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JTC 1 Ballot System - JTC 1 N 6483

JTC 1 Reports

Voteson a Ballot

Committee: JTC 1- Information Technology
Ballot Number : N6404
Bdlot Title: ISO/IEC DTR 14652 - Functionality for Internalization Specification
Method for Cultural Convenetions
Source: ANS|
Distribution: JTC 1 Members
Questions for this Ballot
Does your National Body support DTR 14652 to go forward Answers Votes
for publication?
Not Yet Voted 8
APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT ASPRESENTED 10
APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT WITH COMMENTS 0
ASGIVEN ON THE ATTACHED
DISAPPROVAL OF THE DRAFT FORREASONS 8
ON THE ATTACHED (Please indicate if acceptance
of these reasons and appropriate changes in the text
will change your vote to approval)
ABSTENTION 3
Organization Q1 Comment
Australia ABSTENTION
Austria Not Yet Voted
Belgium Not Yet Voted
Brazil Not Yet Voted
Canada Not Yet Voted
China APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT AS
PRESENTED
Czech Republic APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT AS
PRESENTED
Denmark APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT AS
PRESENTED
Egypt Not Yet Voted



Finland

France

Germany

Hungary
Ireland

Itay

Japan
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway

Portugal
Republic of Korea

Romania

Russian Federation
Slovenia

South Africa

DISAPPROVAL OF THE DRAFT
FOR REASONSON THE
ATTACHED (Pleaseindicateif
acceptance of these reasons and
appropriate changes in the text will
change your vote to approval)

DISAPPROVAL OF THE DRAFT
FOR REASONSON THE
ATTACHED (Pleaseindicateif
acceptance of these reasons and
appropriate changes in the text will
change your vote to approval)
DISAPPROVAL OF THE DRAFT
FOR REASONSON THE
ATTACHED (Pleaseindicateif
acceptance of these reasons and
appropriate changes in the text will
change your vote to approval)
Not Yet Voted

DISAPPROVAL OF THE DRAFT
FOR REASONSON THE
ATTACHED (Pleaseindicateif
acceptance of these reasons and
appropriate changes in the text will
change your vote to approval)
APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT AS
PRESENTED

APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT AS
PRESENTED

APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT AS
PRESENTED

APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT AS
PRESENTED

APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT AS
PRESENTED

Not Yet Voted

APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT AS
PRESENTED

APPROVAL OF THE DRAFT AS
PRESENTED

Not Yet Voted

DISAPPROVAL OF THE DRAFT
FOR REASONSON THE
ATTACHED (Pleaseindicateif
acceptance of these reasons and
appropriate changes in the text will
change your vote to approval)
ABSTENTION

I'n our consultation with other national
bodies on this, we have become aware of
the forthcoming negative US comments
that we find both relevant and
appropriate. We believe that it would
serve no useful purpose and be utmost
inefficient if we wereto reformulate them
by ourselves, especially since we believe
that it would be difficult if not impossible
to try to solve the problemsinherent in
this DTR with pointed, individual editing
instructions.

See Attached

See Attached

See Attached

See Attached



Sweden

Switzerland
United Kingdom

USA

DISAPPROVAL OF THE DRAFT
FOR REASONSON THE
ATTACHED (Pleaseindicateif
acceptance of these reasons and
appropriate changes in the text will
change your vote to approval)
ABSTENTION

DISAPPROVAL OF THE DRAFT
FOR REASONSON THE
ATTACHED (Pleaseindicateif
acceptance of these reasons and
appropriate changes in the text will
change your vote to approval)
DISAPPROVAL OF THE DRAFT
FOR REASONSON THE
ATTACHED (Pleaseindicateif
acceptance of these reasons and
appropriate changes in the text will
change your vote to approval)

See Attached

See Attached

See Attached



France
Please note that the acceptance of these reasons and appropriate changes in the text will change your vote to
approval.

1-Audience expectation

The objective of DTR 14652 set forthinline 148 :

[.] that are expected to be developed for a number of programming languages

cannot be reached because the DTR 4652 is kept compatible with POSIX:1996, as stated in its " Scope” section.
POSIX:1996 architecture is not fit for a general and modern specification of cultural services, and its next revisionis
not expected to improve on that particular matter. Conversely, keeping POSIX compatibility will doubtlessly serve
POSIX audience better, so we believe the DTR shall insists it belong to the POSIX culture. Therefore, we kindly
request the line 148 to specify itsaudienceis POSIX culture, such as:

The descriptions are intended to be coded in text files to be used via Application Programming Interfaces,
that are expected to be devel oped for a number of systems which comply with 1SO/IEC 9945.

2-POSIX 200X compatibility

At the sametime, every reasonable step must be taken to ensure that the DTR will accommodate POSIX 200x. We
kindly request this effort is asserted or documented somewhere.

3-Multiple currency

The currency multiple value is not expected to be used because the DTR will be published after the most important
dual currency period. It is expected that the solutions that will be implemented using (hopefully) POSIX until 2002-02-
17 (end of dual currency for thefirst round of " Euroland” countries) will be used in future currency-switching
countries, in Europe or elsewhere. In short this solution arrives too late, and is not proven to be appropriate. We
kindly request it is withdrawn.

