PROPOSED DISPOSITION OF NSB COMMENTS ON CD 2375

Date: 2000-08-22
C. NOT IN REVISION
CD Clause 6.2.2

6.2.2 (CANADA) We find contradictory a “shall” in this clause with the ending “as it may desire’. What is the intent of such a requirement. We propose to change “shall effect” by “effects”,

NOT ACCOMMODATED. Wording of CD Clause 6.2.2 not included in corresponding Clause 10.2.2.1 of revision.

CD Clause 6.5

Subclause 6.5: (SWEDEN) The consequences of this text is not clear. What means “ultimate authority over the content”, considering e.g. 7.4 and 8.5?

ACCOMMODATED in Clause 8.2 of revision.

CD Clause 8.3

J-5: Clause 8.3 1st line: (JAPAN) What does “verify” means? If it does mean “check and advice”, it is acceptable. If it means “check and correct”, it should not be done.

Proposed change: change “verify” to “review”, and add a text at the end “ If necessary, RA-JAC shall provide an advice the sponsoring Authority the review result.”

PROPOSED CHANGE ACCOMMODATED in principle. Clause 14.1 of the revision has “examine” (not “verify’). Other relevant clauses in the revision are:

13.6 The Registration Authority shall inform the Sponsoring Authority of any required technical changes identified by the RA-JAC in its review.
14.3 If the Sponsoring Authority disagrees with the RA-JAC concerns about the mapping, then the Registration Authority shall include the mapping from the Sponsoring Authority and note any alternative mapping recommendations from the RA-JAC in the registration.
Subclause 8.3: (SWEDEN) This obviously applies only when a proposal contains mappings to 10646 (cf. 6.4), which should be stated. Also the words “in fact” appear somewhat unfortunate, implying that the RA-JAC is more capable than the originator of a proposal to identify its characters (which may of course sometimes be the case).

Both items in comment ACCOMMODATED.

CD Clause 8.4

J-6: Clause 8.4, 1st line: What does “note mean? If it means “JAG add a note of (U+)xxxx, then Japan does not agree. If it means “JAC confirm with a SA for recommended (U+)xxxx, it is reasonable.

Proposed change: change “note” to “review” and add a text at the end “ if necessary, RQA-JAG shall provide an advice the Sponsoring Authority the review result.”

Subclause 8.4: (SWEDEN) The meaning of “... shall note the code position   “ is not clear. Does this refer to 10646 identifications in the Note column of the name tables?

PENDING: Since it is unclear what “note” means, it cannot be determined whether these comments are accommodated.
CD Clause 8.4 Note 2

8.4: (GERMANY) Note 2 should be part of normative text itself It should be reformulated as follows: “This shall not infringe upon the Sponsoring Authority’s right to identify the character and to determine its mapping.” (or equivalent).

J-7: Clause 8.4 NOTE 2: (JAPAN)  Add following text at the end. ‘Therefore, no change for the character identification and mapping is allowed by RA-JAG. All changes are subject to be accepted by the Sponsoring Authority.

PENDING: Procedures to resolve differences of opinion between the JAC and SA about mappings need to be added.

Subclause 8.4 Note 2: (SWEDEN) This seems to partly duplicate 6.5.

PENDING: Would be accommodated if GERMANY’s proposed change to Note 2 was accepted.

CD Clause 8.5

8.5 (GERMANY) The note of 8.5 should be moved up to 8.4.

NOT ACCOMMODATED. Clause 8.5 and its NOTE both deal with character names.

J-8: Clause 8.5 (JAPAN) change “determine” to “review”, and add a text “If necessary, RA-JAC shall provide an advice the Sponsoring Authority the review result”.

1)  change “determine” to “review”
NOT ACCOMMODATED. The RA-JAC only says whether a proposed character name is correct or not. The clause does not allow the RA-JAC to change any incorrect names that the SA has proposed.

2) add a text “If necessary, RA-JAC shall provide an advice the Sponsoring Authority the review result”.

ACCOMMODATED. (Clause 13.6 of revision.)
Subclause 8.5: (SWEDEN) The meaning of “… identified as being identical…” is not clear. Does this refer to some documentation outside the actual registration proposal? Because if one or more proposed names in the registration are not to be found in 10646 it would mean, strictly speaking, that the proposal contains characters not existing in 10646. Is this subclause directed towards mistakes in naming?

PENDING.

CD Clause 8.5 Note

8.5 (CANADA) We demand the following changes:

There should be two notes. “NOTE” should become NOTE1. This actual note contains a “shall”.

Now a note is *always* informative according to JTC1 directives and it can not contain a requirement. the “shall” shall he changed to a “should”.

NOTE 2 shall read as follows:

ISO/LEC assigns normative character names in any of the official languages of ISO. Names provided by the sponsoring authority in any of these languages are considered acceptable with regards to note 1.

It is recommended that names be provided in more than one official languages of ISO and that the equivalent in the national language(s) of the sponsoring authority be provided in addition.

PENDING.
CD Annex D

J-11 Annex D: (JAPAN) Add new clause of “Request of the “origin” as stated in the N3381. May be, some consideration on waiver is needed as a practice.

PENDING. A clause on ‘Request of the “origin”’ does not belong in this annex (which specifies the composition and duties of the Registration Authority’s Joint Advisory Committee). A more appropriate location for the proposed clause is Annex B of the CD (= Annex A of the revision). JAPAN is invited to supply proposed wording for the new clause.

CD Annex F

J-4: Annex F: (JAPAN) Fill this annex. It may make relations and intents of the all clauses in clause 7 and 8. And might avoid the confusion of the reader of this CD.

PENDING. (Though need for this may be unnecessary given reorganization.)

Annex for flowchart deleted from revision because the flowchart was not provided in CD.
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