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Note: This disposition of comments has been produced by email on the SC22WG20 list and has been discussed by the working group. Usable text has been reproduced in the usual email format. Lines preceded by  >> are the comments as they were received.  The lines that give the disposition of these comments are not prefixed.



>> The NNi votes NO on CD registration for

>> CD14651 (International 

>> String Ordering) because of the following

>> reasons:

>> 

>> -1- The NNi is of the opinion that the contents

>> of the default ordering 

>>     table is rather arbitrary.



This is an opinion which is debatable (not based on precise facts) for some

characters but it is undebatable that for characters used in actual writing

systems, current tables respect minimum requirements of expectation for a

majority of users of those scripts already described. Therefore it is not

arbitrary at all. It is difficult to understand this NNi comment. Dutch

works have been considered for making these tables up, and we consider that

these works made in the Netherlands were not made in an arbitrary way, on

the contrary, they were made meticulously based on actual practices.



>>     It is unclear whether this is desirable for a

>> world standard.



A majority of countries seem to think that there is a clear requirement for

a world standard.

>>     Producers of software might misuse this

>> default ordering by claiming

>>     conformance to it.



This is unfortunately the risk for any standard. There is a conformance

clause that shall be respected for claiming conformance to the standard. To

claim it, the conformance level will have to be stated, and that will call

for precise requirements which call for a thorough reading of the standard. If that is done honnestly, and if development of this standard is followed, the risk of misuse will be minimal.



>> 

>> -2- It seems unwise to depend upon a

>> specification defined in a standard

>>     yet to be published (14652) (see section

>> 7.1). 



At time of registering the CD, this document had been distributed in draft

form but NNi was, as it is very understandable, not

aware of it because it does not currently attend meetings due to a lack of

resources at the moment. SC22/WG20 intends to synchronize the publishing of

both documents. Both documents should simultaneoulsy be sent for CD ballot,

at least SC22/WG20 does its best so that this goal be reached.



WG20 is now working to establish the specification method of 

the cultural convention set. The specification method of collation tables

are designed to conform to the expected specification method standard. In

order not to do a duplicated effort and to avoid possible conflict with the

standard, this standard points to the specification method and does not

specify the syntactic rules of the table in it. The rules are for perhaps 99% based

on ISO/IEC 9945-2 international standard and text of 14652 will borrow a lot

from it, maintaining compatibility as far as possible with the advantage

that POSIX conformance will not be a requirement. The extra syntax defined

is almost self-explanatory and certainly is for someone familiar with the

POSIX world.



So one should feel relatively comfortable as ISO/IEC 9945-2 can be used as a

backup even if 14652 were not, for some reasons outside of our will, be

distributed simultaneously. At time of writing these lines, all efforts were

made to synchronize sending both documents.



>>     That specification (symbolic data, table

>> structure and parameters)

>>     seems to have overlap with parts of the

>> POSIX specifications.

>>     The NNi suggests that this specification be

>> made into a separate document.



That is the reason why WD 14652 exists. This will specify the full syntax

specification. The fact that it overlaps the POSIX specs is due to the will

to be backward compatible with POSIX specifications. It is building on it,

without requiring POSIX conformance though, which is natural.

�>>     It is similarly unclear why tailoring of data

>> described in this document

>>     to local user requirements should be

>> looked up in a separate standard

>>     (see section 7.2).



That decision was made at some point by members of the group to describe all

LOCALE data specifications in a complete, separate document that will apply

toother internationalization standards. This was considered a practical

thing to do.



>> 

>> -3- The NNi is of the opinion that the

>> specification of the collating 

>>     method is not clearly formulated and is

>> only understandable after 

>>     experience with the POSIX documentation

>> has been obtained. 

>>     The NNi suggests that this standard be

>> rewritten in a clearer way.



We count on NNi to suggest as CD ballot comments the wording

that would appear to be clearer. So far, many people not  expert in POSIX did

understand the working draft. Style can always be improved, but it is in

general better that it be done in cooperation with those who say they do not

understand.



>> 

>> -4- In section 5.2 API-definitions appear. The

>> NNi cannot judge whether these

>>     definitions are complete or whether they

>> overlap with other definitions

>>     in (yet to be undertaken) other work.

>>     It is also unclear where the semi-formal

>> style of specification

>>     used in this section has been defined.

>>     In addition, the definition of an API as 'an

>> application process'

>>     (Clause 3) is an intolerable violation of the

>> normal practices of 

>>     separation of concerns and abstraction

>> levels, even with the addition

>>     of `for the purpose of this international

>> standard'.

>>     This definition should be replaced with the

>> `normal` API definition.



The editor needs that "normal defintion", otherwise this comment does not

help much. What is the "normal API definition"? In the meanwhile there

will be an attempt to use the term API as a set of subprogramme specifications,

and not as a specification for one function separately. This was an advice

given by an expert who thinks that an API is the specification of a set of

subroutines. If there is a standard definition, there is no objection to using

it and modify the eventual standard's text in consequence.



>>     Consequently, where in clause 5.2 the

>> so-called API's are used to

>>     explain the process, different terminology

>> should be used: the

>>     document should not give the impression

>> that it defines the API's.



We expect that NNi will provide alternative terminology as their

CD ballot comment.



>>     And (for heavens sake) an engine is not a

>> set of API's.



We will replace in the CD the term engine by the term "API".



>> 

>> -5- References to POSIX and C seem to be

>> missing from section 2.



We do not intend to make normative references to POSIX and to C per  se, but

if NNi believes that such a reference be made these could be

added without any difficulty after the CD ballot stage.



>> 

>> -6- The definitions in section 3 are unclear

>> and incomplete.

>>     They seem to repeat definitions in other

>> standards however, without

>>     making explicit what (perhaps) is

>> differently defined in this

>>     standard.



We expect that NNi will, as CD ballot comments, make clear what

definitions it judges are unclear and incomplete and suggest alternate wording.



>> 

>> -7- In quite some places the document does

>> not conform to the ISO

>>     directives, Part 3.

>>     A few of them are mentioned here:

>>     - The Foreword seems to serve no purpose

>> related to _this_ standard.

>>       The Foreword is to be written by ITTF.



The foreword has been copied exactly from ITTF templates used in several

existing ISO/IEC and ISO standards. We do not understand that remark by the

Netherlands.

�>>     - The Introduction does contain tutorial

>> material; this material 

>>       should be moved to an informative annex.

>>     - The Tutorial should also be placed in an

>> informative annex..



That was the case in a previous draft but we received a strong comment by UK

experts that it should be placed there. This could be displaced again, but a

majority of countries did not object at all to that disposition.



>>     - The definitions in section 3 should be

>> numbered.



This practice recommended by the directives is very questionable and

contradicts two other directives that say 1) that definitions should be in

alphabetical order and 2) that English and French texts should be

structurally identical. As this standard is developed originally in French

and in English, it seems odd that definitions will not have the same

numering in both languages. What would one say if we numbered

definitions, for example, of words "a", "b", "c" in French as 1, 2 and 3 and

that their translations, say "x", "y" "z", be numbered in the

English text as 3, 1, 2 when presented in alphabetical order? Directives are to a certain

point guidelines but when they do not make sense, one should not feel

mandated to respect them, given that it would be absurd to do so.


