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Summary:  

Neither the current Unicode Standard 2.0 nor the proposed Unicode Standard 3.0 guarantee that text generated in one “Unicode” or “Unicode compliant” system will be readable on another “Unicode” or “Unicode compliant” system, an irony considering the purpose behind Unicode.  As Rick McGowan points out, including wording in 3.0 requiring the inclusion of a common format (i.e., UTF8) would enable such an interchange.  While many of the Unicode members were interested in this inclusion, Ken Whistler stated his opinion that it was outside the venue of Unicode, and that listing UTF8 as one of many possible formats for Unicode was sufficient.  I, of course, disagree and recommend that we continue to push to try to get this wording included.

Joe Becker recommended that the Unicode Consortium could develop and publish another technical paper providing guidance on interconnectivity.  He and the other members invited the FLC to participate in this endeavor, which would be highly beneficial to getting the kinds of interconnectivity guidelines we have been pursuing.  In addition, Joe recommended that the FLC publish its requirements on a public web site (I’d be happy to volunteer MITRE’s), complete with copies of what documents should look like (e.g., examples from Christina of Pashtu training exercises).  These requirements with specific examples (e.g., in scanned images) would be very helpful to developers, and would help to establish functional standards.  Note that Unicode—while providing some test algorithms—has NOT provided test suites for developers.  I strongly recommend that we pursue both of these ideas.

In addition, Rick suggested that the FLC send an additional person familiar with government requirements to the standards meetings and even become a member.  A voting membership is $12K.  However, an associate membership is only $1200, although associate members do not have access to all documents..  Jim Agenbraud is the official liaison to the Unicode Roundtable; Rick’s suggestion would supplement Jim.  The standards committee meets four times per year for 2 days each meeting.  This additional representation might help nudge the committee towards more minor changes (such as the requirement of a common format).  

Ken Whistler differentiated between conformance, compliance, testing, and procurement specifications and emphasized that the consortium was concerned with the first.  However, the Unicode president and other executives offered to review any proposed wording for procurement specifications—an offer which we should take them up on..

Mike also said that the Consortium would have no problem with providing the FLC with an advance copy of Standard 3 to look over.  I suggest that we take them up on this offer.

There was some discussion that Unicode did not cover everything which the FLC would like.  I explained that for what was within the realm of Unicode, we did not want to reinvent the wheel but only to reference the Unicode Standard.  The rest of the “car” we would get elsewhere.  I also emphasized that we did not want to do anything that would be in conflict with or undermine the excellent efforts made by Unicode.

Detailed Notes

Ken:  there is conformance, which is in the standard.. Compliance is some kind of implementation—how well it is implemented.  Testing is a program for testing to make sure it meets req.  Then there is procurement:  No way that the conformance clause in standards itself would meet all requirements. If conformance, talk about


Range


How supported, text editor, (no script 


What is conformant:  beyond UC


Degrees of implementation—all of which are valid

Rick:  we want to produce a joint document from the UC (not the UTC) that lays out what is a computer system, what are the basic things that need to b e interchanged (plain text files—requires that all systems interchanging the docs have common standards or conversions—or understanding). 

Joe:  this may show a disparency between conformancy clause and paper.  You can type JOE into text file.  There are about a dozen format to open it.  The conformance clause permits you to only have one.  What you really need is all.

Joan:  must ensure understanding.  

Rick:  subsets must have common format in order to have interconvertability (any pair)  if they have one common format

Joan:  we do not address interchange, but maybe that is something UC could do

Rick:  if a system has a requirement of having to be able to interpret a UTF8 doc, they they could interoperate.

Joan:  a good thing to bring up at the next editorial meeting

Rick:  may be good to state intention of interoperabiity in chapter

Joe:  the UC legally can require UTF8, but we’re nowhere near that

Mike:  maturity models—e.g., Level 2 is interchange, but would have to go to community to get agreement

Joan:  might be able to address interchange in conformance chapter without requiring UTF8

Ken:  Have already specified UTF8 and 16

Joan:  Have not detailed it for interoperability.

