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[Note to NCITS:  We are trying to obtain consensus to submit this as a joint contribution of Canada, Finland, Ireland, and the US, and Unicode.]
Let me state what I believe are the major thrusts:

1. Direct the document to SC 2 rather than JTC 1

2. State that we want to continue to use the project subdivision process.

3. Provide guidelines for initiating official work (under project subdivision) to encode a new set of characters or new script.

4. The basic criteria for initiating the work is:

a. Solid proposal with interested parties involved with the proposal, consensus on all known controversies, and support of interested parties so that WG 2 has high confidence in the correctness of the proposal.

b. Higher priority on the roadmap (in current top 2 tiers or top tier).
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Request

Here are comments for SC 2 to consider in responding to document JTC 1 N5826. Specifically, we believe that the use of project subdivision (balloted by JTC 1/SC 2) in the preparation of most amendments to this International Standard has overwhelming advantages over the proposed method, which would require NP ballots (balloted by JTC1) for the initiation of all amendments.  In addition, we propose a set of guidelines for deciding when a proposed amendment to ISO/IEC 10646 is sufficiently mature to initiate the formal standardization process via project subdivision.
In document JTC 1 N5826, “SC 2 is directed to modify the programme of work as indicated in JTC 1 N 5785, taking into account the Japanese National Body comments received.”  It then lists two comments from the Japanese National Body.  We are concerned in particular about the first comment:

JNB believes that the additional work for amendment or addendum to ISO/IEC 10646 should be started with the NP process rather than with the simple modification of the Programme of Work.

We see two issues:  First, what is the appropriate way to initiate amendments to ISO/IEC 10646?  Second, what are appropriate guidelines for deciding when to use project subdivision?
Concerns

1. Part of the Japanese motivation (and other countries would support them on this) is to better manage the process of adding new scripts.  

2. WG 2 needs to exercise more discipline in managing the introduction of proposals for new scripts.  

a. WG 2 is seeing too many proposals for which WG 2 participants perceive that the corresponding user community or scholarly community does not support.  The NBs want to see solid proposals on which the experts have reached consensus rather than early drafts of proposals that have not been validated.

b. On the other hand, we need a mechanism to open the dialog with the user and scholarly community.  One way is to draft a proposal for a particular script and give the user and scholar communities the opportunity to critique it.  People can more easily critique a draft than create a draft from nothing.

c. WG 2 should not place roadblocks on submissions of proposals from people interested in coding a script.  This will slow progress in encoding these scripts.

3. At this time, WG 2 is getting far beyond the expertise of most of the participants in WG 2 meetings.  The expertise in WG 2 is in coding text information for processing and rendering plus a few experts in linguistics.  As WG 2 starts to encode more obscure scripts, fewer WG 2 participants have any expertise in the proposed scripts.

a. WG 2 needs to avoid spending limited meeting time debating controversies on individual scripts.  Proposals should have consensus by the user and academic communities on the controversies before being submitted to WG 2.

b. At WG 2 meetings is the only time that all of the interested parties (on Mongolian) had representatives and could meet on neutral ground.  The ensuing ad hoc meeting was a chance to identify the issues and obtain consensus on resolving them so that we could then submit a solid proposal to WG 2.

c. WG 2 should not be telling the academic and user communities what the repertoire and order of characters should be for a proposed script.  The user and academic communities need to resolve this among themselves and deliver the repertoire and order to WG 2.

d. WG 2 needs to identify and solicit feedback from the appropriate national, user and academic communities.

e. The work of coding new scripts needs to be distributed and done outside of WG 2.

f. The work of identifying the repertoire and order can be done (and should be done) outside of WG 2.  However, WG 2 needs to make the code assignments.  Having distributed organization trying to code for 10646 will produce coding conflicts and destroy the value of having one universal code. 

4. The roadmap provides the priority for allocating WG 2 meeting time to script proposals and defines which scripts will be added to the BMP.  

a. If WG 2 receives a solid proposal for a script of low priority in the roadmap, then WG 2 should initiate the amendment process, regardless of the priority.

b. WG 2 should focus first on living scripts and later on dead scripts.

5. If WG 2 cannot impose discipline on itself, then we will see discipline imposed from JTC 1 and/or SC 2.  WG 2 clearly wants to avoid having rules and procedures imposed from outside to solve some perceived problem.

a. WG 2 has the required mechanism (proposal form) and procedures in place.  WG 2 merely needs to use its procedures or to perhaps emphasize reviewing certain parts of the proposal form (like peer review by user and scholar community).  If something is missing, then make it know to WG 2 so that it can be added to the form and procedure.

b. The proposal from Japan to JTC 1 to require an NP for every amendment to 10646 is inappropriate and unnecessary.

1) The NP process should be used for initiating work on new scripts.

2) An NP should not be required to encode any script in 10646.

3) On the other hand, the NP might be an appropriate mechanism for initiating some work (e.g., to start the work on 10646 part 2).  

4) WG 2 need guidelines for when to use project subdivision and when to use the NP process.

5) WG 2 does not need guidelines on when to use the NP process. 

6. [Placeholder for next item]

It appears that we need t

Issue 1:  Appropriate Mechanism to Initiate Processing of Amendments to ISO/IEC 10646

The first issue is:  Where should approval be for initiating the process to amend ISO/IEC 10646 to encode another script (writing system) or particular set of characters—at the SC 2 level by modifying the program of work, or at the JTC 1 level by starting a new work item?  We believe that most approvals should remain at the SC 2 level by using the mechanism to modify the program of work and subdivide the project.  However for certain proposals, it would be valuable for SC 2 to solicit JTC 1 guidance and support; for these the NB process would be appropriate.  

