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In accordance with Resolution 58-5, the next meeting, meeting #59 will be conducted in conjunction with the 2010 SIGAda conference on the afternoon of Thursday 28 October 2010 in the Fairfax, VA.
Conference and venue information can be found at the conference web site.

The announcement and preliminary agenda for this meeting were circulated as N511.



AGENDA

Opening Orders 

National Body Reports and Introductions 

Liaison Reports and Introductions
· Ada Europe

· SIGAda

· SC 23/OWGV: Erhard Ploedereder

Convener's Report 

Project Editor Reports (as needed)
· IS 8652: Ed Schonberg and Randy Brukardt 

· IS 15291: Bill Thomas and Greg Gicca 

· TR 15942: Brian Wichmann 

· IS 18009: Erhard Ploedereder

Rapporteur Group Reports (as needed)
· Report of Ada Rapporteur Group: Edmond Schonberg, Chair 

· items related to the current project to amend ISO/IEC 8652

· items related to the project to update IS 15291

· status of work on selling the revised ASIS standard (Open Action 50-1)

· status of work on Containers (Open Action 50-5)

· Report of Annex H Rapporteur Group: Alan Burns, Chair

· preliminary summary of the Vulnerabilities Workshop

· Report of POSIX Rapporteur Group: Stephen Michell, Chair

Review of Open Action Items and Unimplemented Resolutions
Committee as a Whole
Unfinished Business 

New Business
Scheduling of Future Meetings
Administrative Actions 

Review of New Action Items

Final Consideration of Resolutions

Recess



Opening Orders, Joyce Tokar, Meeting Convener

· Call to Order 

· Appointment of Meeting Secretary 

· Approval of Agenda 

· Welcome and Administrative Arrangements  

· Approval of N508: Meeting #58 Minutes
AGENDA


National Body Reports

Attendees:

National Body Representatives:

	Belgium
	Dirk Craeynest (HOD) - unable to attend
	Report

	Canada 
	Brad Moore (HOD),  Stephen Michell
	Report

	France
	Jean-Pierre Rosen (HOD)
	Report

	Germany
	Peter Hermann (HOD) – unable to attend
	No Report

	Italy
	Tullio Vardanega (HOD) – unable to attend
	No Report

	Switzerland
	Patrick Gautschi (HOD) – unable to attend
	No Report

	UK
	John Barnes (HOD), – unable to attend, Alan Burns – unable to attend
	Report

	USA
	Edmond Schonberg (HOD) 

S Tucker Taft, Randy Brukardt
	No Report


Belgium

We are sorry to inform WG9 that, after participating at 13 consecutive meetings, Belgium will *not* be represented at the upcoming WG9 meeting in Fairfax, VA, USA.  In the coming months, the Belgian Ada community hopes to be able to sort out the issues with the Belgian standardization organization, so that we can hopefully represent Belgium again at the following WG9 meeting in June 2011 in Edinburgh, UK. We wish all participants a productive meeting, and look forward to its outcome.
Canada

Canada is happy to hear that another Ada 2005 implementation has materialized.
The Canadian delegation for this meeting of WG9 will be Brad Moore (HOD) and Stephen Michell.
France

AFNOR had its usual meeting in preparation for the WG9 meeting.

The group reviewed the proposed AIs, and had an editorial comment on AI05-174-1:

The paragraph after the specification of Ada.Synchronous_Barriers (in the !proposal section) refers to the "Released_Last" parameter, but this name has been changed to "Notified" in the last release of the AI. The correct name is provided in the !wording section.

(The ARG has been notified of this).

Otherwise, all AIs were approved, and the group had no further remark on the rest of the agenda.
Germany

No Report
Italy

No Report

Switzerland

No Report

UK

Scope of Ada 2012

The UK Ada panel is somewhat concerned about the scope of Ada 2012. Document N505 describes the scope as reported by the ARG; this was discussed very briefly at the WG9 meeting in Valencia.

It is always our general view that extensions should focus on corrections and specific user requirements, together with consolidating any language extensions that were already widely implemented by compiler vendors.