4-1swgraph

We are not sure that the DTR allows for intelligent categories, e.g. that one can handle multiple "space” characters,
like C/C++ doeswith iswgraph. If not so, we kindly request the DTR to do so, in particular (but not only) for multiple
space.



Germany

Vote: Disapproval with comments

If the comments are satisfactorily resolved, the vote will change to
approval for thisTR.

For the record it should be stated that Germany will not support the
transformation of this TR into an international standard even if all of
these comments are resolved.

Comments:

General: The draft technical report has now reached a certain stage of
maturity that might possibly make it useful for guidancein certain
communities. However, it still contains a considerable number of errors and
shortcomings, some of a systematic nature, that make it unsuitable for
acceptance.

* There are multiple errorsin the membership of LC_CTY PE classes. For
example, the draft introduces two new classes that are meant to be related
to the ISO/IEC 10646-1 descriptions of combining characters. However, the
draft has its own, somewhat peculiar interpretation of combining
characters: Simply "combining" are, quite properly, "Charactersto form
composite graphic symbols, such as characterslisted in 1ISO/IEC 10646:1993
annex B.1." (1. 939f). Thisis, what one would intuitively understand also
combining3 (i. e. combining characters allowed in alevel 3 implementation
of 10646, i. e. all) to mean. However, combining3 is combining -
"combining2", i. e. minus those combining charactersin alevel 2
implementation. The terminology should be adapted accordingly, €. g.
combining for all combining characters (with combining3 as an equivalent)
and combining2 to mean specifically those allowed in alevel 2
implementation - if combining2 isindeed needed at al.

Most ideographs are not included in the <graph> class (why?). Also, the
draft includes only the repertoire of 10646 asit wasin 1998 and should be
extended to cover at least 10646-1:2000.

*The changes to the monetary section that are incompatible with the current
POSIX.2 standard (1SO/IEC 9945-2) must be removed, in particular all cases
where it has previously only been allowed to insert one value, but now a
semicolon-delimited list of values. Thisistruein particular for the

definition of multiple national currencies.

a) This breaks implementations that expect the single values defined in
POSIX.2.

b) It does not specify which of the currencies should be selected,
unlessthe "valid_from" and "valid_to" keywords are meant to be such a
mechanism. In this case, the mechanism would be highly unsuitable
especially for the case of the Euro where the currency co-exists over a
period of time (now virtually over), and the correct currency signis
selected on acase by case basis. The Java approach of multiple locales for
one language and locale, differing only with respect to a certain point -



currency in this case - isfar more flexible and user friendly.

* The fixed, locale-based currency-rate must be removed, as repeatedly
discussed in the past (Il 2275ff and also || 6504ff). It isan unsuitable
mechanism that will not work even for those European countriesin the
Euro-zone.

* The changesto the LC_TIME section (section 4.7) that are incompatible
with POSIX.2 must be undone. Thisincludes the issue of "twelve or thirteen
semicolon-separated" (2574f) months, whereas previously only twelve months
were allowed. |mplementations that expect exactly twelve entries here will
break.

* The value of the timezone keyword (2663ff) in LC_TIME is difficult to
see for countries that span more than one timezone. The relevant timezone
isin any case present in the TIMEZONE environment variable.

* The usefulness of the LC_XLITERATE category (section 4.9) has repeatedly
been questioned. Asthe TR freely admits, it is suitable only to "simple
transliteration based on substring substitution” (2938). Thereis often if

not usually more than one transliteration scheme from a source script to a
target script even within one culture. To hardcode one of these into a

locale makes little sense. Therefore, LC_XLITERATE should be removed.

Ireland

Ireland votes NO on DTR 14652. In consultation with members in the
Irish IT industry, we became aware of the forthcoming negative US
comments. These comments are extensive and exhaustive, and it seems
clear that this project, which has been on the books for a very long

time indeed, still lacks consensus and technical accuracy. We do not
feel that it would be useful to publish our own litany of what is

wrong with this standard; rather, in this case, we consider the US
comments to state the case quite clearly.

It is not clear that this matter ought to be standardized. It seems
far more appropriate for it to be formulated and published in another
medium, such as an RFC or a UTR.



Slovenia
Standards and Metrology Institute of Slovenia (SMIS) as a full member of JTC1 would like to vote "against"
for the document ISO/IEC 14652 with the folowing techical comments:

GENERAL: There is no consistency with existing practice in the technical part of the document. In
particular:

OBJECTION 1
Section 4.1.4.1 comment_char (lines 652-653, and affecting the FDCC-set definition)

Current text:
"The comment character defaults to the number_sign "#". All examples in this Technical Report uses "%"
as the comment character, except where otherwise noted.”

Problem and Action:

ISO/IEC 9945-2:1992 (POSIX.2) uses the default comment_char, and for consistency with existing practice,
this document should as well.

Change the sentence "All examples..." to "All examples in this Technical Report use the default comment
character." Also, revise the FDCC-set definition.

OBJECTION 2
Section 4.1.4.2 escape_char (lines 666-667, and affecting the FDCC-set definition)

Current text:
"The escape character defaults to backslash "\". All examples in this Technical Report uses "/* as the
escape character, except where otherwise noted."

