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TITLE ¢ AFNOR POSITION ON T1$O/JEC SGFS N 439, SGFs Subgroup Issues 1ist
o SOURCE ; AFNOR
o
P =
b o 3| Issue 1:
! j" OSE represents the whole of Open Systems Environment. AEP seems more
e Specific and refers to Application Profiles. OSE should be used as
v generic term in TR10000-1.3
.__,A.f
; dm ' Issue 2: .
pagiag . J A profile should NOT be allowed to define new functionality.
s If a profile, identified in the taxonomy, has got "ho)es" that are
i not defined elsewhere, it should not exist unt 1 the holes are
: filled (either by base standards or by Public domain specifications,
—_—— see Issue 3, .
-——— . If a subset of the profile, without the missing part, makes sense,
_.._'-‘ it should get a naw entry in the taxonomy and be developed separately
Ly ‘ Issue 3:
T Doc ISO/IEC SGFS N439 Issue 3 (gaps):

—‘—'-T When there is a 'fap‘ in the definition of a profile, for which there is no
J 4= fmed— bage standard ava lable, but where public domain specification (PDS) oxists
! that could €111 this gap, it 4is permitted to refer to tho Public domain

_{.ﬁ i specification with the following provisions.

B § 1= The proposed PDS shall be in the public domain.

EE N Note : AFNOR has not come with @ complete definition of what "public domain®
—%—— means for a specification. Clearly one condition is that the

== == specification must be publicly available and free of charge. Other

- conditions have to be defined, A document circulated by oIw

i (Ref xxxxxx) would be a good starting point for completing this
_— Clause.

T 2= Measures should be taken to ensure that the adoption of the PDS in a profile
e s 1o will not jeopardize the future development of Base standards on the subject.
—1-"- To this effect, the following steps should be taken:
e _;,__.',_.|._ . Reference to a PDS ghould not be made when the base standard that wil)
ol £fill the gap is under development (unless it is & Very early stage and
T | : it is foreseen that its completion will take a long time).
Tt . If base standard is not under development, a liaison should be sent
2 St by SGFS to the relevant standards body (SC, TC) if identified, stating
v 1. the need for base standard in the area and éncouraging the standards
SRR body to start work on the subject. A copy of the PDS should be
SO B appended to the liaison. The relevant standards body should then
inform SGFS of the progress of standardization in the area, and of its
. i completion.
--——J—}; . 15Ps that contain profiles which reference PDS should be revised as
e —— 3oon ag a base standard emerges (le reached DIS stage) in the area
= covered by the PDS, and the reference to base standard, if adequate,
_] [ must replace the proevious reference to the PDS in the same 1Sp. SGFS
R R should initiate the revision.
L .
: Issue 4:
e This seems to be more a problem of conformance. Whaen conformance clause
i 4 is notclearly diated for a standard, the profiling of Lhig standard
11 bescomes more difficult and the subsetting of base standards has no
J —- guiding principle, See Issue 7
-,}"1 Isgue 5:
_if - :Esm::nlmn l:!m):'lhtm d’ulilta publigue Sirol 775 724 18 0001
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Issue 6:
We do not believe that the definition of base standard should be
changed. 1n particular the definition of bage standard should not
be made recursive and a Profile is NOT a base standard.
On the other hand, the definition of profile should be recursive in
order to allow a profile of profilaes. It should ba changed accordingly.

Issue 7:
We believe Lhis is an issue on Conformance, and not on conformance

(ie what is mandatory in the base standard), as well as an inventory
of what is optional.

in an{ case, the profiling of a base standard is an exercise in
defining what subsets are meaningful and best suited for resulting irn

Issue 8:
It may well happen that in Some cases, subsetting the base standa:d
will result in having a smal) (or maybe even non-existent) "mandatory®™
core set of features. This should not be a problem in itself , as
long as the profiles make éense from the point of view of user needs.

issue 9:
In the case described in this issue (profile of profiles referencing the
Same standard), the requirements Placed by two profiles on the same
base standard will add {in the sense of a logical AND), the maximur
result being the base standard itself. There is no problem here,
EXCEPT if any of the Profiles excludes features that are made either
optional or mandatory by the other profile,
This seems a very good reason for NOT USING the exclusion of protoccl
features when defining a profile.

issue 10:
Closed

JeBue 11:
Closed

Issue 12: .
AFNOR contribution SGFS N5xx makes a different proposal on the structure

©f TR10000 taxonomy. We do not believe that this issue is closed and we
would like to reconsider it.

issue 13:
AFNOR could not recall the meaning of the issue



