsemantisin the form ofaninformation
model. Most people focus too much ¢ime XBRL syntax and miss the part ab@&xpression of
semantis.

The purpose of XBRL is tprovide a format that enables users to exchange and validate business
information that is selflescriptive based on the XML specificatiprihat is a nofproprietary and

open source standardBRL is a public domain specificatiprithat supports afopero user

community bne can use/repurpose any XBRL formatted information

To support these requiremerttse language follows the model of separating

x  Whatconstitutes a valid business report (structure and constraitgs called the
Aimet adatpprd,afdor a r e

x  Theactual informatiorcommunicated in the report

We find this model with man¥XML -based languages for communicating information between
systems and software applications.

In the case of XBRLthese two roles are performed by two differene/pf documents: the
taxonomy documentvhichdefines the metadata for a repamd the instance documemnthich
providestheinformation of the business report. Since the instance document references the
taxonomy document on which it is basad applicéion can validate the provided information
against the structure and constraints set forward in the metadata. This also means that if the
sender and receiver have access to the taxonomy doguheeanly thing to transmit is the

actual business report arimation. The receiver can validate the received information using a
local copy of the taxonomy. The sender tdrefore actually submitting the repérvalidate that
all information is correct by validating the information against their local copy.

By separating the content and metadata, the transmitted information can be very,conibésat
the same time ensuring full validation of submitted information at the source. This is one of the
crucial benefits that enable higlalue business process improwants.
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Some Thoughts on XBRL and Extensibility

XBRL is built using the XMLgeneralpurposespecificationfor creating custom markup

languagesSomething thamanypeopledo notrealize is hat XML is not extensibleor rather not

extensible in the wagn extensible business reporting languageds to be extensibld hat

seems rather odd because XML i shutdteshevedhtless he Tfiext e
true. You candefine a inguagdsaylanguage Ausing XML. In that wayXML is extensibleas

it allows you to define your own elements. Once you have defamggiage Ahoweveryou

cannot extend that languagith new elements or semantigzll it language & and expect

softwae applicationsbuilt to work with languageA to alsowork with language &and

understandhe new elements

What you create with yout X Méxtensio® s ¢, lit wilih®e useable by yobutit will break
other applicationthat do not expect that schenriais type of ad hoc extensibility is usefnla
controlledandclosed environmenbut it is not the type of extensibilitgquired for extensible
business reporting.

XBRL is designedo be extendedAdditions of new elementsnd relation semantics wheone
in compliance with the XBRL Specification can still be read by XBRL processors. Thus it
provides a model of language extensibility tisatot supported in the regular XML situation
using XML Schema. It is the usage of XBRL Specification compliarie(eston) taxonomies
containingthe elementand relationshatmake XBRL unique and extensible.

There are many applications within business reporting where this extensibility is highly desirable
Frankly, most people generally underestimate how muchttensibility will be usedand t is

doubtful that any taxonomy will be created and will NOT be extendedg&sume that all

taxonomies will be extended)n meeting with clientscase after caseje have found that

something which a clierithoughtwould never need to be extendé@m their perspective,

actually does need to be extended when you consider the perspective of other users of the domain
knowledge expressed within the taxonomy.

Thus XBRL is extesible and that extensibility is a vengefulfeature. XBRL is extensible in a
Apr edi c toaitshoald be &he goal is to providsupport for building meaningful
extensios that can be consumed by any XBRL specification compliant applicatibio
interpretwhat the extension is communicagimotto break software applications

One waythatXBRL achieves thiflexible extensibilityis by not relying only orihe XML

Schema content model express the metadat@his fixed content modekstricts extensibility.

What XBRL did was to use onkimple typesvas to separate the metadata dictionary (the terms

used in business repodad that are still expressed in an XML Schifmam the relations

between these ternfahich are expressed inlinkbasdd)s i ng a fAseparation of <co
approach tat normalizs its language model, XBRL achieves its very flexible extensibility. The

separation is done by:

Making therelationsemantics explicit rather than implicis is the case with an XML
Schema content model

It is because dhisfiseparatiomfcon cer n o t hat XaBiRfinite ausnber agposgibiee s s
hierarchiesXML Schema based languages have one (thechemacontent modgl The
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UBMATRIX