At the present time we suggest that some items should be considered on a trial basis. That is not included in the Amendment. Nevertheless they could be considered by the ARG and trial implementations could explore them. If successful then they might go into a further amendment or perhaps even documented as a Technical Report.

What would be bad is if some exciting features were included in Ada which turn out to be inappropriate but cannot then be removed or modified easily. That has happened in the past to some extent. Think of access parameters and coextensions. We don't want that to happen to storage pools and iterators and similar container sugar.

UK Ada Panel
October 2010

USA

No Report

AGENDA
Liaison Reports

Ada-Europe Liaison Report:

Ada-Europe Liaison Representative, Erhard Ploedereder

No Report
SIGAda Liason Report:

SIGAda Liaison Representative, Ricky E. Sward

Background

SIGAda is a Category C Liaison to WG 9 (See N414)

Report

The next SIGAda meeting is planned for early November, 2011 in Denver, Colorado, USA.

The SIGAda Officers all agreed to extend their terms for an additional two years.  The Association for Computing Machinery (ACM) reviewed this request and has tentatively approved the officer extensions.  The full SIGAda officer docket should be in place until 2013.

WG 23 Liaison Report:
WG 23 Liaison Representative, Erhard Ploedereder

Joyce Tokar attended the last WG 23 meeting to represent WG 9’s contribution to the Technical Report on Vulnerabilities. We walked through the Ada Annex and the SPARK Annex with the WG 23 committee. 

1. Here is what was collected as the direction from WG 23 to WG 9:

Add a statement in the SPARK annex to explain what "HIDE" is much like the "Unsafe Programming" in Ada.

2. In both Ada and SPARK, identify the 'unsafe' programming as NOTE.

3. Move all of bibliography to the beginning of the document.

4. Move all of the plans for standardization to a new section (section 4).

5. When the vulnerability does not exist in the language, say that and very little more. If the vulnerability does not exist and there is a concrete statement to say why.

6. Make sure all of the things that the language does to mitigate the vulnerability goes in section 2 - rename this section to "Applicability to Language."

7. Make sure section 3 is written in a voice to give guidance to the programmer on what they need to do to avoid the vulnerability - rename this section to "Guidance to Language Users."

8. Remove the "SPARK is designed to" to say "SPARK does ."
By the end of the meeting, John Benito, Convener of WG 23, decided that the best next step for the completion of these Annexes is for WG 23 to generate a revision to both documents to attempt to align these annexes with the C submission. 

AGENDA


Convener's Report 

Activities since the Last Session

ISO/IEC 13813:1998 Generic packages of real and complex type declarations and basic operations for Ada (including vector and matrix types)  has been withdrawn by JTC 1.
Withdrawal of the CD for the revision of ISO/IEC 15291, ASIS, was submitted as part of the WG9 Convener’s Report at the SC 22 meeting. SC 22 accepted this withdrawal. 

A new edition of the ISO Directives has been published. We will be submitting the Ada 2012 update under these directives. According to Marisa Peacock, the new Secretary for SC 22, we can use the same procedure as we did the last time. That is, we can submit New Work Item Proposal with the Committee Draft.

ISO suggested use of the ISO Word Template for Standards:

“For ISO to be able to launch the enquiry ballot, we currently require only PDF file(s) of the DIS. However, it is becoming increasingly important for us to have also the revisable file(s) (for most documents these are an MS Word file in the ISO Template) of the DIS.

When submitting the files for the DIS ballot on the Submission Interface, please therefore submit both the PDF file of the DIS and also the revisable file used to create it (e.g. MS word in the STD Template)

There will be a short transition period after which we propose to make the submission of both files a requirement (end year 2010).

I sent out SC 22’s draft response to this proposal for to all of the National Bodies. I would like to have a short discussion on the response from WG9 during this session.