Problem and Action:

ISO/IEC 9945-2:1992 (POSIX.2) uses the default escape_char, and for consistency with existing practice,
this document should as well. =

Change the sentence "All examples..." to "All examples in this Technical Report use the default escape
character." Also, revise the FDCC-set definition.



Sweden

We find that this Technical Report of type 1 are not up-to-date with modern internationalisation techniques.
Incremental changes are unlikely to result in anything sufficiently up-to-date. We therefore suggest that this
project be discontinued. A new internationalisation format report could be taken up at a later date, should
resources and sufficient consensus arise.

SE 1. MAJOR:

There is no character encoding declaration for a FDCC set file itself, nor any requirement to use an encoding
scheme for the universal character set (e.g. UTF-8). Instead there is essentially a limitation to POSIX so-
called portable characters (a subset of ASCII), otherwise the encoding is in principle undefined
("implementation defined") and that cannot be relied upon. Therefore expressing some of the things covered
by 14652, like weekday names, are needlessly cumbersome, using various kinds of character references.
Instead such items should be expressed directly as the strings that one wishes to have output (or parsed).

SE 2. MAJOR, LC_CTYPE:

Draft 14652 suggests to tie character properties to locales (FDCC sets). This will surely lead to
inconsistencies among locales for property assignments for the same characters. Instead haracter
properties should be defined on the universal character set (UCS). Together with well defined mappings
between various character encodings and the UCS one can get consistent property assignments. In
particular some properties may be defined only for a subset of the UCS characters in many locales, which
works very badly together with programming paradigm where all character string processing is done on UCS
strings, and other encodings are handled via conversion (this is the modern approach to character
processing).

SE 3. MAJOR, REPERTOIREMAP:

More than 25 pages (in small print) are devoted to a so-called repertoiremap (clause 6), with non-mnemonic
arcane "names" for characters. This list of names should be removed. Instead, for these names, for the few
instances really needed (like invisible characters), use the code point number (in hexadecimal). But for the

majority of cases use the character itself, as mentioned in the first point above.

SE 4. MAJOR:

Many of the components formats presupposes a C-like API, using format strings with % followed by a letter.
Not all systems may wish to use such format strings. Further, the character classes are insufficient for
many purposes, assuming an "encoding independent" paradigm (which is assumed for standard C, but
cannot be used for the most modern character encodings, i.e. the UCS encoding forms, since the UCS has
many features not present in most or any legacy character encoding.

SE 5. MAJOR:

The locale (FDCC set) layout structure is very much geared towards having fixed premade locales. It's not
geared towards having data in one layer and user preference selections in another layer. Instead these
layers are mixed up, needlessly complicating things for users that may wish to compose their own "locale”,
i.e. formatting preferences.

SE 6. MAJOR:
LC_COLLATE: The format and semantics are described in 14651. Only a reference to that is to be made,
no conflicting (as is presently given in DTR 14652) specification can be allowed.

SE 7. MAJOR:

Charmaps: charmaps are not in any way related to 'locales' (FDCC sets), and locales should thus never
specify any charmap. Any character encoding can occur for any locale (compare XML and its 'encoding'
pseudo attribute). Further the "xliterate" 'category’ seems to be more related to character mapping fallbacks
than to real transliteration.



United Kingdom
Technical comments

The work is still premature and does not represent any industry
practice. Although some useful possibilities are documented which
would benefit from further development, many of these should not be
considered for development within a standard, nor in a technical report
which can be referred to normatively.

In addition, there has been sustained opposition to this from various
industry sources who participate in ISO/IEC JTC1/SC22.

Given the lack of consensus, this item should be withdrawn from the
ISO/IEC JTC1/SC22/WG20 work programme. It may be useful for this to be
developed in other fora, e.g. some Linux development groups, but it

should not be developed further in ISO/IEC JTC1/SC22/WG20.

There are also errors in this draft which have not been corrected to
take account of previous comments in the meetings. The editorial
comments below list just a few of these.

Editorial comments

There remain errors in new tables in LC_CTYPE classes: these use
different descriptions and different character groups than those
defined in ISO/IEC 10646-1:2000.

In the monetary and time sections, (a) definitions of multiple
currencies are introduced, which conflict with implementations which
anticipate only the single values defined in the POSIX.2 standard
ISO/IEC 9945-2, and (b) different definitions for the number of
months, and the start day of the week, are introduced.

The LC_XLITERATE section for character transliteration does not include

the corrections suggested at previous meetings of ISO/IEC

JTC1/SC22/WG20. The conversions proposed are somewhat idiosyncratic, and
do not represent any consensus for conversion within ISO/TC46/SC2
(Conversion of Written Languages) which develops standards on

transliteration, and other alternative transliteration conventions are

not catered for.



United States

OBJECTI ON #1
Section 4.1.4.1 comrent _char (lines 652-653, and affecting the FDCC-set
definition)

Current text:

"The conment character defaults to the nunber_sign "#". Al exanmples in this
Techni cal Report uses "% as the coment character, except where otherw se
noted. "

Probl em and Action

| SO | EC 9945-2: 1992 (POSI X. 2) uses the default comment _char, and for

consi stency with existing practice, this docunent should as well. Change the
sentence "All exanples..." to "All exanples in this Technical Report

use the default comrent character." Also, revise the FDCC-set definition

OBJECTI ON #2
Section 4.1.4.2 escape_char (lines 666-667, and affecting the FDCC- set
definition)

Current text:

"The escape character defaults to backslash "\". All exanples in this
Techni cal Report uses "/" as the escape character, except where

ot herwi se noted."