XBRL tuples are the exception to thide in that they do use the XML Schema content model for
their contentlefinitioni with the extensibility problems as a resiitiples use the XML Schema

content model t o fintoicomplextyses ncept s

toget her

This was not the case in XBRL 2i@ that versiona linkbase (thelefinition linkbase) was used

to expressuch complex type semanticsnline with the design philosophy of the XBRL
language model architectui&hen moving to XBRL 2.]a lively discussion took place in the
XBRL Specification Working Group as to whether XBRL should continue to use the aefiniti
linkbaseto express complex concepts whether XBRL should take advantage of XML Schema

content modelsreation of complex types and get sodML parservalidationsupporti f o r .

Using XML Schema won outAs it turns out, that validation washo A f or

freeo
freeo.

Several yearsf creating taxonomies and using XML Schema complex types for expressing
tuples agrather than the definition linkbaskavegiven provideda deepr understandingf the
issuegelatedthe move to XML Schema for tupleglost XBRL experts today that are building
large scale taxonomies agree that this move to XML Schiendfine complex typesas a

regretful decision.

For the same reasdhatthe XML Schema content model should not be used for other parts of
XBRL, it should notbe used for tuples either. It is simply too resive in terms of extensibility,
it misses features that allows for reporting of duplicate and inconsistenaddthincreases

modelingcomplexity.

During the design process of th& GAAP taxonomyathoroughanalysis was preparédxy

XBRL subject matter expertsf all the pros and cons abing tuples within a taxonomy. The
bottom line is that the US GAAP taxonomy contains no tuphekhere was 100%onsensus
among these subject matter expéntd tuples shouldot be used. As a side note: developments

in theIFRS-GP taxonomy appears to be moving in this direction.

XBRL A When flexibility

turns into unnecessary complexity

Consider the following There are thretechnical solutions to represe¢he samenetdata within
a taxonomyFor examplea piece of informations about director compensatiomhereby one

would request a report creator to provide information relating to the Salary,

Bonuses, Fees and

Options granted for each director who reeei such compensatioff.he informationn

presentation forrmight look like this:

Fair Value of

Options
Name of Director Salary Bonus  Director Fee Granted
John James 0 0 50,000 0
Buck Rogers 879,639 1,213,486 0 569,000
Clark Kent 0 0 24,200 0
Lois Lane 0 0 57,000 0

Now, consider how a taxonomy creator might model this information:
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x Using an iterrbased approach, one could cremt®ncept for every intersection of
director and the satg, bonus, fees, and options informatidea c h ficel | 6 (i nter se
is expressed as one XBRL concdptis is the approachsedto create the new version
of the IFRSGP taxonomy.)

x Usinga tuplebased approac¢bne putconceptsnsidethat tuple to cokct information
about the director, their salary, bonuses, fees, and optitath tuple represents a row
in the report and each Afieldd within the ro
tuple. (This is the approach taken by the old US GAAP taxonant/the old IFRSP
taxonomy.)

x Using a dimensionbased approach, ogecates items for salary, bonuses, fees, and
options and then creaa dimension to associate this information with a specific
director. Each row is represented byRifectorMember]on the directors dimensign
each row column is represented by a concept; intersections are created within the context
using the appropriat®jrectorMember] and concept combinatiofThis is the
approach taken by the current US GAAP Taxonomy and theERQ&xonomy).

These are three fundamentally different technical approdshetx)for expressing the same
information(semantics)Clearly, usingthree different approachesust negativelyaffectthe
comparability the extensbility , andinteroperabilityof thesedifferent taxonomieand clearly,
this cannobe beneficial for the business communitywill only increaseT CO (total cost of
ownership)of the XBRL based solutions and negativaffectthe acceptance of XBRL.

Furthemore trying to figure ait the right approach will cau$eistration forthe business user
trying to create the taxonomy and require a higher level of trafidingonsistently picithe

correct approachAdditional documentation will be required with the taxonomy to commumicat
the correct approador users of the taxonomy.

Looking at this problem from an entser perspectivereating a user interface for a taxonomy

creation application that can handle all three scenarios will be unnecessarily complex. It brings
theunderlyiy XBRL technol ogy strai gAdapoimindatere busi ness
needonly to pick up one of the current taxonomy creation tools and experience it for oneself.