As mentioned in the WG 23 Liaison Report, a draft version of the Ada Annex and the SPARK Annex to the WG 23 Technical Report on Vulnerabilities have been submitted to WG 23 for consideration. In the interim, these annexes have been published in Ada Letters. The Ada Annex was also published in the Ada User’s Journal and the SPARK Annex will be published in the next edition of the Ada User’s Journal. 
Goals for this Meeting

The major objectives for this meeting are: 

1. New Work Item for Ada Standard Corrigendum and new edition schedule
2. Draft response to the ISO Template proposal 

3. ASIS 

We need to prepare a New Work Item for Amendment 2.  If we stick to the schedule, WG 9 will be getting the standard for submission in March of next year. We'll have to have a NWI submitted and approved by then if we hope to have publication in the first half of 2012.  This means we need to editor to create then NWI at this meeting. Further discussion of the New Work Item will be held as part of this session. 

The report on the progress on the Ada Standard Corrigendum will be part of the ARG Rapporteur Group session.  
AGENDA


Project Editor Reports

ISO/IEC 15291 (ASIS)

No Report

ISO/IEC 18009 (Conformity Assessment of an Ada Language Processor)
No Report

IS 8652 (Information Technology--Programming Languages—Ada)

See ARG Report
TR 15942() 

No Report 

AGENDA


Rapporteur Reports



Rapporteur Report ARG:

As usual, most of these AIs have had editorial revisions of one sort of another applied since the announcement was sent, and thus have new dates and version numbers.

Three AIs were removed from this list: AI05-0171-1 (which needs definitions in AI05-0167-1 to make sense); AI05-0176-1 (which needs definitions in AI05-0139-2 to be complete); and AI05-0185-1 (which has a number of minor problems).

In compliance with resolution 44-4 of WG9, the following AIs are submitted to WG9 for approval:


AI05-0114-1/03   2010-10-08 --  Conflicting definition of Letter
AI05-0122-1/02   2010-10-08 --  Private with and children of generics
AI05-0127-2/05   2010-10-15 --  Adding Locale Capabilities
AI05-0137-2/03   2010-10-19 --  String encoding packages
AI05-0142-4/09   2010-10-19 --  Explicitly aliased parameters
AI05-0144-2/09   2010-10-15 --  Detecting dangerous order dependences
AI05-0145-2/09   2010-10-18 --  Pre- and Postconditions
AI05-0146-1/08   2010-10-19 --  Type Invariants
AI05-0147-1/14   2010-10-18 --  Conditional expressions
AI05-0151-1/08   2010-10-15 --  Allow incomplete types as parameter and result types
AI05-0155-1/05   2010-10-08 --  'Size clause on type with nonstatic bounds
AI05-0163-1/03   2010-10-07 --  Pragmas in place of null
AI05-0165-1/01   2009-10-21 --  Inheriting non-conformant homographs
AI05-0169-1/06   2010-10-12 --  Defining group budgets for multiprocessor platforms
AI05-0170-1/06   2010-10-20 --  Monitoring the time spent in Interrupt Handlers
AI05-0173-1/03   2010-10-16 --  Testing if tags represent abstract types
AI05-0174-1/06   2010-10-21 --  Implement Task barriers in Ada
AI05-0184-1/04   2010-08-11 --  Compatibility of streaming of containers
AI05-0209-1/02   2010-10-12 --  Universal operators of fixed point types with parameters of incomplete types
AI05-0210-1/03   2010-10-12 --  Correct Timing_Events metric
AI05-0211-1/02   2010-08-12 --  No_Relative_Delay should not allow relative timing events
AI05-0216-1/03   2010-10-07 --  No_Task_Hierarchy is still wrong
AI05-0217-1/03   2010-10-07 --  Record extensions and "immutably limited"
AI05-0219-1/02   2010-08-12 --  Pure permissions and limited parameters

The AIs can be found online at http://www.ada-auth.org/AI05-SUMMARY.HTML
AGENDA
Rapporteur Report HRG:
The HRG completed its task of producing a draft 'Vulnerabilities in Ada'  report (Annex)
for WG 23. A similar draft report on Spark was also forwarded. HRG will respond to whatever feedback it receives.