Probl em and Action

| SO | EC 9945-2:1992 (POSI X. 2) uses the default escape_char, and for

consi stency with existing practice, this docunent should as well. Change the
sentence "All exanples..." to "All exanples in this Technical Report

use the default escape character." Also, revise the FDCC-set definition

OBJECTI ON #3
Section 4.2 LC_I DENTI FI CATION (lines 698-777)

Pr obl em

The text defines a list of properties for an FDCC-set, and states that

"All keywords are mandatory unl ess otherwi se noted." (lines 701-702) However,
at lines 728-729, it states "If information required for any of the

mandat ory keywords above is not available, then the corresponding string

is an enpty string." Further, the i18n LC_|I DENTI FI CATI ON secti on defined

at lines 748-777 contains enpty strings for six “~mandatory' keywords.

This is confusing. What the text is trying to say is that certain keywords
nmust be present, as opposed to requiring that val ues be assignhed to certain
keywords. But when npst people think of "mandatory", they think of it in
ternms of val ues, not keywords. Besides, what is the rationale of requiring
that certain keywords be present, but NOT requiring that they include a
value? |f values are not required, they are not nandatory.

Action:



Make the foll ow ng changes.

1. Change the sentence "All keywords are mandatory..." to "Values nust be
supplied for all keywords, unless otherw se noted."

2. Add the sentence "This keyword is optional." to the description of
keywords enmmil, tel, fax, |anguage, and territory.

3. Renove the sentence at lines 728-729 ("If information required for
any of the mandatory keywords...").

OBJECTI ON #4
Section 4.3 LC CTYPE (lines 787-788 and 817-821 and affecting
Section 4.3.2 "i18n" LC_CTYPE category)

Current wording:

"The doubl e increment hexadecimal synbolic ellipses ("..(2)..") works

i ke the hexadeci mal synbolic ellipses, but generates only every other

of the synbolic character nanes. As an exanmple. <U01AC>..(2)..<U01B2>
is interpreted as the synbolic character names <U0O1AC>, <UO1lAE>, <U01BO>,
and <U01B2>, in that order."

Pr obl em

This type of synbolic ellipses allows an FDCC-set author to save a little
typing for sonme scripts if letters for those scripts are arranged in a code
set

i n uppercase/l owercase pairs. Using this type of ellipses, the author can
indicate a start and end point for a range, and pick up every other

entry.

The problemis that this is extrenely confusing, especially considering
that there already are three other types of ellipses. It will be extrenely
easy for authors to nake m stakes, and difficult to inplenment and naintain
all these variations. The work saved by adding this type of ellipses is
overshadowed by the inplenmentation, maintenance, readability, and
potential for mistakes that it adds.

Acti on:

Renove |ines 817-821. Renove the reference to double increnent
hexadeci mal synbolic ellipses in lines 787-788. Change the entries
in Section 4.3.2 to elinmnate usage of this type of ellipses.

EDI TORI AL #5
Section 4.3.1 Character classification keywords (line 834)

Probl em and Action
Granmar; change existing text to "...the interpreting system provides
themif mssing and accepts themsilently..."

OBJECTI ON #6
Section 4.3.1 Character classification keywords (lines 855-857)



Current wording for digit class:

"Define the characters to be classified as nuneric digits. Digits
corresponding to the values 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 can be
specified in groups of 10 digits,..."

Pr obl em

The text was not quite accurate in POSIX. 2, and it definitely is not
accurate here. The first sentence is copied fromPOSI X. 2, but in that
standard, *only* the portable digits 0-9 could be specified. This proposa
extends the definition, but only allows decinmal digits. The restriction
shoul d be spelled out.

Acti on:
Change the first sentence to "Define the characters to be classified as
decimal digits."

OBJECTI ON #7
Section 4.3.1 Character classification keywords (line 867)

Probl em and Action
I ncorrect class name; change "digits" to "digit".

OBJECTI ON #8
Section 4.3.1 Character classification keywords (lines 869-878)

Current wording for "outdigit" class:

"Define the characters to be classified as nuneric digits for output from an
application, such as to a printer or a display or a output text file. Digits
corresponding to the values <0>, <1> <2> <3>, <4> <5b> <6>, <7> <8>,

and <9> can be specified, and in ascending order of the values they
represent. The intended use is for all places where digits are used for

out put, including nuneric and nonetary formatting, and date and tine
formatting. Only one set of 10 digits may be specified. If this keyword is
not specified, the digits 0 through 9 of the portable character set
automatically belong to this class, with application-defined character

val ues..."

Pr obl em

This keyword as defined is insufficient for its stated use. Assune someone
wants to define Roman nunerals for use in dates. Since only the values 0-9
can be specified, there is no way to list the Roman nunerals X, X, and Xl
for the 10th-12th nonths. Or suppose soneone wants to write Chinese nmonetary
val ues. There is a single character for "ten", a single character for
"hundred", and so on. To express 10, you use the "ten" character; to
express 20, you use the "two" character plus the "ten" character (two 10s).
The outdigit keyword does not allow for the Chinese "ten" or "hundred"

(and so on) characters, and so does not fulfill the intended use for

"all places where digits are used for output, including nuneric and
monetary..."