Imagine the typical business user even having to pick between the thredepmggibaches to

modeling the information.

The explosion of XBRL dialects

The number of dialects of XBRL is growing\ dialect can be viewedsa specific way to use
XBRL to express information in an XBRL solutionhdsolution environmentan be a clsed
environmeniwhich is normally the case todandtypically consist ofa regulator, reporting
entities and a mandated XBRL information structureopenenvironmeniwhere such a central
management body does not éxist

With each new dialect, th@ojects incur unnecessary implementation castsroperability
amongdialects becomes an issue, andvwhleie and relevanaef XBRL for the business
communitydecreased.ooking at thecurrent environment, consider the following:
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x Imagine a financial indtition thatmust report to the U.S. FDIC, the U.S. S&@l
perhaps some regulator in Eurppad each of these regulators uses a different
architecture to construct their taxonoray itis the case todayThe business user may
need to use the FDIC taxamg, the US GAAP Taxonomy, the COREP taxonomy (or
the taxonomy of one or more of the countries using COREP), the FINREP taxonomy and
the IFRSGP taxonomyEach of these taxonomies is written in a different XBRL
Di alect, and tfdnallinterhaxnodn opmui repso saersed0 i n pr acti ce
operable.

x Imagine if, for some reason, every company in the world decided to put their financial
reports on their web site using XBRamorrow Given themulti-dialect situatiortoday,
what level of interoperabilityrocomparability might be achievable when trying to
compare or analyze this financiaformation? A case in poing the US SEC Voluntary
filing program. One need only look at the inconsistenamengthe filings to see the
issues.

x Imagine that you are software developer building software for the COREP, FINREP,
IFRS-GP, US GAAP Taxonomy and the Netherlands taxondbmzen the lack of
common approach to expre®sSINESS REPORTING BMANTICS in XBRL metadata, the
products stay at the technical level @bl rather then reaching the level of value adding
applications relevant to the business commuditgase in points the tremendous
difficulty that the ISV communitys currentlyexperiencingn supporting the different
XBRL dialects, sometimes even fdifentversions of the same taxonomy, and the
complete lack of business application that support the task and processes related to
business reportinghgain, this is not a hypothetical situation but faghdoneneedonly
talk to the software vendors atleeir customers.

x Imagine that you arerggulator trying to achieve transparency and comparability of
reported business informatiom. this processhe businesseed to extend a taxonomy
with metadata pertaining to their compartyowever, vhat is in pacetodayto ensure
that two filers to the SEC using the new US GAAP Taxonomy will extend the taxonomy
consistently enablingcomparability and transpareryhat physical, tangibknd
verifiable proof existsthat shows that this extension process witk correctly?Again,
one only needs to look at the material submitted as part &ERa/oluntary Filing
Program YFP) program to see how differently people extend the taxonomy.

x Imagine a companthat usesXBRL to report to a regulatpbut also adotXBRL
internally and desasto map the following levels of information (each of whiclats
different levels of the sanfef i n a n c i .40r, anothar wag o toak at this is to
i magine that a company takes thedngi ntegrated
XBRL deeply within their core information systems)

a) Debt on the balance sheetich is an itenthatmakes use of XBRL
Dimensions on the balance sheet

b) Debt instrument groupings information which is expressed as a tuple within the
debt disclosure
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c) Debt instrument detail for each individual debt instrument of the consolidated
entity,

d) Debt detail for 200 subsidiary companies of the parent entity each of which uses
XBRL to express the debt instrument detailed information and each doing this in
different ways

e) Debt instrument transaction information using XBRL GL.

Each of the examples given abaserawn from the reality of o d &XBRL ®usiness reporting
environment.All these different implementations, these different dialects, clearly reduce the
usefulness of XBRL. While technically interoperablare all expressed in XBRILin practice
they can only be integrated at very high costs.

