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SUBJECT: Summary of Voting on SC 22 N 3265, Letter Ballot on CEN/TC 304 Request for 30
Cultural Specifications to be Registered with ISO/IEC 15897

The following responses have been received on the subject of registration:

"P" Members supporting registration without comment
5 (Czech Republic, Denmark, Ireland, Norway, Russian Federation)

"P" Members supporting registration with comments

"P" Members not supporting registration

3 (Netherlands, United Kingdom, United States of America)
"P" Members abstaining

2 (France, Japan)

"P" Members not voting

11 (Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, China, Egypt, Finland, Germany, Romania, Slovenia,
Ukraine)

Note: O-members Republic of Korea and Sweden voted to support the registration.

end of summary, beginning of NB comments

United Kingdom

The UK does not support the registration. It considers it is an inappropriate

request as the CEN Workshop Agreement 14051-2 has not been validated by the CEN
Members.




The Netherlands votes NO on
N3265 Letter Ballot on CEN/TC304 Request for 30 Cultural Specifications
to be registered with ISO/IEC 15897

for the following procedural, political and technical reasons.

Procedural:

1. N3265 is submitted to be registered under the regulations as set out in
ISO/IEC 15897. The latter document prescribes which organisations
(called ”Sponsoring Authorities”) are allowed to submit specifications
for registration. The current version of ISO/IEC 15897 only considers
(Associated) Member Bodies of CEN or JTC1, and JTC1 itself and
any of its SC’s or WG’s as Sponsoring Authorities. CEN Workshops
and CEN TC304 clearly do not qualify, and hence N3265 should not

have been allowed in the process.

2. The Netherlands has no opinion on (the contents of) locales from other
countries (language areas). Hence we feel it to be inappropriate to
cast a vote on for instance the Italian locale (although ISO/IEC 15897
explicitly allows this to happen). Still we feel that we must be able
to vote on the Dutch locale and the Furo locale. Therefore we would
like to see the documents separated in different documents on which
individual votes are possible.

Political:

1. This documents describes locales for a subset of the languages currently
considered to be part of "Europe’. Choosing languages as the starting
point however, raises the problem of finding authorities to agree with
these specifications for those countries where the mentioned language
is spoken as a majority language and for those countries where the
mentioned languages are spoken as one of many languages or even as
a minority language. An example may be the Dutch language which is
a majority language in the Netherlands, but is one of the three official
languages used in Belgium.

2. Rules for formatting monetary data are an important part of those
locales. However, locales based upon the Euro have been provided for
some countries not switching to the Euro on short notice.
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3. Specifications for monetary formatting in the euro locale should be
based upon a publicly available document from the ECB at Frankfurt.
This document should then be referred to in section 2.

4. In a couple of years Europe is being extended with some countries. It
is unclear whether some specifications given here may interfere with
specifications needed for these countries. An example may be the use
of YyOo/N for affirmative/negative answers. It may be the case that
some of these countries have a word for ’yes’ starting with the letter "N’.
It seems inappropriate to produce at this moment a set of specifications
for a part of western Europe only.

Technical:

1. It is understood that the POSIX specification describes the functional-
ity of an operating system and the interface between application pro-
grams and that operating system. It is also understood that this doc-
ument describes a set of locales, a locale being a very limited user in-
terface; a set of input /output rules for users of a computer running the
POSIX operating system. Later developments in operating systems
such as micro-kernel operating systems and in software architecture
(two and three-tier systems) have led to the solid belief that separat-
ing the user interface from the operating system is a worthwile goal in
constructing maintainable software. It is therefore questioned whether
the specification of locales in connection with an operating system is
still a state-of-the-art practice.

2. The document is very unclear about what is input and what is output.
It is assumed here that clauses on Numeric formatting, Monetary for-
matting, Date and time conventions describe output specifications and
that clauses on affirmative/negative answers describe input specifica-
tions. Given that, the document is unclear about the specific output
devices involved, and worse, seems to consider only a keyboard as an
input device, therewith foregoing input devices like special purpose de-
vices (like teller machine keyboards), touch screens, speech input or
even webcams. Considering the use of POSIX (and derivatives) in em-
bedded systems this seems somewhat of a old-fashioned restriction.

3. Monetary formatting:



(a) The convention prescribed for negative amounts is very uncommon
in the Netherlands.

(b) The rules for writing negative amounts are in conflict with the
rules given for writing negative numbers. Are negative amounts
not negative numbers?

(c) The convention for writing Euro amounts gives poorly organized
results when denoting tables. Using the E for the Euro-sign:

| E78,90 |
| E123,77 |
| E,23 |

instead of the much nicer

| E 78,90 |
| E123,77 |
| E ,23 |

(d) The latter text line also shows that the rules given are incomplete.
How to write 23 eurocents? E000,23 or E0,23 or E,23 or E237

(e) It is also unclear why only Monetary formatting is so very detailed
using e.g. no-break-space.

4. 5.2.11 nl_ EU
The rules given here are unacceptable for the Netherlands as they do
not properly handle the Dutch digraphs ij and 1J.

A short note on how to handle these digraphs is available on request.

5. Affirmative/negative aswers

(a) As indicated above it is highly arbitrary that a locale for the
Netherlands should allow the English yY and the French 0O (for

oui).

(b) The use of a plus and minus sign is to be avoided as these could
mean the addition or substraction of an amount in financial ap-
plications.



(c¢) Clause 6 states that ”Since these answers are used at the user
interface and the question is being asked in a natural language, the
answer should be given in the same language”. The possibilities
for answering are however limited to simple key presses '+ or "y’.
Key presses are not language! Under the real meaning of language,
much more elaborate answers should be allowed, e.g. (using the
English language) ’yes’ or ’surely’ or ’certainly’ or ’shaken, not
stirred’ (to the robot bar tender running on a Posix compliant
embedded system)



Country-specific locales should be changed to include appropriate tailoring
for collation to match language-specific expectations.

end of comments
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