Accredited Standards Committee	Doc. No.:	X3L2/95-010


X3, Information Technology*	Date:	17 January, 1995


X3L2, Codes and Character Sets     	 Project:	ADMIN


		Reference:	X3L2/94-105R (Agenda)


		Reply to:	Gary W. Miller


To:	X3L2		IBM Corporation


			D04/906 ZIP 9652


			11400 Burnet Rd


			Austin, TX  78758


			Voice:  	+1 512 838-8297


			FAX:  	+1 512 838-8374


			E-Mail:	gwm@


				austin.ibm.com


Subject:	Draft Minutes of the X3L2 Meeting 164 (11/30/94 and 12/02/94)


Action Requested:	Review for approval





Apple hosted the meeting in Cupertino, California on November 30 and December 2, 1994.





The minutes are organized by agenda topics and reflect discussions independent of the chronological order of events.





The following people attended the meeting. Those not attending the full meeting are indicated by the day and, if they attended only the morning or afternoon, with “morning” or “afternoon”:





Peter Edberg	Apple (Wednesday morning, Friday)


Tim Greenwood	Digital


Shane Konsella	HP  (Friday, observer)


Gary Miller	IBM


Joan Aliprand	RLG


Ed Hart	SHARE


John Jenkins	Taligent (Wednesday morning, Friday)


Steve Greenfield	Unicode Inc. (Wednesday afternoon)


Arnold Winkler	Unisys





The meeting was called to order at 09:40 by the chair.


Topic 1.1


Gary Miller was appointed as secretary for this meeting.





The meeting was opened with attendees introducing themselves and updating and correcting the membership address information.


Topic 1.2


The agenda which had been previously distributed was reviewed to determine if there were updates or corrections. There were no changes to the agenda.  However, due to a miscommunication, at the meeting some documents had been distributed under the wrong number. 





Document Number Corrections:


        distributed 94-113 should be part of 94-117


        distributed 94-114 should be part of 94-118


        actual 94-113, 94-114 documents are the US comments on PDAM-1 & 2, respectively.





Motion to adopt agenda was made by Tim Greenwood with a second by Arnold Winkler. The vote was unanimous to adopt the agenda.


Topic 1.1.3


Tim Greenwood asked about members in jeopardy. The chair responded that there are no members who are currently in jeopardy.


Topic 1.3.1, Discussion of Long Term Goals


The long term goals as recorded in the agenda are:





        - make the X3L2 meetings more effective to members


        - improve relations with UTC and X3V1


        - Provide a smooth transition to new officers in 1996


        - deliver new or revised U.S. Standards


           -- Unicode profile of 10646 (project 396-D)


           -- Revised Character-Glyph Model for ISO/IEC Technical Report (project 396-D)





The chair is concerned that current and future officers need support from their management to perform their standards duties. The officers each have duties.  In his experience, more time is required to do the job than is generally anticipated.  The terms for all of the officers expire in 1996.





Joan Aliprand raised a question to the chair with regard to the relationships with the UTC and X3V1, "Do you believe that there are problems with relationship"? The chair responded that he did not believe that there were problems in the relationships. Discussion followed.





Joan gave suggestions on how agenda items should be introduced to the UTC. The chair indicated that he would like to see  the UTC agenda earlier to allow better planning for those traveling.





Tim Greenwood stated that because it is getting more difficult to get funding for standards activities agenda items need to be crisp and items need to be relevant. Discussion followed. There was general agreement with this point.


Topic 1.3.2


Motion to approve the X3L2 meeting minutes was made by Arnold Winkler with a second by Peter Edberg. The motion passed with Tim Greenwood abstaining because he did not attend the previous meeting.





Joan Aliprand asked if Microsoft had changed its representative. The chair responded that Microsoft had not changed representatives from Asmus Freytag.