Each of the above situationscuis becauséhere is no specificatioim existence that fillshe gap
betweerthetechnical specificatioXBRL International providesand what is needed to
implement an operational, functiaibusiness reporting solution based on XBRL

Why just XBRL, FRTA, and FRISare not enough

The XBRL specification(XBRL 2.1 core and XBRL Dimesions and the sooiio-come XBRL
Formulas, XBRL Versioning and XBRL RenderngndFRTA and FRISspecificationsareused
todayto reach some level of standardization in metadata modelintharekpression ofBRL
information They are the first attempts connecthe process obusiness reporting to the tasks
of metadatanodeling andhe expression of XBRL information. We finthowever thatthese
three specificationarenot sufficientto build a completsolution environment

If one analyzes thEBRL, FRTA and FRISspecificationgit will become clear that thefocusis
on specifying technical modeling conventipnaming convention®tc. They do noaim to
preventthe proliferation of XBRL dialectthatis a result othe many ways of implementing
common reporting patternsFurthemore there is no reaupport guidanceor suite of best
practicedor the creation oéxtension taxonomies

A very important aspect of metadata modeling thatXBRL, FRTA and FRISpecifications do
not address is theamner in which XBRL taxonomies can or should be extended. Tothiste
issue has not been addressed in the XBRL commukiithhe same timehowever with the
emergence of taxonomies like the BB AP, the approaclior extending the taxonomies is a
crucial determining aspect for the succesthefXBRL solution.

I n ficlosed systemso with a single owner for all
down. I n the case o fcentiiabzpdecontrod fynstivienoipr@sent,fthe r e t hi s
base taonomies can be extended in any way that the perusing entity seesriiff this goes

against thavay in which thedesigner of the metadataeant the metadata be usedIt becomes

an issue of managing the integrity of the semantics expressed byttuataeln the current

XBRL environment up to nowi there have been no proposals to address this isEhe.US

GAAP Taxonomy Architecture points out some of theseiséuiesn t he taxonomyés arc
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logical model, section 3put they daot solve he problem.The architecture articulates the
notion of an extension point and extension rules.

Clearly, each XBRL project can implement its own solutiongisiown idiosyncratic manner
but such practices only aggravate the problem of the emerging XBiRicts. As we have seen
this greatly increases thetal cost ofownership TCO) for the businesses implementing the
XBRL solutions.

This is all very natur al in the evolution of
mentioned earlier. Bringg up these points,igherefore not to fault XBRL in any way; it is to

point out a reality and to provide a way towards the solution fastiue Again, as Mary Knox

pointed outthis can be accomplishday formalizing best practices and implementatiuidance.

XBRLSO an Approach, Technique, Application Profile, or
Dialect ?

XBRLS can be viewed asapproach ortechniquefor building taxonomies and instance
documents using XBRLEvery taxonomyis created usig onetechnique or anothemly those
techniques are not nameahd are adhoc approaches invented during the XBRL project
Generally those techniques are not documentdigit can resulin unintentionally inconsistent
taxonomies.Typically, these athoc approaches will lack automated tool supfmr quality
assuranceThe oneoff nature of the taxonomy development process often times does not allow
for the development of such tools and methodologies or otheragalt in quite expensive
taxonomies. It takes timend experienctd create anrahitecture or technique, document that
technique, build appropriate testing tools, etc.

XBRLS can be looked at as an application profil&n application profile is simply a
specification of what an application should expect to operate against. Rathéatre to operate
against everythingossiblewithin the XBRL specification, XBRLS explicitly statéise subset of
the XBRL specification language featusestwaremust support and the language feature that
will not be used and can be ignored by the igpfibn

XBRLS states explicitly what a software application should exm@st to process information
provided specified in XBRLS markugnd goes to great lengths to explain what to do when odd
things occur. For example, if an exact duplicate fact vadaers within an instance document
(concept, context, units, decimals, and value are identwehdt is software to do? XBRL allows
this type of situation. XBRLS does not.

XBRLSO Best practices, proven practices, flexibility

Eventuallyi whenXBRL has been around for 10 years and XBRIlused a lowithin different
systemd it will be quite easy to determiriew to use XBRL successfull@ther users of XBRL
will copy existing successeshib ishowevemotyetthe point of maturitgthatXBRL has
reated.
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However neither ig the case that there is eaperience in usingf XBRL today. Systems are
up and runninguccessfullydelivering high returns on investments, meeting business
requirementsthe systems workKBRL works.

The challenge is to strkthe correct balance between creativity and finding new ways of
achieving what users want to achieged having too many differeapproaches whamakes it
difficult to decide which variety, or dialect, of XBRL yahoulduse.

