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TO: Cabinet Office / Standards Hub

From the page:
http://standards.data.gov.uk/proposal/sharing-collaborating-government-documents

CHALLENGE: SHARING OR COLLABORATING WITH GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS

First of all, a lot of thanks to the Cabinet Office for organising this important consultation /
challenge.

This opinion represents an opinion of an individual citizen, not any legal entity.
This opinion does not contain:

- any business secrets

- any trade secrets

- any confidential information.

This opinion is public.
The text of the opinion can added to a relevant web page.

Annex 1 holds information about disclaimers and copyright.

Best Regards,

Jukka S. Rannila
citizen of Finland

signed electronically

[Continues on the next page]
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1. Some background
This opinion is about following standards:

1) ODF 1.1 - ISO/IEC 26300: 2006/Amd 1: 2012 Open Document Format for Office
Applications (OpenDocument) v1.1
2) ODF 1.2 - Open Document Format for Office Applications (OpenDocument) Version 1.2

I will EXLUDE discussion about the following standards

3) HTML 4.01 - ISO/IEC 15445:2000 Information technology - Document description and
processing languages - HyperText Markup Language (HTML)
4) HTML5

However, we can not discuss about ODF without some considerations about the following:

5) Standard ECMA-376: Office Open XML File Formats (OOXML)
6) ISO/TEC 29500 — standards series, based on ECMA-376

Following web pages should be consulted, when discussing ODF / OOML

1-2)

Technical Committee

OASIS Open Document Format for Office Applications (OpenDocument) TC
https://www.oasis-open.org/committees/tc_home.php?wg_abbrev=office

5-6)

Standard ECMA-376: Office Open XML File Formats
http://www.ecma-international.org/publications/standards/Ecma-376.htm

7)

Freely Available Standards — ISO — ISO - International Organization for Standardization
http://standards.iso.org/ittf/PubliclyAvailableStandards/index.html

All relevant standards are listed (7) on the ISO web page.
2. Amount of the documents and quality of the documents (ODF and OOXML)

From the ISO web page (7) we can a download following documents related to 26300 series:
ISO/IEC 26300:2006
ISO/IEC 26300:2006/Amd 1:2012
ISO/IEC 26300:2006/Cor.1:2010
ISO/IEC 26300:2006/Cor.2:2011

In short: there is the base standard, one amendment and two corrigenda. Now we can add the
number of pages in these documents:

Copyright, licence and disclaimer: check Annex 1.
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728 pages: ISO/IEC 26300:2006

108 pages: ISO/IEC 26300:2006/Amd 1:2012
10 pages: ISO/IEC 26300:2006/Cor.1:2010
13 pages: ISO/TEC 26300:2006/Cor.2:2011

All together 859 pages — the 26300 series
From the ISO web page (7) we can a download following documents related to 29500 series:
5030 pages: ISO/IEC 29500-1:2012
138 pages: ISO/IEC 29500-2:2012
46 pages: ISO/IEC 29500-3:2012
1550 pages: ISO/IEC 29500-4:2012
All together 6764 pages — the 29500 series
However, ISO web page (7) contains also Electronic inserts for the 29500 series, and those

inserts contain hundreds of different documents; Altogether those electronic inserts are 6,64
Mb.

3. Amount of the documents and quality of the documents should be manageable!!

As we can see, the quantity and quality of the documents vary in those two standards (ODF and
OOXML).

Those two standards (ODF and OOXML) are meant fot the same functionality: Sharing or
collaborating with (government) documents.

IF Cabinet Office decides something for OOXML, the quality and quantity for OOXML
conformance is a serious issue; Is there enough market support for OOXML?

4. Conformance with OOXML (Office Open XML JTC 1/SC 34/WG4)

First we should consult the following web page:
http://www.jtc1sc34.org/wgd/ (Office Open XML JTC 1/SC 34/WG4)

This working group 4 is dedicated for OOXML maintainance.
From web page of the WG 4 there is a link for the following web page:

http://www.29500sc34comments.org/
However, this link is not working. This missing web page should be about defect reports related to

the 29500 standard series.

Therefore, we have to look indirectly the defect report from the search page:
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http://lucia.itscj.ipsj.or.jp/itscj/servliets/ScmDoc10?Com_Id=w4

From this web page we can select “Defect reports™. There are fourteen (14) different “Defect
reports” for OOXML:

The latest “Defect Report” is the document with number 0138.
http://kikaku.itscj.ipsj.or.jp/sc34/wgd/archive/sc34-wg4-2010-0138.zip

This latest “Defect Report” contains 1018 pages of 347 defects.
What I am actually saying? The conformance of OOXML means dealing with a numerous list of
different defect reports (hundreds in other words). It is unclear to me, what is the timetable for
dealing with ALL current defects and possible NEW defects.

If the Cabinet Office decides something about the OOXML conformance, the Cabinet Office has to
be very clear about the current defect reports with the conformance.

Since the actual timetable for correcting ALL current defects in OOXML is unclear, this means that
the Cabinet Office has to be very specific in requests for proposals, i.e. the actual version of
OOXML and the actual defect reports, which affect the conformity of OOXML.