Topic 1.3.4 Up Coming Meetings


Currently scheduled meetings were reviewed from X3L2/SD-4 with concentration on the June 1995 meeting. The following is the work plan that was that was outlined for the meeting:





        Friday June 2, 1995 UTC Bay Area


        


        Mon 5   X3L2 joint X3L2 X3V1


        Tue 6   work joint X3L2 X3V1


        Wed 7   X3L2


                X3V1


        Thur 8   X3V1


        Fri 9   X3V1





Note:  When X3L2 met with X3V1 in Dallas and Rochester in 1993, X3L2 members paid a $50.00 fee per individual to cover copying, etc.  Therefore, X3L2 members need to be prepared to pay a fee when X3L2 co-locates its meeting with X3V1.





The current schedule is for the UTC meeting to be in December 1995 in the Bay area.





Character-Glyph Model





The chair stated that there is a need for another meeting with X3V1 for the Character-Glyph Model. Tim Greenwood stated that better understanding is needed of where we are going before devoting more time to the Character-Glyph Model. A discussion among Ed Hart, Joan Aliprand, and John Jenkins followed with the conclusion that there is a need to plan activities and work in between meeting. The chair agreed but was concerned that work does not always get done between meetings.





John Jenkins asked what additional work needs to be done on the Character-Glyph Model paper and are there comments. The chair responded that there are no comments yet, but that he would like to see more detail on additional glyph metrics. Peter Edberg stated that more sophisticated input than glyph metrics is needed. The chair responded that we need to identify what we would like to see in the paper. The paper has been sent to several ISO working groups. January 31, 1995 is due date for the SC2 NP ballot to produce the character-glyph model as an ISO Technical Report.





John Jenkins stated that the purpose of the Character-Glyph Model paper is to convince people that there is a difference between character representation and glyphic representation and that there is more than one way to go between representations. The intent is not to indicate a preferred way of representation. Modifications should be kept to a minimum and implementation directives should be avoided.





The Character-Glyph Model paper could be issued as a Unicode Technical Report and later as an ISO Technical Report. This action needs to be approved by the UTC.





It was stated that X3L2 documents are public and can be distributed freely. The paper should be made generally available via several media: CD ROM, FTP, WEB, magazine article.  Copies are to be made available for review by UTC.





ACTION: Ed Hart to describe X3L2 plans to submit the Character-Glyph Model document for publication by Unicode Inc..





It may be necessary for X3L2 to meet with X3V1 in December 1995 so X3L2 and X3V1 should plan accordingly.





ACTION: Peter Edberg to e-mail Joe Becker and Steve Strasen about Xerox possibly hosting the December 1995 X3V1 meeting. Input due Friday, December 2, 1994.


Liaison


The chair stated that the C programming language may become more important to X3L2.





Tim Greenwood stated that had been designated as the liaison, he had received no material from the C committee.





Action:  Hart.  Write letters to various standards committees to name the current liaison.





Al Griffee is the new representative from X3L2 to X3V1.





Joan Aliprand is representative from X3L2 to NISO.


Item 1.3.5


Annual Report is document X3L2/94-107R





Concern was expressed about the length of time to implement/update ISO standards and respond to ballots.





Discussions: Business needs vs. Consortia  vs. standards, with regard to variations.





Discussion between Ed Hart and Joan Aliprand on ways to make SC2 ballots more visible. Suggestions included using different color paper to allow ballots to be recognized and highlighting the documents in the list of distributed documents.


Topic 1.3.6


Should 6429, 2022, 10646 become ANSI standards?





Discussion: cost/quality of ANSI/ISO standards





Should ASCII be dropped as an ANSI standard? What does it mean to have a standard dropped? Standards could still be referenced but would not be ANSI standards. It is a document but is not a standard. Active standards are on a review cycle. Date does not change when standard is re-affirmed. Need method to indicate that a standard is still a standard but is in a stabilized state (not subject to the 5-year cycle). 





PROPOSAL: Add an informative annex to ASCII to guide usage to ISO/IEC 10646.