Action:



Renmove this keyword since it does not satisfy the stated need.

OBJECTI ON #9
Section 4.3.1 Character classification keywords (lines 902-905)

Current wording in description of "xdigit" class:

“...If this keyword is not specified, the digits <0> through <9>, the
uppercase letters "A" through <F>, and the |lowercase letters <a> through
<f>, automatically belong to this class, with application-defined
character values..."

Pr obl em

As witten, this is different fromthe POSI X. 2 requirenent that the xdigit
class nmust contain the portable digits 0-9 and the portable letters A-F
and a-f. This only says that if the keyword is not specified, these
portabl e characters are included, but with this text, a person could
write an xdigit class that included only Hndi digits and sone subset

of Greek letters, and it would be legal. This is inconsistent with
POSI X. 2, and therefore must be changed.

Acti on:
Renmove the clause "If this keyword is not specified," fromthe sentence
begi nning at |ine 902. The revised sentence will read "The digits <0>

t hrough <9>..."

Also note that "A" in the sentence should be <A>.

OBJECTI ON #10
Section 4.3.1 Character classification keywords (lines 929-932)

Current wording in tol ower description:

“...If this keyword is specified,

the uppercase letters <A> through <Z>, and their correspondi ng | owercase
letter, are specified. If this keyword is not specified, the mapping is the
reverse mappi ng of the one specified for toupper."”

Pr obl em

The description is incorrect for what happens when the keyword is
specified. This is what happens if the keyword is NOT specified.
However, the sentence (if fixed) still would be unnecessary because
the second sentence "If this keyword is not specified, the mapping is
the reverse..." inplies that <A> to <Z> will be included.

Acti on:
Renmove the sentence on lines 929-931 ("If this keyword is specified,...")
OBJECTI ON #11

Section 4.3.1 Character classification keywords (lines 933-946)

(and see also Section 4.3.2 "il1l8n" LC CTYPE category [class "conbining" and
class "conbining level 3; lines 1664-1694])



Current wording for "class" class:

"Define characters to be classified in the class with the name given in the
first operand, which is a string. This string only contains characters of the
portabl e character set that either has the string "LETTER" in its description
or is a digit or <hyphen-m nus> or <lowline> The follow ng operands are
characters. This keyword is optional. The keyword can only be specified

once per naned class. The followi ng two nanmes are recogni zed:

combi ni ng Characters to form conposite graphic synbols, such
as characters listed in | SO |EC 10646: 1993 annex B. 1.
combi ni ng_| evel 3 Characters to form conposite graphic synbols, that

may al so be represented by other characters, such as
characters listed in | SO IEC 10646-1:1993 annex B.2."

And al so current wording fromthe "i 18n" FDCC-set definition, |ines 1664-1694:
"% The "conbi ning" class reflects |1SOIEC 10646-1 annex B.1
% That is, all conbining characters (level 2+3).
cl ass "conbi ni ng" /
<U0300>. . <U036F>; <U20D0>..<U20FF>; <UFE20>..<UFE2F>;/
<U0483>. . <U0486>; <U0591>. . <UO5A1>; <UO5A3>. . <U05B9>; /
<U05BB>. . <U05BD>; <U0O5BF>; <U05C1>; <U05C2>; <U05C4>; <U064B>. . <U0652>; <U0670>; /

<U06D7>. . <UOBE4>; <UOGE7>; <UOGE8>; <UOGEA>. . <UOGED>; <U0901>. . <U0903>; <U093C>; /
<UD93E>. . <U094D>; <U0951>. . <U0954>; <U0962>; <UD963>; <U0981>. . <UD983>; <UO9BC>; /

<UOF97>; <UOF99>. . <UOFAD>; <UOFB1>. . <UOFB7>; <UOFB9>; <U302A>. . <U302F>; /
<U3099>; <U309A>; <UFB1E>

%

% The "comnbi ning_level 3" class reflects | SO I EC 10646-1 annex B.2

% That is, conmbining characters of |evel 3.

cl ass "conbi ning_Il evel 3"; /
<U0300>. . <U036F>; <U20D0>. . <U20FF>; <U1100>. . <U11FF>; <UFE20>. . <UFE2F>; /
<U0483>. . <U0486>; <U0591>. . <UO5AL1>; <UO5A3>. . <UOSAE>; <UO5CA4>; /
<UO5AF>; <U093C>; <U0953>; <U0954>; <U09BC>; <U09D7>; <UODA3C>; /
<U0A70>; <UDA71>; <UDABC>; <UOB3C>; <UOB56>; <UOB57>; <UOBD7>; <U0OC55>; <U0OC56>; /
<UOCD5>; <U0OCD6>; <UOD57>; <UOF39>; <U302A>. . <U302F>; <U3099>; <U309A>"

Pr obl em

I've quoted a | ot of original text here, because this is a confusing
problem | could not understand fromthe description what the cl asses
were supposed to be for, so | |looked at the i18n FDCC-set exanple.

