Joan and I are trying to clarify where L2 wants to go with the 2375 revision.

Originally, L2 decided that it wanted to include the 10646 names in the registry to provide a mapping without creating a separate registry and mapping standard.  However, I have some concerns about this direction.  Let's begin with the Unicode mapping tables.

1. Unicode maintains mapping tables on its WWW site.

2. Unicode members, who document mappings on the Unicode WWW site, are responsible for their own mapping tables.

3. Unicode (the UTC) makes no attempt to verify and audit the mapping table on the Unicode site.  When problems are identified, the UTC encourages the member to resolve the problem and update the mapping table.

4. Different members of Unicode may provide mappings for the same coded-character-sets.  Moreover, the mappings may duplicate each other or be different.

5. I am unsure if one member may maintain multiple mappings for different purposes for the same coded-character-set.

Let's now examine the present 2375 registration process.

1. To ISO, "registration" is different from standardization.  

2. Registration is relatively fast.

3. Registration effectively has no auditing except to meet the requirements of the registration standard itself and the registration authority.

4. In the registration review process, the national standards organizations can comment on a proposed registration but can only prevent a registration if it fails to meet the requirements of the 2375 standard but on no other grounds.

5. The organization submitting a request for registration (the Sponsoring Authority) is ultimately responsible for the content of the registration.  Neither the 2375 Registration Authority nor SC 2 can change the content of a registration.

6. Independently of ISO 2375, the Sponsoring Authority may set its own internal criteria and procedures for what it will or will not submit for registration (e.g., the US X3.83 standard).

Now let's look at what (I believe) the US is proposing as changes for the next edition of 2375.

1. Registrations would consist of 2 parts:  

a. a code table and list of character names, plus

b. a mapping table with a list of possibly different names from ISO/IEC 10646

2. Each of the 2 parts will have different auditing requirements

a. The code table would be unaudited 

b. The list of character names would be audited for matches to the 10646 names to provide the mapping to 10646 (and presumably for conformance to the 10646 naming rules for those proposed characters not coded in 10646)
I would propose for existing standards that use character names that are not in conformance to 10646, that the existing names be retained but that the 10646 names be added

c. The mapping to 10646 (via character names and the short 10646 identifier) would be audited.

Note:  The Japanese and the Japanese Registration Authority want the Sponsoring Authority to control the code table, the character names, and the mapping to 10646.  However, we could write the standard such that the registry could contain additional information such as alternative mappings, which may or may not be approved by the Sponsoring Authority

Here are some issues with this proposal, CD 2375.

1. In the same sense that Unicode worries about overloaded character meanings, in my opinion we are overloading the 2375 to do something that I was not defined to do and, by doing so, we reduce the usefulness of 2375 to register coded-character-sets.  (The Library community needs registration numbers for the TC 46 standards but they are being delay by typos in Michael's transcription of the standards, and the auditing of the 10646 names.)

2. The CD makes providing the mapping to 10646 an option rather than mandatory, as the US wants.

3. The standard has no provisions for defining alternative full mapping tables.  I would propose that the standard have an area for discussing alternative mappings.  The way I read the standard, it would not allow 2 registrations for the same coded-character-set.  Presumably, something like ISO/IEC 8859-2 and the same code table with Romanian glyphs for certain code positions (with different "character" names) could be different registrations.  

4. The standard has no provision for adding additional alternative mappings to an existing registration.

5. Providing the 10646 character names and the 10646 mapping would help decide that a proposed registration was indeed different from an existing registration.

6. Although a registration could proceed rather quickly under the current standard, the review process by the JAG of the character names and mapping to 10646 delays registration, the primary purpose of the standard, for at least 3 months.

7. Including the character names from a source standard and when different, the alternative 10646 names may considerably increase the size of the registration.

Summary

I think that 

1. We are overloading the ISO 2375 standard to use it to register mapping tables.

2. We would better serve the ISO community by having the registration include the 10646 names as a means of identifying characters to help determining different registrations rather than registering mapping tables and alternative mapping tables as such.

3. If we need to register mapping tables as such, we should expand the work of Mark Davis and submit a request to start creating a new standard to ISO with Unicode as the Registration Authority.

4. Existing registrations and proposals submitted before the new version of 2375 is adopted should be grandfathered so that the Sponsoring Authority is not required to provide 10646 character names, but is free to do so.  (I disagree with Michel and believe that we cannot require registration proposals to agree with a draft of a new standard, a draft which may be changed before the new standard is formally adopted.  Should we require the Sponsoring Authority to redraft and resubmit a proposal for every change as the draft standard progresses from WD, to CD, to DIS, to standard?)