(Ed Hart/John Jenkins)  X3L2 decided to delay any decision on this until X3L2 need to vote on reaffirming the ASCII standard, X3.4:1986, in 1995.





ACTION: Ed Hart to put ASCII item on X3L2 future agenda.





PROPOSAL: Suggest to ANSI to make standards available online.





ACTION: John Jenkins to draft letter to X3 concerning online distribution of standards.





Tim Greenwood stated that we need to eliminate useless X3L2 work, but that he is concerned about repercussions of withdrawing standards. Need guidance from X3 on withdrawing standards and the legal implications.





ACTION: Ed Hart to draft letter to X3 requesting guidelines for withdrawing standards.





ACTION: Tim Greenwood to do first draft of letter on withdrawing standards.





General consensus that it is not worthwhile to adopt 2022, 6429, etc. as ANSI/ISO standards.





Motion by John Jenkins for X3L2 to change projects 4, 103, 105, 107, 304, to liaison projects to their respective ISO standards. Second by Peter Edberg.


Seven present; 2/3 rule met. Unanimous.





Motion by Peter Edberg to withdraw projects 351 and 359 because ANSI standard withdrawn and no corresponding ISO standard. Seconded by John Jenkins.


Seven present; 2/3 rule met. Unanimous.


Topic 1.3.7


This topic was discussed on Friday


Delegates to Geneva (WG2 April 1995)





This meeting is expected to deal with substantive character issues, resolutions and comments on PDAM. The proposed delegates to the meeting are:





        Ed Hart


        Arnold Winkler


        Peter Edberg (placeholder for Apple)


        Tim Greenwood (tentative)


        Joan Aliprand (tentative for Unicode delegate)





(We thought that it was better to name people and if their respective managers did not approve the trip, make substitutions or remove names before forwarding the list of delegates via ANSI.)


        


Motion by John Jenkins to nominate the above persons; seconded by Arnold Winkler. The vote was unanimous. The motion passed.





Delegates to Finland (WG2, SC2; June 1995)





The proposed delegates to the meeting are:





        Ed Hart


        Arnold Winkler


        Joan Aliprand





Motion by Tim Greenwood to nominate the above persons; seconded by John Jenkins. The vote was unanimous. The motion passed.


Topic 1.3.8 Action Items SD-2


163-03 action John Jenkins to write letter


163-04 done


163-11 withdrawn


159-12 withdrawn


159-15 withdrawn


163-14 open (Joan to send information to ISO)


163-15 withdrawn





163-16  open


desire to specify Unicode as an ANSI standard: need editor, copyright concerns over use of chapters from book on the Unicode Standard, if ballots request changes to the draft standard what about differences between the ANSI standard and the Unicode Standard?


163-17 done


163-18 open


163-19 done


163-20 done


Topic 1.5.1 SC2 Ballots


Motion to approve liaison requests for all four SC2 ballots by Joan Aliprand. Seconded by Tim Greenwood.  Consensus.


Topic 1.6 Liaison Reports


Areas of I18N that are not touched by X3L2; work scope is more appropriate for XoJIG; may be organizational problems; X3L2 does not want to change the charter to allow WG20 TAG relationship. X3L2 to establish liaison to cover ordering only.





ACTION: Ed Hart to write proposal for liaison with WG20 for ordering of 10646 data.





WG20: Arnold Winkler reported that the is out for review, undecided on cultural elements (locale) -- items under evaluation. Recommendation on the extended use of characters in programming language identifiers distributed (X3L2/94-142). Discussion on usage of Arabic characters vs glyphs. Arnold requested that comments on identifier usage be sent to WG20.


Topic 1.7 Summary


Character-Glyph Model is an issue. Time needs to be allowed to read the Character-Glyph Model paper to discuss on Friday (12/02/94).





In June 1992, X3L2 decided to develop an ANSI standard to describe the Unicode profile.  X3L2 needs an editor.