It turns out the description and definition of the two conbining
classes is exactly backward. |SO 10646 defines three |evels:

Level 1 -- nost restrictive; shall not contain any characters listed
in Annex B.1

Level 2 -- less restrictive; shall not contain any characters listed
in Annex B.2

Level 3 -- least restrictive; can contain any coded character

The nmenbers |listed of the classes in the FDCC-set, however, do not



mat ch the definitions. What is called conbining |evel 3 is the group

of characters that canNOT appear in a Level 1 or 2 inplenmentation. Wat
is called "conbining", and described as being "all conbining characters
(level 2 + 3)", actually is the list of characters that canNOT

appear in a Level 1 inplenmentation.

Action:

These cl asses do not exist in other standards and are so ill-defined that
it is inpossible to say what characters are supposed to be defined in

whi ch cl ass. Renpve |ines 933-946 and |ines 1664-1694 fromthe draft.

OBJECTI ON #12
Section 4.3.1 Character classification keywords (lines 947-955)

Current wording in w dth description:

"Define the colum w dth of characters, for exanple for use of the C
function wewi dt h(). The operands are first a list for characters, possibly
usi ng various ellipses, and sem col on separated, then a <colon>, and then
the width of these characters given as an unsigned positive integer. Such
width-l1ists separated by <sem col on> may be given for the various w dths.
The default value of width of characters in class "cntrl" and cl ass
“conbining" is 0, else the default value of width is 1. Awidth for a
character may be overridden by a WDTH specification in a charmap. This
keyword is optional."

Pr obl em

This description is very confusing. What does it nean that a "...width
for a character nay be overridden by a WDTH specification in a charmap"?
Does that nmean if it's one thing in the charmap and another in the
FDCC-set, the charmap wi ns? Wiy should wi dth specifications be in two

pl aces?

Also, this class is quite different fromother LC CTYPE cl asses. For other

cl asses, one lists which characters are in that class, or a one-to-one
mappi ng between uppercase and | owercase. This is different; you list a

group of characters, and then define what value their width is. Each
character in this class can have a different value, as opposed to other

cl asses where it sinply is a Boolean function -- if you're listed, you're in.

This class is confusingly-defined, and seenms out-of-place in the
Bool ean-ori ented LC _CTYPE secti on.

Action:
Renove |ines 947-955.

OBJECTI ON #13
Section 4.3.1 Character classification keywords (lines 956-973)

Pr obl em

The map keyword is poorly described. According to Annex A, it is supposed
to provide the functionality associated with the Clibrary function
towctrans(), but that's not clear fromthe text here ("Define the



mappi ng of characters." What?).

Acti on:

Either renove this keyword, or rewite the description to nmake it
clearer that this is designed to allow mapping of one type of characters
to another, related type. For exanple, you nmight want to map hiragana
to katakana. Or Hindi digits to portable digits. Etc.

OBJECTI ON #14
Section 4.3.1 Character classification keywords (lines 975-1002)

Pr obl em

The mappi ng tabl e of character class conbinations duplicates information in
POSI X. 2 wi t hout addi ng any new data about classes included in this
docunent .

Acti on:

Either renove the table conpletely, since the information already is

avail abl e in another standard, or update it to include conbination infornmation
about cl asses added for this docunent.

OBJECTI ON #15
Section 4.3.2 "i18n" LC_CTYPE category

Pr obl em

The nmenbership of classes is inconsistent and confusing. Wth a few
exceptions, it should match the classifications in the Unicode standard,
where the classes/properties are conparable. Right now, class nmenberships
are simlar, but not identical to, conparable Unicode classes. For
exanpl e:

* the digit class includes a |large group of digits that Unicode
also identifies as being decinmal, but is mssing these groups:

Myanmar (U1040..U1049)
Et hi opi ¢ (U1369..U1371)
Khmer (UL7EO. . U17E9)
Mongol i an (U1810..U1819)
Ful | wi dt h (UFF10. . UFF19)

Why shoul d these be onmitted, when the others are included?

* the space class includes many of those that Unicode identifies
as being space, but is mssing:

UOOAO -- No-Break Space
U2007 -- Figure Space
U202F -- Narrow No-Break Space

Note that this class also has several control characters, |ike <tab> and
<carriage-return>, that Unicode does not consider part of the space cl ass.
However there is nuch existing practice on POSI X-based systens for

i ncluding those controls, so it is understandable why they are here.



* the punct class includes some, but not all, characters that Unicode
i dentifies as being punctuation. For exanple:

+ it includes U2030..U2046, which are in the Uni code general punctuation
bl ock, but omts

U2048 -- Question Exclamati on Mark
U2049 -- Exclamation Question Mark
U204A -- Tironian Sign Et

U204B -- Reversed Pilcrow Sign

These al so are in the general punctuation bl ock

+ it includes the currency synbols in the range U20A0. . U20AA, but
omts these other currency synbols in the same bl ock

U20AB -- Dong Sign
U20AC -- Euro Sign
U20AD -- Kip Sign
U20AE -- Tugrik Sign
U20AF -- Drachma Sign

+ unlike Unicode 3.0, it includes nost of the "Letterlike Synbol s"
fromthe range U2100..U213A in the punct class. This includes
characters |like U210B (Script Capital H), U2115 (Doubl e-Struck
Capital N), etc., but omits those that happen to have the word
"LETTER" in their nane; e.qg.