What makes this increasingthallenging ighat XBRL is still somewhat of a moving target. For
example, some projecigereimplemented beforthe existenc&XBRL Dimensions others choose
to be bleeding edge and implement XBRL Dimensions as it is being grettiets wait until
XBRL Dimensions is a public working draftndyet others want to implement their systems and
not use new features until they have been around for a few y&mesconsequendethe

existence of multiple dialecesndmultiple implementatiompproaches.

And,who is to say what is the fAbest prac

New approaches being developed periodichith ave Aproven to worko but h
implemented within a production system. Are they really proven? Can they redligdie
practice® if they donaot hawe broad use? How do you define broad use?

What was included and what was excluded from XBRLS is based on:
1 Meeting a specific set of business cases.

9 Picking the one technically superior way of achieving the use case, meaning multiple
options are to be awviéd.

1 Minimizing the complexity of implementing features within software, particularly if the
feature is simply not useful. Thisispartt o say that one personés f e
personb6s bug. Note that unneatwessary fl exibil

i Staying as close as possible to commonly used,tsuth as relational database
existing multidimensional analysis tools, atwd the existing body of knowledge to
develop such solutions

One could based on superficial analy$isay that XBR.S approach is somewhat biased and
looks like and specifically supports th&S GAAP Taxonomy.The similarities between the two
approaches the adhoc approach used for the US GAAP taxonomy and the formalized approach
which is XBRL1 existas the authorsorked hard to get many of the aspects of XBRLS (before

it was calledassuch) into the US GAAP Taxonomwhile the authors have learned a hew
thingsfrom the US GAAP Taxonomglevelopment project, théyelieve thain many waysit
representshe currat state of the art of taxonomy design. (Theaathor of this document

Charles Hoffman was part of the grailyatdefined the architecture of the US GAAP

Taxonomy.)

Thetherefore is that there XBRLS is not biased towards the US GAAP approach or aopg to ¢
the US GAAP taxonomySimilarities are a result of continuity in input by the authors into the
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USGAAP project and subsequent formalization of the XBRLS approach. As part of the process
of Continuous Improvement, we have incorporated learning pointstire US GAAP project
into the XBRLS approach to XBRiaxonomy design and development.

At the same timghere is a realization that there is still a lot of latent creatilagywill

eventually be uncovered when it comes to XBRL. Until XBRL achieveassive amount of

use, all the real fAfeatures and bthgtwibteswi I 1 not t
something like théischool of hard knocks XBRL really has not been to school yet.

The bottom line is that very specific business usesavere identifiednd ests and prototypes
were createdoptions were all evaluatemhddecisionsveremade. The authors realize all too
well that no matter whaiptionis chosen, someone will disagreeo those who feel there is a
better way, we invé comments, feedback gndore importantlytest cases, specific business
cases and anything eld&thelps to improve XBRLS. The proof is in the pudding.

XBRLS- The Definition of an XBRL Business Reporting Dialect

It is the strong conviction of the @nors that the only way to solve the current dilemma that
XBRL faces in the community of business reporting idgfinea dialect that supportsl of the
requirementgor abusiness reportingolution or systemThe key point of this sentence is the
explicit statement that we needdefine a dialectthat covers the requirements for business
reporting rathethanlet technical prowess and creativity drimeward thus allowing the
emergence of annmanagedgverexpanding number @&d-hocdialects. Having such aefined
and formaldialect will simply eliminate the need for adding to this seemingly-ex@easing
collection of dialects. Not having sucldefineddialect is what causes this undesirable
proliferation.

Thisis the aim for this documertb propose th@efinition of an XBRL Business Reporting
Dialect This dialect is based ahesolid analysis of the requiremersd business use casbat
thebusinesseportingdomain need besupported. These requirements emerge from the
structures obusiness reports as they are used all over the world, in any business report that is
created, submitted and exchanged for internal and external management reporting.