We will review draft of X3V1 liaison letter on Friday.





Need input from the Unicode Technical Committee on the following items:





 - Character-Glyph Model


 - meeting host for X3V1 and X3L2 meeting in December 1995





Adjourn 16:15








The meeting re-convened on Friday, December 2, 1994 with the chair calling the meeting to order at 09:15.





Technical Agenda 2.1.1


The WG2 meeting summary was done as a part of the UTC meeting on 12/01/95. Since the UTC meeting was attended by all persons present at this meeting, the discussions was not repeated.





Arnold Winkler reported that there are no major defect reports. For the most part the defects are editorial. Arnold gave the example of two different APL graphics which have been given the same names (up tack and down tack). This confusion was apparently due to the merger of two source documents which used different terminology.  Since IBM implemented an APL that uses 10646, we asked IBM for feedback on this issue.





ACTION: Gary Miller to provide input on up-tack/down-tack issue. Is this an issue for IBM? How is it to be resolved?


Technical agenda 2.1.1.4


X3L2 submitted the US ballot of yes with comments for both PDAMs.  However, SC2 received insufficient ballots for the PDAMs and all other SC2 ballots.  It was decided to extend the ballot period to January 31, 1995.


Technical agenda 2.1.1.5


PDAM-3 (C1 encoding), PDAM-4 (withdrawal of UTF-1), and Corrigendum on the name of the AE character are camera ready and ready for ballot.


2.1.3 (Summary of UTC Meeting)


Everyone was at UTC meeting no need for summary.


2.1.4 (Character-Glyph Model Concerns)


X3L2 reviewed the WG2 resolutions from the November, 1993 meeting:


section 1.2 purpose change #3 - accept


section 4 subsection 2 first paragraph - accept partially (X3L2 was concerned that the intent was unclear)


section 4 subsection 2 paragraph D - accept





ACTION: Ed Hart to send WG2 comments to X3V1 and request X3V1 to review the comments and try to reword the one comment.  If X3V1 agrees with the proposed changes, X3L2 will update the original character-glyph model document and submit it to Unicode Inc. for publication, otherwise, X3L2 will submit the original document.





X3L2 then discussed the following types of updates to the Character-Glyph Model:


   - incorporate WG2 comments


   - put in the form of an ISO Technical Report document (need to obtain ISO format and guidelines (if any))


   - SC2 and SC18 should use the same vocabulary (specific recommendations)


      -- SC2 replace graphic symbol with glyph


   - acknowledge the work of Glenn Adams in writing the report


(Glenn Adams merged and expanded Mark Davis', Rick McGowan's, and Steve Strasen's work.  John Jenkin’s thought that this would be unacceptable to ISO but that he would write a cover letter with this information for the publication by Unicode Inc.)


   - add SC18 pictures (coded-font model, glyph resource model)


   - add Glenn Adams’ original diagram that showed the differences in domain and relationships.


   - editor: Don Carroll (subject to approval by his management)





X3V1 meeting attendees:   no one would be able to attend the X3V1 meeting in December.  In its liaison letter, X3L2 wanted to emphasize:





   - want to work together


   - enclose the X3L2 list of what needs to be done 





Topic 2.1.4.1, US vote on ISO ballot for NP for character-glyph model





X3L2 favors this ballot.





The US is to offer an editor.





Motion by John Jenkins for X3 to vote to approve the forwarding of NP N2481 to JTC1; seconded by Peter Edberg. The motion passed unanimously.


Topic 2.1.5.1, Ballot to subdivide 10646


Motion by John Jenkins for X3L2 to recommend to X3 to vote yes on ballot N2480; seconded by Arnold Winkler. The motion passed unanimously.





ACTION: Arnold Winkler to forward the X3L2 votes to X3.


2.1.7 (Script Proposals)


ACTION: Joan Aliprand to make sure that Rick McGowan has a copy of 94-131 and 94-137.