Here is our rationale to support continuing to have SC 2 approve most amendments to 10646:

1. We believe that using the modification of the program of work to subdivide a project has worked satisfactorily, and supports the JTC 1 goal of “market relevance”.

ISO/IEC 10646 is a phenomenally successful international standard that has wide support in the IT industry.  In ISO/IEC 10646, ISO has certainly reached its goal to develop standards (a) that have market relevance and (b) that have major industry implementations.  However, the IT vendors thrive on their ability to quickly deliver products to market.  By adding the additional step of NP approval for all amendments to 10646, SC 2 would be doing a disservice to the industry by further delaying an already lengthy process for encoding new scripts and character sets in 10646.

In making the decision, consider for example, the request to add the Euro Currency Symbol to ISO/IEC 10646.  This requirement had the highest priority in the European community and certainly met the JTC 1 criterion for market relevance.  Moreover, the request came with a firm deadline of 1 January, 1999.  As it was, SC 2 submitted the FDAM for approval in document SC 2 N3188 dated 22 October, 1998, and ITTF did not announce approval until 12 May, 1999 in document SC 2 N3321.  How much longer would this critical requirement have been delayed had SC 2 needed to submit Amendment 18 to JTC 1 via the NP approval process?

Moreover, SC 2/WG 2 with liaison from industry in the Unicode Consortium has developed and documented a roadmap to prioritize adding scripts and character sets to 10646.  (See http://www.indigo.ie/egt/standards/iso10646/ucs-roadmap.html.)  SC 2/WG 2 frequently reviews this document to verify and adjust the relative priorities.  We believe the way to speed the coding of a new script or character set is to (a) increase its priority in the roadmap, and (b) work with the experts and interested parties to develop and submit solid proposals that have resolved any controversies.  [This paragraph appears irrelevant here.]
2. We believe that most approvals should done at the SC 2 level.

Once JTC 1 has approved an NP for a standard and subsequently approved the standard itself, we believe that it is both unnecessary and counterproductive for JTC 1 to micro-manage the detail of initiating amendments to a standard, unless the amendments are outside of the original scope of the standard. The scope for ISO/IEC 10646 is to be the Universal Coded Character Set that encodes the world’s characters in as consistent and technically usable a manner as possible.  These characters include both living and dead scripts, and symbols.  It is clear that all amendments and technical corrigenda have properly fallen within the stated scope of the standard.  

Moreover, using the NP process to decide which additional scripts and characters to encode in 10646 represents increased work for JTC 1.  Although SC 2/WG 2 has documented the scripts that need to be added to 10646, 10646 standardization is more open-ended than many other standards because of the large number of scripts involved.  Since JTC 1 approved ISO/IEC 10646-1 in 1993, SC 2/WG 2 has undertaken 31 amendments and 3 corrigenda.  Is it likely that JTC 1 really wants to process an NP ballot for every additional amendment and corrigendum proposed to 10646?  We think not.  We believe that attending to such details for every proposed amendment to add new characters to 10646 would be a waste of valuable JTC 1 time and SC 2 would be shirking its responsibility if it were to submit all 10646 amendments as NPs to JTC 1.  Such work is better done at the SC 2 level by those National Bodies more knowledgeable in the work of SC 2.

Issue 2:  Appropriate Guidelines to Initiate Processing of Amendments to ISO/IEC 10646 via Project Subdivision versus NP

The second issue is:  What are the guidelines for deciding whether a proposed amendment should be initiated by project subdivision or by NB ballot?  We propose the following criteria:

Corrigendum

SC 2 should approve the initiation of any Corrigendum to ISO/IEC 10646 via project subdivision.

Amendments

SC 2 should initiate the formal process to amend the ISO/IEC 10646 standard via the project subdivision process if a proposal for a new amendment meets all of the following criteria:

The proposal is submitted by (a) an organization within ISO, IEC or ITU, or (b) a National Body, or (c) a liaison organization to SC 2, or (d) a recognized scholarly group (e.g., in the case of a character set of ancient characters), or (e) a representative authority on behalf of a community of users.  [How would you characterize (e)?  I would think that the proposal for mathematical and scientific symbols from the American Mathematical Society falls under (d).  However, I’m unsure about (e). {Michael Everson} "political, scientific, or cultural" {Rick McGowan} I would almost say that "e" is representative political bodies on behalf of a community of users.  I think it covers minority ethnic or cultural groups without any political clout requesting the addition of scripts or characters used by themselves on their own behalf.]  

1. The proposed set of characters has a higher-priority on the SC 2/WG 2 roadmap.  [This is a way to avoid having a criterion for “living or contemporary scripts and characters” and lets SC 2 use the WG 2 roadmap.  This criterion also says that SC 2 should not initiate proposals for the lower-priority scripts until the higher-priority ones are done.]

2. The proposed set of characters has the support of the appropriate user communities, national bodies, liaison organizations, and/or academic communities with interest and expertise on the character set.

If a proposal for an amendment to ISO/IEC 10646 fails to meet the above criteria for project subdivision approval by SC 2, then SC 2 may submit an NP request to JTC 1 for approval.  An example for this would be a new part for ISO/IEC 10646.

Also, if SC 2 needs guidance from JTC 1 on a particular issue, then SC 2 may submit a request to JTC 1.

Requested Action

In conclusion, we ask SC 2 to consider these comments in deciding when it is appropriate to require an NP to changes to ISO/IEC 10646.  However, we believe that project subdivision is the appropriate mechanism to initiate amendments for adding new scripts and character sets to ISO/IEC 10646, and recommend that SC 2 continue to use this mechanism.
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