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This Expert Contribution addresses the question:

Who has ultimate authority over the content of the mapping table accompanying a registration?

The Committee Draft for the revision of ISO 2375 dated 1999-11-05 says in the Note 2 to Clause 8.4:

The ultimate right of character identification and mapping, and the ownership of any registered coded character set remains with the Sponsoring Authority.

A Note is, by definition, informative, so there is not yet a normative statement on control of the content of the ISO/IEC 10646 mapping.

Note 2 to Clause 8.4 says three things:

1) The ultimate right of character identification remains with (belongs to) the Sponsoring Authority.

2) The ultimate right of mapping – that is, the determination of ISO/IEC 10646 equivalents -- remains with the Sponsoring Authority.

3) Ownership of any registered coded character set remains with the Sponsoring Authority.

4) It has been shown in a separate Expert Contribution that the third assertion -- Ownership of any registered coded character set remains with the Sponsoring Authority -- is only true when the Sponsoring Authority is also the developer of the coded character set, and that ultimate ownership of a coded character set, whether registered or not, belongs not to the Sponsoring Authority but to the developer of the coded character set, i.e., to the Owner of Origin. In this Expert Contribution, the first two assertions of Note 2 will be examined in turn.

1) The remaining items of Note 2 reflect the essential requirements for mapping to ISO/IEC 10646:

2) to correctly identify the characters in the source set (the coded character set being registered); and,

3) to correctly identify the ISO/IEC 10646 equivalent for each character in the source set or to determine that there is no equivalent.

Who has the ultimate right of character identification?

· Note 2 to Clause 8.4 says:
· The ultimate right of character identification remains with (belongs to) the Sponsoring Authority.
Consider the case where the Sponsoring Authority and the Owner of Origin are different. As the developer and maintainer of a coded character set, the Owner of Origin may be assumed to have the best knowledge of its contents, and to be familiar with the sources used for the coded character set which may help to identify characters unequivocally. This will generally be the case. The statement that The ultimate right of character identification remains with the Sponsoring Authority is questionable

But will the Owner of Origin always be able to identify characters in older coded character sets unequivocally? If there is no information on the development of older sets (either in working documents or from people responsible for their development), the Owner of Origin may not be able to supply authoritative information for certain characters.

Who has the ultimate right to determine ISO/IEC 10646 equivalents?

Note 2 to Clause 8.4 says:
· The ultimate right of mapping – that is, the determination of ISO/IEC 10646 equivalents -- remains with the Sponsoring Authority.
If the Owner of Origin created the ISO/IEC 10646 mapping, there is no reason that the Sponsoring Authority should retain the ultimate right of mapping.

However, retention of the ultimate right of mapping by any one organization is dangerous, because this does not provide requirements for (a) error correction or (b) reporting of options for mapping.

· Why are mapping tables being exempted from the consensus process?

Over the years, members of WG3 have proposed new parts of ISO/IEC 8859. Does the national standards body that proposes a new part, and perhaps provides the initial draft, retain ultimate authority over the content of that part? The answer is no, because WG3 uses a consensus process to define the content of standards. Why are mapping tables being exempted from the consensus process that applies to all other aspects of WG3’s work? 

Although the development of WG3 standards requires a series of formal ballots, this is not envisioned for the mapping tables, since they are not standards. What is necessary is a procedure to reach consensus on the correctness of the proposed table: review of the proposal by experts, reporting of errors and/or problems, and resolution of issues.

· Who is best qualified to do the mapping?

Determining the appropriate ISO/IEC 10646 equivalents for the characters of the source set calls for a detailed knowledge of the content of ISO/IEC 10646. An Owner of Origin or Sponsoring Authority that actively participates in the work of SC2/WG2 will have the necessary knowledge. Not all Owners of Origin or Sponsoring Authorities will be members of SC2, let alone active participants in the work of SC2/WG2.
However, even when a Sponsoring Authority or Owner of Origin is very familiar with ISO/IEC 10646, the mapping for a particular character may be questionable or in error. NSAI, a P-member of SC2 and very active in the work of SC2/WG2, worked with TC46/SC4/WG1 on mappings that were included in applications for registration for TC46 character sets. The US, when it reviewed the applications, identified a number of errors and problematic mappings.

This is why mapping for a coded character set needs to be established by means of a consensus process, where no single participant has “ultimate authority” over the final mapping No one person or body is best qualified to do the mapping. By applying the consensus methodology, expert knowledge is shared.

· Who has ultimate authority over the ISO/IEC 10646 mapping?

The Registration Authority’s procedures for registration could be the model for the ISO/IEC 10646 mapping. The RA is authorized by JTC1 through SC2 to maintain the International Register for ISO 2375 and to manage the execution of the registration procedures. There is no question that the Registration Authority has ultimate authority over registration applications, unless over-ruled upon appeal.

Although the RA has ultimate authority over applications for registration, the RA does not operate in isolation. Applications are circulated to P-members of SC2 for review and comment. This process provides the RA with additional opinions on applications for registrations.

Mapping tables as optional adjuncts to applications for registration. Since the Registration Authority has ultimate authority over the required parts of an application for registration, logic suggests that the Registration Authority should also be given ultimate authority over any mappings submitted with an application for registration.

Because mapping tables will be used in software, it is critical that errors be detected and corrected, or  -- if there is no definitive “right answer” -- that all options be stated. 

The RA alone cannot be expected to review a mapping table. To facilitate processing, the RA-JAC will assist the RA in an initial examination of the ISO/IEC 10646 mapping. If any errors are found, the RA will request the Sponsoring Authority to correct them before the application for registration is circulated to P-members for review.

1. WG3 is asked to:

2. Recognize that the Owner of Origin will normally be best qualified to identify characters in its character sets, but may not be able to do so in all circumstances.

3. Ensure that ISO/IEC 10646 mappings are developed by a consensus process.

4. Confirm that because the ISO/IEC 10646 mapping is part of an application for registration, the Registration Authority has ultimate authority over the mapping.