2.1.8 (Status of US proposal for registration of 10646 conversions)


Item not discussed at WG2 due to lack of time.


2.1.10 (Project for Unicode standard profile)


No progress on this item due to lack of editor. Nothing can be done until there is an editor. X3L2/94-143 is a document that describes the differences between the Unicode Standard and 10646.  X3L2 thought that the information would be valuable input to WG2 but was concerned that the current wording was unsuitable because it emphasized the differences.  Therefore, X3L2 suggested that Unicode Inc. edit this document to emphasize the additions to 10646 (rather than the differences) and re-title as “Unicode as an implementation of 10646” and submit to WG2.





ACTION: John Jenkins/Mark Davis to edit differences document and submit to WG2 as a personal contribution.


Technical Agenda 2.2


Ed Hart gave status of item 13-M on Wednesday afternoon.


        - project proposal approved


        - public review of new draft of X3.83 ends 01/95


Technical Agenda 2.3


The discussion started on Wednesday afternoon and the vote was taken on Friday..


Tim Greenwood reported that X3.32 and ISO 2047 are identical and recommended X3.32 be withdrawn.





Motion by Tim Greenwood that X3.32 be withdrawn. Seconded by Steve Greenfield.  Because on Wednesday afternoon insufficient X3L2 members were present to satisfy the 2/3s rule, the vote was postponed until Friday.





On Friday, the discussion continued with the postponed vote on the motion to withdraw X3.32.





After talking with John Hill, Arnold Winkler stated an OMC concern about withdrawing standards: must ensure that there is an identical international standard. The withdrawn or stable state must have a provision for dealing with the standards to ensure that obsolete standards will eventually be withdrawn. Need to define how a standard would ever be permanently withdrawn.





The desire of X3L2 is to lessen the amount of work that has to be done for stable (dormant) standards (reduce reading, research, etc.).





The chair observed that after ANSI withdrew the X3L2 standards, that X3L2 has only  five (5) US standards to be maintained and this did not appear to be major burden.





The vote to approve the motion was unanimous. The motion passed.





Motion by John Jenkins that once X3.32 is withdrawn, it becomes a liaison project; seconded by  Peter Edberg. The vote was unanimous. The motion passed.


Technical Agenda 2.4


The discussion occurred on Wednesday afternoon.


Some ballots questioned the relevance  of OCR-B to coded character sets.


Technical Agenda 2.5


This topic was discussed on Wednesday and a decision postponed to give time for people for consideration.  However, we forgot to discuss the topic on Friday and arrive at a decision.


Technical Agenda 2.6


This topic was withdrawn after the WG20 liaison report.


Technical Agenda 2.7 additional topics


The discussion occurred on Wednesday afternoon.


Document X3L2/94-138 Input Methods for entering 10646


Ed Hart questioned the need for the scheme of using mnemonic symbols.  Arnold Winkler stated that it is useful for entering  frequently-used characters.





Joan Aliprand stated that even characters encoded in 8 bits may not be properly represented if the system that receives the transmission does not use the same character set.





Discussion: usefulness of approach; other approaches being developed Recommendation: none





Since X3L2 had no recommendation, topic should not be in the liaison letter to X3V1.


New Topic:  Ways to Improve meeting


Before adjourning the meeting, the chair asked the members for suggestions about improving the X3L2 meeting. They listed the following:





Need to preallocate time for each topic on the agenda


Continue to co-locate the X3L2 meeting with the UTC


Continue listing meeting objectives and detail in agenda items


Continue trying to process administrative items quickly





X3L2 thanked Peter Edberg and Apple for hosting the meeting; unanimous.


X3L2 subcommittee thanked chair for advanced preparation and expeditious running of meeting.





Motion by John Jenkins to adjourn; seconded by Arnold Winkler. The motion passed. The meeting was adjourned at 12:35.


 *	Operating under the procedures of The American National Standards Institute
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