Rick At least support the export and import of data in format x

Ken:  Must first provide taxonomy of abilities

Mike:  US gov could make a statement of what we consider conformance could be

Joan:  We could specify what good conformance is

Mike:  Must stay vendor neutral.  Could start with interoperability statements

Joan:  Worth pursuing, but may not be able to reach a consensus

Mike:  somewhere there is a line of demarcation

Rick:  because it is about interoperability, the vendors should be concerned

Ken:  software is not developed in cohesive systems; internal to the system you have different levels of support patched up; then you have all the independent builders who make the decisions how they will implement; then you have the internal components (ActiveX, JavaBeans, etc.); then things don’t work well together.  Then put it into a distributed environment.  Fundamental problem with how software

Joe:  develop a test suite.  Say, 7 files plus spec.  UTF 8 file to open.  For Arabic, give this appearance.  Then give this to a programmer

Ken:  excellent suggestion

Mike:  put this in terms of the maturity models.

Ken:  with test pages, at least XML, HTML, and plain text

Mike:  what to get back to what it means to be Unicode compliant—strata.  Cannot mean umbrella set of stuff.  Could mean what it means today—e.g., that it does not squash characters.  But what about the bidi?

Ken:  if you boil it down to ISO Latin 1, then what characters set and repetoire are there, but misses the problem.

Seth:  should try to get away from term Unicode-compliant.

Mike:  yes, because the issues are very stratified.

Jennifer:  should we help vendors and developers with how to describe Unicode?

Mike:  Internationalization compliant.  Multipronged approach.  Look at Technical Reports (now up to 18).  On the Unicode web page under technical reports.  

Ken: cover compression, normalization (which normalization do you support), sorting, line breaking, new lines, East Asian width properties

Mike:  Use the reports to cover the topics to work with vendors in federal government.  You can pick the first two (e.g., interop) and stage implementation.  Test suites.  Divide and conquer.

Jennifer:  Have you done test suites?

Mike:  No.  Made a decision early on not to get into this.  

Ken:  Go into reference algorithms but not test suites.  Not completed yet but close.

Ken:  Depends also on applications (e.g., ligatures in Arabic for publishing)

Joe:  See if you can type this in somehow.

Rick:  Can do subsets:  plain with no combining marks (small and big), Indic, combining, bidi, other, Mongolian

Ken:  No formal categories.

Joan:  In version 3.0, the scripts are grouped somewhat like this, but focus is mainly geographically

Mike:  Release v3 in September

Ken:  Conformance section in v3 has changed very little.  Can claim that UTF8 is conformant to Unicode (in v3 but no v2).  Formally conformant.  Otherwise the conformance clause looks the same.  Does not include lists of things that you must do to be Unicode compliant.

Mike:  no problem with giving us a snap on the draft of the conformance area

Joan:  would like to get UTC review

Joan: talk about little endian and big endian.

Mike:  will give us a cut of the book, if we don’t distribute it.

Rick:  would like a DLI representative or FLC.  Would be good to have someone from FLC in UTC, particularly to voice concerns about software being received.

Seth:  vendors are saying that they will implement only what is in the Unicode standards.  Ergo, it would be good to have participation in the standards.

Mike:  it would be helpful to clear up the problem of scale.

Seth:  someone could write an article in Multilingual Computing.

Ken:  also a problem with understanding in implementation commuity—and get it into CS curriculum

Ken:  Unicode could (but not in book) spell out endian, file formats, issue of repetoire support at script/character/language support and rendering level.  Good for Unicode web page.  Unicode interoperability page.

Joan:  Could start as a technical report.

Ken:  Here are the interoperability issues directly related to Unicode standard and this is what you need to do to be interoperable.

Mike:  Fits into mission, but can’t yet commit.  Could not call it conformance to Unicode.

Rick:  Not really part of the charter.

Ken:  Is and isn’t—like other technical reports.

Mike:  if FLC drafts a procurement statement, UC will review it.

Joan:   proposal for Unicode Conference is fine.

Mike:  fine in this format.  No downside for Unicode.  Multilevel approach.  Categories.  Also has no problem with User Group.

Ken:  may want a Multilingual Users Forum instead, to cover broader issues.

Mike:  in agreement that a Multillingual Forum is good.

Mike:  Win-Win situation to have a member on the UTC.  Much pertinent work in UTC that would move forward the work FLC is doing.  Unicode Technical Committees meeting once per quarter.  2 days.  Jim is a liaison to the Roundtable.  

Joan:  could become an associate member.  Close working group with L2 (Task Action Group).  NCITS deals with information Technology Standards.  LT is under ANSI.  One person could be both:  L2 and Unicode rep—and sideways relationships to ISO.  Feb 2-4 in Bay area in Palo Alto at HP.  Associate Member is $1200, but no access to docs members.  Full member is $12,000.