U210C -- Bl ack-Letter Capital H
U2111 -- Bl ack-Letter Capital

This range also omits U2139 (Information Source), and U213A
(Rotated Capital Q, which are also in this Letterlike Synbols
bl ock.

It's not clear why any in this range are included in punct, but
the particul ar subset of characters listed is even nore confusing.

There are many nore di fferences between this i 18n FDCC-set and

Uni code, but the point is that the differences exist. This docunent
shoul d use the Uni code val ues where they exist instead of inventing
anot her group of classifications that differ in dozens of snmall ways.

Acti on:

Revi se the nenbership of all classes to natch the |ists Unicode provides,
where they exist. HONEVER, in the few cases where the conmon practice in
POSI X systens differs from Uni code (for exanple, including sone contro
characters in the space class), retain that existing practice for

menbers of the portable character set.

Not e, too, that 14652 defines sone classes for which there are no
mat chi ng Uni code properties. Obviously, in these cases, the i 18n FDCC- set
cannot match Uni code.



Section 4.4 LC_COLLATE

This is a placeholder for the content of Section 4.4 (LC _COLLATE).
See TECHNI CAL #61, TECHNI CAL #62 and TECHNI CAL #63 later in this docunent.

OBJECTI ON #16
Section 4.5 LC_MONETARY (entire section)

Pr obl em

This section includes nultiple keywords that were defined in PCSIX 2,

but it changes their definitions in such a way that existing applications
woul d be invalid. This is incorrect. The changes allow the rules for
multiple currencies to be specified in existing keywords, but in POSIX. 2,
only rules for single currencies can be defined.

While the need to handle nultiple currencies is real, the nethod defi ned
here is significantly different than what has been done when ot her

LC_ categories have had to be extended. When expanding LC TIME to allow
for multiple calendars, new keywords were added (era, era_year, etc.),
rather than sinply tacking new entries on to the end of existing keywords.

Consi der the previously existing LC_ MONETARY keyword currency_synbol .
It is defined in POSIX.2 as "The string that shall be used as the |oca
currency synbol," while here it is defined as "One or nore strings

separated by sem colons that are used as the local currency synbol." (lines
2293-2294). Assune |'m defining French currency and the euro. | m ght

have sonething like this:

currency_synbol "<F>"; " <euro>"

However, the description of this category no longer is correct -- these are
not strings “"that are used as the |ocal currency synbol". That inplies the

two strings are synonyns for each other. The reality is that these are
strings that represent different currencies used for this |locale. They
shoul d not be gl omed together in one keyword. It would be nore accurate to
separate these (and all other keywords that in this draft can take multiple
val ues) into sonmething |ike

currency_synbol "<F>"
alt_currency_synbol "<euro>";

As defined in this draft, it is not clear how application prograns parse

or use these values. Existing inplenmentations request *the* currency synbol
and use it to format val ues. What woul d happen to a previously confornmng
application if it requested the (single) currency_synbol value, but an array
of strings was returned? Lines 6509-6510 of the rationale state:

"Also the same application call can be nmade to be valid for countries with

a single currency and countries with dual currencies." That's only true

if the application is expecting one *or nore* values. Existing applications
expect exactly one value for nobst of these keywords.



Now, suppose an application is rewitten to allow for multiple currency
synmbol s. Now what ? What rul es does it use to decide which currency_synbol
value it should use to format a nmonetary quantity? If the section were
designed so that the existing definitions had not changed, but alt_*
keywords were added when needed, an application could request currency_synbol
when formatting national currency values, and alt_currency_synbol when
formatting euros (or another alternate currency).

Al so, *because* this section allows nultiple currencies to be specified,
there is an inplied tie between keywords. |f currency_synbol includes
French francs and euros (in that order), frac_digits, ps_cs_precedes,
etc., nmust also specify the rules for francs and euros in the SAME order
The valid _from keyword attenpts to explain this dependency, but the
wording is very confusing and not restricted to that keyword.

Moving to ot her keywords, there are a new set of int_* keywords. Under

POSI X. 2, there were only two such keywords -- int_currency_synbol and
int_frac_digits. They were for formatting nonetary val ues using the
i nternational currency strings (e.g., "USD " rather than "$" for the

U.S. dollar; "DEM" rather than "DM' for the German mark; etc.). Under
POSI X. 2, quantities that used the international currency string and

those that used the local currency synbol used the same val ues for
keywords such as p_cs_precedes, p_sep_by_ space, etc. Annex A says these
have been added to accommodate "differences between |ocal and internationa
formats." For exanple?

At the end of this section, the "i18n" FDCC-set does nothing to illum nate
the many new keywords and revi sed definitions of existing keywords.

Since attenpted support for nultiple currencies is the reason for the

many changes and additions to this section (as conpared to POSI X 2),

an exanple in this section that illustrates how nmultiple currencies m ght
actual ly be specified nust be provided. There is an exanple in the

rati onal e section, but the information needs to be avail abl e here.

See below for additional comments on specific keywords.

Acti on:

Restore the original definitions of keywords that exist in the LC_MONETARY
section of POSIX. 2. Add new keywords for defining alternate currencies.
Renmove the additional int_* keywords, unless a concrete rationale with
exanpl es of real differences between |local and international formats, is
provi ded. Add an exanple that shows how to specify nultiple currencies.