The members of HRG remain unchanged
AGENDA
Report of POSIX Rapporteur Group:


No Report

AGENDA


Open Action Items and Unimplemented Resolutions



This is the "To Do" list for WG9. Some are informal action items assigned to various participants. Some are formal resolutions, which are not yet implemented. Some items are simply in suspense awaiting action by other groups.
Action Item 50-1

Investigate the possibility that ANSI might be willing to sell the revised ASIS standard ISO/IEC 15291:200x inexpensively, i.e. at a price similar to that of programming language standards -- $18.

Status: Open. It has been surprisingly difficult to obtain the appropriate contact information. Bill Thomas will look into this further and get back to us at the next meeting (#56). 

ANSI does not set the prices. If they get a standard from ISO, then ISO sets the price and ANSI must conform to the prices set by ISO. ANSI could designate another organization to sell an ISO standard, but the ISO price must still be satisfied. 

Is there an alternative to investigate here to distribute non-standard materials? Also look into the steps that John Benito has taken to distribute the C standard. 

Bill Thomas will investigate further and report back at meeting #59.
Resolution 51-7:

ISO/IEC JTC1/SC22/WG9 recommends to SC22 that the following Standard be withdrawn when it reaches the end of its five-year review period: 

· ISO/IEC 13813:1998 Generic packages of real and complex type declarations and basic operations for Ada (including vector and matrix types)  

Status: Closed. Achieved a unanimous vote for withdrawal from ISO/IEC JTC 1. 

Resolution 57-8

The ARG will write a letter to explain the process to submit changes and enhancements to the Ada language. This letter will also explain limitations of the language updates due resource limitations and the need to have a timely update to the language. ARG will draft a conciliatory letter to explain the process and limitations of the language updates due resource limitations and the need to have a timely update to the language. This letter will be published in Ada Letters and Ada Journal.  SIGAda will send this letter out to the membership. The Ada vendors are encouraged to publish the letter for their customers.

Status: Closed. N506, Letter to the Community was published in Ada Letters.
AGENDA


Committee as a Whole

UK Concern on the Scope of Ada 2012

Background 

In their National Body Report, the UK has raised some concern regarding the scope of the Ada 2012 proposal. 

Discussion

AGENDA


ISO Template

Background 

ISO suggested use of the ISO Word Template for Standards:

“For ISO to be able to launch the enquiry ballot, we currently require only PDF file(s) of the DIS. However, it is becoming increasingly important for us to have also the revisable file(s) (for most documents these are an MS Word file in the ISO Template) of the DIS.

When submitting the files for the DIS ballot on the Submission Interface, please therefore submit both the PDF file of the DIS and also the revisable file used to create it (e.g. MS word in the STD Template)

There will be a short transition period after which we propose to make the submission of both files a requirement (end year 2010).

Draft Letter from the Convener of SC 22 (Rex Jaekse):


[image: image1.emf]Rex_Submissions to  ISO-CS_Template (1).doc


The following comments have been received from Working Group Members:

Comments are easy: I agree wholeheartedly with the SC 22 position.

As you know, I inherited a document with source code formatted for use in the Scribe text processor. This source is used to generate a variety of documents, ones with additional information for review proposes, documents to provide summaries (especially for compatibility proposes), as well as the Standard itself. I converted this to use a similar program that we control,
which can create documents in a variety of formats.

The DIS submissions are created by the following workflow:


1. Run the custom formatting tool on the source to create an .RTF file;
2. Load the .RTF file into Word 2003 and resave as a .DOC file (for some reason, Word cannot properly format the .RTF);
3. Load the .DOC file and use Acrobat to create a PDF file.

At no point does the ISO Template get used (we did derive the styles used from those used in the ISO Template).

BTW, ISO/IEC 18009 did use the ISO Template. That's the only one (ASIS has also used the custom tools).

Use the ISO Template would require a total restructuring of the Ada standards (some restructuring of the ASIS Standard would also be required), and would probably take over a man year of effort. It is dubious that the Ada community would be willing to support such an effort, as it would buy nothing whatsoever for the community. Indeed, since Ada users commonly use
versions of the standard in their work, the required restructuring would have a negative effect -- it would be harder to find things, error messages, books, and the like would become obsolete, etc.

I'm not sure I would say "Hell will freeze over", but it surely seems pretty close to that. I think we would have to seriously consider alternative standardization processes if this became a hard requirement.