Working prototypes exist and show (prove) what business use cases are met. We b¢libge th
business use cases met is 100% of known business useceakssly for financiateporting and
probably 98% of all business use caseselyhigher than 80% of what the vast majority of
business users widverneedmet

So, what if one of yor business use cases is not met, then what? Hire a consultant and have them

address that situatipwhichis likely .01% of all other total use casels. it appropriate to burden

the 80%or even the 98% with what only a few may need? Focus the cogsddiilarsthat need

to be speninto those specific areas. Dif that be the choices i mpl v donéhduses e XBRLS
the ideas which you do want to use as best practice guidance. We do realize that no one solution

will meet 100% of the needs of 100%adl the possibleise cases thaikist. However for those

who desire the benefits of XBRbut who donot wantto b exposed to itsomplexity, XBRLS

may be a fit for yourequirements We feel XBRLSWwill fill a rather large niche of projects.
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This document endeavors to showathwe can defina dialect of XBRL that is
x 15 100% XBRL compliant

x  Solves altheseissueswhich if not addressedould mean thagachsolution
implementing XBRL would have to address in order to create a workable system

x  Savesncosts, effort and resources that wondgkdto be deployed tamendsuch a
solution because the implementayneed notidentify theseissues(b) need not build
proprietary solutions for such issuasd (c) carpurchase off the shelf softwaatrealy
supporting the solution.

x  Stops the trend of emerging dialects of XB&dused by each implementer having to
addressand solvehe same situations, but doing so in different ways.

We explicitly state though thétis neither the goal nor thexpectatiorthat 100% of all issues
and problems of eve¥BRL solutionwill be solvedby using XBSLS However, there is
significant room for improvement and opportunities for leveragd deploying XBRLS will
redue the burden orvery XBRL solutionmplementatiorproject Thecurrent gagor
executing effective and efficient XBRL projectsus believesobroad that productivity gains
from deploying the XBRL business reporting dialedt be significant.

The name for this dialect is XBRL®&hich is an acronynoi Extensible Business Reporting
Languagdg Simple

Whatthe authors cKBRLS have donés to take theavailableinformation about XBRL
implementations, analyze it, and condense it down into one Beéstf practices These
practices cover80%to 98%of therequirementshat a business reporting solution nesalved.

It does so by standardizing taxonomydesignchoicesfor such systems aridwhere options

existi simply make a choice for a design that fits best in the overall XBRLS principles
(explaned in detail in the subsequesgctionsof this documentInformation used to devise
XBRLS was not obtained in a vacuum, but rather by experts with years of practical
implementation expertisas well aswith expertise in developing XBRL itselOther
implementations of XBRL over the yeassich as COREP, FINREP, IFRE?, US GAAP, the
NetherlandsS'axonomy CRAS, FDIC, and other such taxonomies were analyzed. Much of this
information is first handasthe authors haparticipated in creating these taxwomes and

creating XBRL, FRTA, XBRL Dimensions, and FRIShe authors are simply the custodians of
this knowledge, and feedback is welcome to improve XBRLS.

It is important to realize that designers and projeEntXBRL Business Reporting solutioase
not forced to use this systel)BRL exists and anyone can make use of any aspect of the XBRL
Specification. Howevekeeping the30/20 rulein mind:

fi WY MAKE B0PERCENT OF USERS WH®@/ILL NEVER NEED OBSCURE FEATURE, OR WHO DONT
WANT TO GO THROUGH HE EXCRUCIATING EXERCISE OF FIGURINGUT WHAT BEST PRACTCES
ARE, INCUR HIGH AND UNNECESSARY COSTS INIME, MANPOWERAND RESOURCES 0
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Why ¢ a nhéyt simply pick something upatis proven to worland is adequate tneetall their
needs?

The only reason isat before XBRLS, no such system existed.

How theXBRLSBusiness Reporting Dialesrepresented in the underlying XBRL is something

that staysidden deeply within software applicatiorisis not something that a business user

the development teamf@n XBRLST based solutiofor that matterwould ever care abowor

evenneed to understandRather, the business user will only care about whether XBRLS can

meet alluse case requirementfitdoesi t can be used fAoutthewder t he boxa
can still make use dhe parts of XBRLS that do fiand then create proprietasglutionswithin

the boundaries of XBRL, to meet their additional ne€lizere is either thedesire, notheintent

to addproprietary features to XBRLS that aretr100% in compliance with the XBRL

Specification.

