July 9, 2000

J4/00-0498


Page 2 of 2

SUBJECT:
Comments on J4/00-0484 – “Usage national and numeric-edited data items”
AUTHOR:

William M. Klein (wmklein@ix.netcom.com)

REFERENCES:


1. CD 1.8, February 2000

2. J4/00-0455, “Combined Change Proposal CD 1.8 #2”

3. J4/00-0350, “Mini-Quality Review Comments”

4. J4/00-0412, “The class of numeric and numeric-edited data items”

5. J4/00-0484,  “Usage national and numeric-edited data items”

6. Email distributed via the J4 distribution list

COMMENTS:

The following note was distributed to the J4 email distribution list on July 7, 2000.


***

“In 00-0484, it states,

“At J4 meeting 215, Mr. Klein advocated that the class of such an item <defined as category numeric-edited but USAGE NATIONAL> be ALPHANUMERIC.”

At NO time did I advocate that.  In fact, I was quite unhappy with that fact.

What I did point out was that “Table 3 — Category and class relationships for elementary items” (page 111 of CD 1.8) does say that is the “fact” today.

The problem that I pointed out with the proposal in 00-0412 is that NEVER in the past was there a case where items of the SAME category had different CLASSes.  

I strongly supported the recommendation (made at WG4 – as I recall) that a NEW category be added, “national-numeric-edited”.  This would continue the “past” tradition that you could always determine the CLASS of an item from its category (without reference to any other “fact” - such as USAGE).

I see nothing in 00-0484 which addresses this.  I “infer” but don't see it in the paper that Ms Bennett has reviewed all references to the category of a data-item and determined that there are no problems (outside those fixed in 00-0412) with referring to items of category “numeric-edited” without knowing its class.  If this is the case, it MIGHT make this a viable solution - but I question that it is a desirable one.

NOTE: (Not in the original email) There is discussion in 00-0484 of looking at all occurrences of “numeric-edited, alphanumeric-edited, and national-edited”.  What I cannot find is an examination of occurrences of “class” and “category.”

As an example of why I am in doubt that the entire document has been reviewed for possible problem is the fact that 00-0412 and 00-0484 do not deal with issue identified in 00-0350/94.  It is possible that if the approach of 00-0412 is followed, then all that needs to happen is to change “described as a national data item” to “a data item of class national” - but it just doesn't seem apparent to me that all the problem of this “new” intermixing of the same category in multiple classes have been examined.”


*** <New Comments after the original email note> ***

For some other examples, of places where I fear that inadequate consideration has been made concerning the implications of NOT predicting the CLASS from the CATEGORY of a data-item, see the following.  (I do NOT claim that this is an exhaustive list; rather it is intended to demonstrate that the current and future implications of this change seems both unwarranted and potentially error prone.)

1) Page 46, 7.2.10.2 Syntax rules (EVALUATE directive)

“All operands of one EVALUATE directive shall be of the same category.

NOTE: this isn’t a problem for the CURRENT evaluate directive, but if “numeric-edited” items are ever added, it could be.

2) Page 215, 12.3.4.5.3 General rules (ALTERNATE RECORD KEY clause)

“All occurrences of data-name-2 shall be of the same category.”

NOTE: Again, this isn’t a problem today – because alternate record keys in the draft may not be numeric-edited.  However, I know of several implementations that include this as an extension, and this might well be impacted by whether or not items of the same category but different CLASSES are allowed.

3) Page 236, 13.3.5.2 Syntax rules (Sort-merge file description entry)

“If more than one record description entry is associated with the sort-merge file description entry, all of the record description entries shall be of the same category..”

NOTE: This is a real problem today, i.e. if you have two records – each composed of a single elementary item of category numeric-edited – but one is USAGE NATIONAL and the other is USAGE DISPLAY, is this “conforming”? If so, how do the semantics work.