                              Randy.
Since I am probably one of the very few who used the ISO Word Template for the
Validation Standard, I can report that it was quite painful for two reasons:


· the version I used had bugs that caused destructive disappearance of existing formating; admittedly, this was quite a few years ago

· apparently some of the macros worked exclusively with the English edition of Word. Any other language, certain text markers were not found (well, guess why)


For the Ada work, this requirement for the Word template as Standard is fatal. It is also the case that publishers shall never change submitted text without consulting the authors. ISO is no exception. As Rex points out, any changes made by ISO would be lost in the next edition.
Hence the requirement not only lacks merit, but also lacks proper rationale or, at least, due balance of consideration for all parties involved.

Erhard

Discussion

AGENDA


Unfinished Business 



Background 

Discussion


AGENDA


New Business



Background 

Discussion

AGENDA


Scheduling of Future Meetings


Background

Resolution 57-5 scheduled meeting #58 in conjunction with the 2010 Ada-Europe conference, Friday morning, 18 June 2009, Valencia, Spain. 
Resolution 58-5 scheduled meeting #59 in conjunction with the 2010 SIGAda conference on the afternoon of Thursday 28 October 2010, Vienna, VA, USA.
Discussion

The next meeting, meeting #60 will be conducted in conjunction with the 2011 Ada-Europe conference, Friday morning, 24 June 2010 in Edinburgh, Scotland.

Meeting #61 will be conducted in conjunction with the 2011 SIGAda conference on the afternoon of Thursday in the Denver, CO, USA.

AGENDA
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1. Introduction

SC 22 has a long and strong history of producing quality specifications. And as technologies have increased in complexity, the specifications SC 22 has produced have increased in size; 500–1,000-page documents are not uncommon. And as new tools have become available to handle features such as artwork, tables, and equations, project editors have adopted them, as appropriate for the platform they use. Along the way, some of them have developed a toolbox of programs to help them massage, format, and index their specs. In short, they have significant investments in their production systems.

Regarding our relations with ITTF, just when we thought they were going well, this new “requirement” came as a bombshell.

From: projects [mailto:projects@iso.org] 
Sent: Monday, October 04, 2010 3:03 PM
To: DL-10002_STANDA_-_DL_10002_-_Secretaries_TC/SC_(ISO_and_JTC_1)
Cc: STAND; DL-10004_STANDA_-_DL_10004_-_Chairmen_TC/SC_(ISO_and_JTC_1); 'Helpdesk'
Subject: REMINDER : DIS Procedure - Word files requested when posting DIS in the Submission Interface


Dear Committee Secretary, 


For ISO to be able to launch the enquiry ballot, we currently require only PDF file(s) of the DIS. However, it is becoming increasingly important for us to have also the revisable file(s) (for most documents these are an MS Word file in the ISO Template) of the DIS.


When submitting the files for the DIS ballot on the Submission Interface, please therefore submit both the PDF file of the DIS and also the revisable file used to create it (e.g. MS word in the STD Template)


There will be a short transition period after which we propose to make the submission of both files a requirement (end year 2010).


If you have further questions please contact me or your Technical Programme Manager directly.


Thanks and regards


Trevor Vyze
Director Standards Development
ISO Central Secretariat
+41 22 749 0276


The purpose of this paper is to outline SC 22’s document management policy and the history that lead to that, and to make it clear just how passionately SC 22’s project editors feel about that policy.


2. Document Processing Systems Used by SC 22 Project Editors

SC 22’s project editors use a wide variety of document preparation systems, which include, but are not limited to, the following:

· Framemaker


· nroff/troff with a variety of user-defined macros and tools


· TeX with LaTeX macros and a variety of pre- and post-processing tools


· Microsoft Word 2003 and earlier DOC files with a variety of user-defined styles

· Microsoft Word 2007 and later DOCX files with a variety of user-defined styles [certain features of which are lost when saved to DOC format]

Most importantly, I am not aware of any SC 22 editor using Microsoft Word with ISO’s template for a mainstream project.

3. A Bit of History


Here is some background information on this topic.