XBRLS d When less becomes more

While most people in the XBRL community will now relate the idea of design patterns with

information technologythe idea actually emerged from the architecture communigrevh

ChristopheAlexander invented the idea to describe functional design units for new houses that

would createfia desirableeffeét | n ot her words, they were Orecurrtr
often found, common pr obl aofddsign phtternstAlex@andere v el o p me n
built an integrated pattern language that ranged in application and scope from the design of

landscapes and cities down to design components within a single room.

The idea behind the concept of design patterns is that thieprdor which we are designing a

solution is typically not as unique as we might thiibks often a particular expression of a

category of problems. Once we recognize the problem category, we know the solution pattern to

applyto comeup with a designThis concept is now a mainstay of the entire IT industry. The

book Design Patterns by AThe Gang of Fourd was t
Information Technology community.

Introducing the concept of business reporting patterns

Very earlyin the lifecycle of the XBRL languagthe authors recognized that the concept of

design patterns would also apply to the design of XBRL taxonomies. Clearlyatbgrere or

less common types of data patterns witfilmancial reporting informationir§ the form of annual

statements, quarterly statemergt) and business reporting in genefidiis information may be

presented in different ways, but the data, the relations between data, etc, are more similar than
different.Once one accepts that in thaited States a balance sheet is reported in a certain way

and in the United Kingdom and Europe in a sligkiilferentway, the content of the reports is

pretty much the same. A particular company might report an extra period here andrtimemert

at abl eds r owsutandt icloll utmmess e cmneontohrelnye oOilbvar i ati ons

With this in mind adefinition forabusiness e por t i ng p &tomeonlyoccuzingl d be A
structure in a report to express certain relationships between statedfAats ex anmpl e i s A
t

table with total® . The table with a total can be used 0]
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fixed assets, all sales for a region, etc. The switch in approach iaxbabmy development
based orthe business reporting patteurses a standard reporting unit as the basis and expresses
such a reporting pattern always in the same mamir XBRL markup and constraints.

The authors recognized that for the business community to embark on the modeigtgdrta
aneverincreasingcmp | ex XBRL standard would pose probl ems

The authors brinthe domain of IT and semantic modelitogether witln the domain of
accountingand introduced the concept of domaimsed taxonomy modeling.

An early paper abouheidea of using patternsas writtenby Raynier van Egmonidh early

2001 After several years of work in creating the IF&B taxonomy between 2002 and 2005
andtrying to identify and understand patterns, this information was summamizeolook

Financial Reporting Using XBRLby Charlie Hoffmann 2006 This workintroduced tle concept
of patterndo a broader audiengleut at that timdt had been used and field tested by the authors
in manyconsulting engagementdext, XBRL US issued th&/SFRTF Pattera Guideas a public
working draft in early 2007. This patterns guide leveraged significantly the previoushaork
had been created.

While the XBRL expert communitiitially received the idea with limited enthusiasm, the

authors received extremely posit feedback from the neexpert users of XBRL during many
consulting engagementsainingand other presentations, and by software develapeosvere

using the patterns fahetesting of softwareThere were noeal surprise The positive feedback

tha we receivedolsteredour confidence that the idea of applying design patterns to the problem
of modeling business repartetadatavas the right way forward.

The design patterr@roved to behe right communication medium between the domain experts
andthe XBRL consultants designing the solutions.

I n the early stages, t he Thepaitegnea wepeadtuplly mores wer e st
like business use casebhe basis from which the commonality was extracted and the best

practices gathered fno designing the solutions was still limited. Cleahge patterns emerge from

many, many applicati ons bhodydfk@owledgesor repesenttg ent at i on
business reporting patterns using XBRL. At the same time, we also encountered/igstles

kind of semantics that could be expressed with XBRL. The domain of XBRL based business

reporting wag andto a certainextentstill is i evolving.

From the approximately 28 or so patterns articulated within the Bimakcial Reporting Using

XBRL( chapter 11), five fAimeta patternso were deriyv
examples created for training were distilled to their essence, arriving at a mere five core meta

patterns which create a framerk for XBRLS.

Issues with the early XBRL patterns

Theearly XBRL patterns were many and provided an inventory of all common reporting
structures found i n f i nanThetablewishttotals erhefable s . Some e
with nested suotalsd , Thefmovement analysis tableTheftable vith unlimited rows .

While providing a solid foundatiofor the use of design patterns for taxonomy design
encountered issues with the design of the XBRL language itself to provideomédined and
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