5. Standardisation efforts for OOXML and ODF (JTC 1/SC 34)

Personally, I attended JTC 1/SC 34 working group meetings (WGs 1, 4 and 5) in Helsinki (14-17
June 2010). I have written an opinion about the meeting

http://www.jukkarannila.fi/lausunnot.html#nro_24

Both ODF and OOXML have their own problems: that is my conclusion from the meeting(s).

Personally, I made the conclusion in June 2010, that ultimate winner of ODF and OOXML
standardisation efforts will be PDF (Portable Document Format).

25 February 2014 I can conclude, that PDF is still the ultimate winner (situation from June 2010 to
February 2014).

The practical reality is, that PDF has gained so much support, that it is a de facto and partly de jure
standard for viewing (government) documents.

PDF can handle situation with non-editable documents, and therefore PDF should be endorsed in
the first phase.

6. Selecting internal document format for internal usage

Based on previously highlighted problems, I have made the conclusion, that ODF has LESS
problems than OOXML.

ODF is NOT a perfect standard, but it has several advantages:
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1) the page amount is manageable (859 vs. 6764 pages)
2) the number of defect reports is manageable when using ODF
3) It should be easier to conform to ODF — less pages and less defect reports.

7. Selecting ODF for internal usage and external usage (Cabinet Office)?

The practical reality in this case (standards endorsed by the Cabinet Office) is, that the Cabinet
Office has to be in touch with innumerable stakeholders in the near and distant future. Therefore,
the Cabinet Office using internal document format means, that some internal documents will
ultimately distributed outside.

Like said before, PDF can handle situation with non-editable documents.

Based on these two main dimensions, i.e. number of pages and number of defects, I have to
conclude, that ODF will have more advantages when compared to OOXML.:

However, I have reiterate, that ODF is not perfect. PDF is still the winner.
8. Creating possible test suite for ODF conformance

Since ODF is not perfect, the Cabinet Office can use an existing test suite for ODF conformance or
develop their own test suite of ODF conformance.

This proposed test suite of ODF should take care of reported defects in ODF.
This proposed test suite should take care of specific needs for the Cabinet Office usage.

With this test suite for ODF can different stakeholders conform their products to the specific needs
for the Cabinet Office usage.

Creating or selecting a specific test suite for ODF conformance means, that in public procurement
there is fair requirements for different vendors, since the test suite is crafted to the Cabinet Office
usage.

9. Instructing stakeholders to use ODF format

The practical reality is, that the Cabinet Office will receive documents in several forms, e.g. RTF,
DOC, TXT, ODF and OOXML. Therefore, the Cabinet Office can convert those documents to ODF
in several cases. It can be concluded, that it will take years of educating different stakeholders to
use ODF as the selected format for sharing or collaborating with government documents.
Therefore, the Cabinet Office must have a clear marketing/educating strategy for ODF usage.

10. Good luck!!

This opinion is quite limited, and hopefully other opinions will result some constructive ideas for

selecting standards for sharing or collaborating with government documents.

Copyright, licence and disclaimer: check Annex 1.


http://www.jukkarannila.fi/

219
220
221

222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261

262

Jukka S. Rannila OPINION 6 (6)

www.jukkarannila.fi 25 February 2014  Public / World Wide Web
ANNEX 1
DISCLAIMERS

Legal disclaimer:

All opinions in this opinion paper are personal opinions and they do not represent opinions of any legal entity I am
member either by law or voluntarily. This opinion paper is only intended to trigger thinking and it is not legal advice.
This opinion paper does not apply to any past, current or future legal entity. This opinion paper will not cover any of the
future changes in this fast-developing area. Any actions made based on this opinion is solely responsibility of respective
actor making those actions.

Political disclaimer:

These opinions do not represent opinions of any political party. These opinions are not advices to certain policy and
they are only intended to trigger thinking. Any law proposal based on these opinions are sole responsibility of that legal
entity making law proposals.

These opinions are not meant to be extreme-right, moderate-right, extreme-centre ', moderate-centre, extreme-left or
moderate-left. They are only opinions of an individual whose overall thinking might or might not contain elements of
different sources. These opinions do not reflect past, current or future political situation in the Finnish, European or
worldwide politics.

These opinions are not meant to rally for a candidacy in any public election in any level.

Content of web pages:

This text may or may not refer to web pages. The content of those web pages is not responsibility of author of this
document. They are referenced on the date of this document. If referenced web pages are not found after the date when
this document is dated, that situation is not responsibility of the author. All changes done in the web pages this
document refers are sole responsibility of those organisations and individuals maintaining those web pages. All illegal
content found on the referred web pages is not on the responsibility of the author of this document, and producing that
kind content is not endorsed by the author of this document.

Use of broken English
This text is in English, but from a person, whose is not a native English-speaking person. Therefore the text may or may

not contain bad, odd and broken English, and can contain awkward linguistic solutions.
COPYRIGHT

This opinion paper is distributed under Creative Commons licence, to be specific the licence is “Attribution-
NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0)”. The text of the licence can be obtained from
the following web page:
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
The English explanation is on the following web page:
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/legalcode

EY MG HD

1 Based on the Finnish three-party system there is a phenomenon called extreme-centre in Finland. The 2011
parliamentary elections in Finland challenge the three-party system, since three “old” parties were not traditionally
as the three largest parties. The is now a “new” party as the third largest party. We all must remain being interested
about this new development in Finland.
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