2005 SC 22 Plenary Resolution 05-06: Document Submission to ITTF


JTC 1/SC 22 notes that its project editors have been having substantial problems with the [ISO/CS ITTF] publication process.  For example, in a number of recent publications, internal bookmarks were removed, rendering the documents difficult to navigate.


JTC 1/SC 22 instructs its Secretariat to request the ITTF to allow the following mode of processing to be applied at the request of the project editor before publication of a JTC 1/SC 22 standard, TR, or corrigendum.


1. The project editor sends the approved format file (currently PDF) together with any additional source files necessary for ITTF to note and verify changes.


2. The ITTF lists the changes it requires.


3. The project editor constructs a new approved format and source files and sends them.


4. Steps 2. and 3. are repeated until no changes are needed.


The purpose of this procedure is to improve the quality of the final document.


Unanimous


2006 SC 22 Plenary Resolution 06-24: ITTF and JTC 1/SC 22 Issues 

[Essentially, this is a repeat of the 05-06 resolution above.]

JTC 1/SC 22 instructs its Chair to discuss the following outstanding resolutions from the 2005 JTC 1/SC 22 Plenary with ITTF:


· …


· JTC 1/SC 22 Resolution 05-06 describes the following process by which Project Editors and ITTF Editors can work together to modify JTC 1/SC 22 texts:


a. The project editor sends the approved format file (currently PDF) together with any additional source files necessary for ITTF to note and verify changes.


b. The ITTF lists the changes it requires.


c. The project editor constructs a new approved format and source files and sends them.


d. Steps 2. and 3. are repeated until no changes are needed.

This process has not yet been accepted by ITTF.


· …


JTC 1/SC 22 instructs its Chair to report on these topics no later than the 2007 JTC 1/SC 22 Plenary.


Unanimously approved


2008 SC 22 Plenary

At the invitation of the SC 22 Chair, senior ISO editor, Richard Cook, attended and gave a presentation. He agreed that the procedures outlined above could be used. Subsequently, these steps were used for the Fortran 2008 specification, and they worked well. As a result of this discussion, SC 22 project editors believed that they had only to deliver copy in PDF and that they would do all the editing.

4. Modification of Sources

There are very good reasons why SC 22 project editors want to be the only people to make changes to their specifications:

5. They have a significant investment in the tools they are using.


6. They know their subject matter intimately.


7. They work hard to meet the required formatting guidelines within the limits of their processing environments.

8. They are responsible for having a base spec that accurately reflects the published version and that can be used for the next revision. And they can only guarantee that if they own every aspect of the development process.


What is submitted for publication is often not the master spec, but rather, a derivation/rendering produced solely for that one-off purpose, for example, with certain page headers and footers applied. As such, any changes made to that rendering are not automatically applied to the underlying base version that will be used for the next revision. Allowing edits by a third party requires that party provide all of those edits to the project editor. Yet doing that alone does not address the errors that have been introduced by a third-party edit that materially affects the integrity of the spec. In such cases, the third party is almost never qualified to know if that is the case when it comes to content. For example, innocuous changes such as using a synonym or removing Italics from a word might change its technical meaning.


5. Modification of PDF is Not Always Safe

Even seemingly innocuous edits to a PDF file can be problematic, as unintended side effects can occur with non-local changes. And one of the biggest problems is that even if no edits are made to the body of the text per se, the simple loading of submitted text into a PDF editing tool, pasting in the front two pages, and saving again can remove the hyperlinks from the table of contents and forward references. People then obtain a copy of the spec only to find it difficult to navigate. This is unacceptable. There appears to be no reason why those front pages can’t be maintained by the project editor.

6. Conclusion

The best standard publication job will be done by those who have the most at stake, and I contend that is the project editors and the Working Groups they serve. As such, all editing should be performed by them.


SC 22’s project editors are open to any and all constructive criticism and suggestions that would help improve their specs. That said, in future, they will not submit editable source in any format (including MS Word). And the PDF files they submit may be read-only to prohibit tweaking at that level. Finally, Hell will freeze over before they will tolerate being told which development tools to use except for final PDF generation.
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