EDI TORI AL #17
Section 4.5 LC_MONETARY (lines 2250-2252)

Current wording:
"...Keywords that are not provided, string values set to the enpty

string , or integer keywords set to -1, are used to indicate that
the value is unspecified, and then no default is inplied."

Pr obl em
This wording is unclear



Acti on:

To follow POSI X. 2 nore closely, revise the sentence as follows: "Keywords
that are not provided, string values set to the enpty string (""), or

i nteger keywords set to -1 shall be used to indicate that the value is
not available. No defaults are inplied."

OBJECTI ON #18
Section 4.5 LC_MONETARY (lines 2258-2268)

Current wording of valid_from keyword:

"One or nore strings separated by sem col ons, representing a
Gregorian date in the form"YYYYMVDD' according to

| SO 8601, specifying the beginning date (inclusive fromthe
begi nning of day local tinme) of the validity of a currency.
The position of the string in the list corresponds to the
position of operands in other keywords in the

LC _MONETARY category. The currenci es should be

ordered in terms of validity dates, and for each validity
period with the currency that the anmounts are stored in first.
If not specified, it is taken to be an inplenentation-defined
begi nning of tine. This keyword is optional."

Pr obl em
This wording is unclear and confusing. | think *part* of what this is
trying to say is:

"One or nore strings, separated by sem col ons, of Gregorian dates in
the form"YYYYMVDD' that specify the date on which a currency becane
or becones valid. Dates are inclusive fromthe beginning of the day

local time....If not specified, the value of this keyword is an

i mpl ement ati on-defined begi nning of tine. This keyword is optional."

The earlier overall objection to this section notes that infornmation

about dependencies on the order of values is not restricted to this

keyword. Thus, the sentence "The position of the string..." should not appear
in this description.

There is no reason to nention | SO 8601 here; specifying the YYYYMVDD
order is sufficient.

The sentence "The currencies should be ordered in ternms of validity

dates..." is unclear; | have no idea what it neans.

Action:

Revi se the text as recommended, rewite the sentence about "The currencies
shoul d be ordered...", and add an exanple to show how this might be

defi ned.

OBJECTI ON #19
Section 4.5 LC_MONETARY (lines 2269-2274)



Current wording of the valid_to keyword:

"One or nore strings separated by sem col ons, representing a
Gregorian date in the form"YYYYMVDD' according to

| SO 8601, specifying the end date (inclusive to the end of

day local time) of the validity of a currency. If not specified,
it is taken to be an inplenentation-defined end of tine. This
keyword is optional."

Pr obl em
The current wording is unclear, and the default value is inappropriate
since not all systens define an end of tine.

Action:
Rewrite as foll ows:

"One or nore strings, separated by sem col ons, of Gregorian dates in
the form"YYYYMVDD' that specify the last day on which a currency was
or will be valid. Dates are inclusive to the end of the day |ocal tine.
This keyword is optional."

OBJECTI ON #20
Section 4.5 LC_MONETARY (lines 2275-2292)

Current wording:

"one or nore pairs of integers separated by a <senicol on>

speci fying the fixed conversion rate between the current
currency (determ ned by the paraneter nunber) and the first
currency that is valid, determ ned by a date provided by the
application. If the currency is not the first valid currency for
the period in question, the first integer is for multiplying the
first valid currency, and the second for dividing this result to
get the anpunt in the current currency. The currency to be

the current currency is selected by the application fromthe
date applicable and the currency nunmber (first, second, third
etc valid currency at that date); and whether donestic or
international formatting is used is also determined by the
application. Each pair of integers are separated by a <slash>.
The default value is "1/100". This keyword is optional..."

Pr obl em

The description of the conversion_rate keyword is inconprehensible.
However, an exanple in the rationale section shows this definition
for Deutsch marks and euros:

conversion_rate 1; 195/ 100

Fromthis, it appears that the first value for conversion rate should
be 1, because it is the "primry" currency, and the value for the
second currency should be the true conversion val ue. However, this
exanpl e does not match the current keyword text. Note, for exanple,
that an entry is supposed to be "one or nore *pairs* of integers", but
that the first value in the exanple is a single integer



It also is not clear that conversion rates should be in |ocales, since
they often change over tinme. The fact that euro conversion rates are
fixed in relation to certain national currencies is a specific instance
of currency rules, but is not applicable around the world.

Acti on:

Renmove this keyword. The description is not clear, the exanple does not
mat ch the description, and it addresses a euro-specific feature, as
opposed to being generally applicable to nultiple currencies and | ocales.
Further, since previous recomendations are to define different currencies
in separate keywords, it would not be consistent to continue defining
rules for multiple currencies in conversion_rate.

OBJECTI ON #21
Section 4.5 LC_MONETARY (multiple keyword entries)

Current wording at end of all non-optional keywords:
"This keyword is specified, unless the "copy" keyword is used."

Pr obl em

The mul tiple appearances of this sentence all are unnecessary. The
description of the "copy" keyword states that if it "...is specified, no
ot her keyword is specified." Thus, it is redundant to spell out the
restriction about the "copy" keyword at the end of the other keywords.

It also is inconsistent. Keyword descriptions in other sections of this
draft do not include the redundant sentence.

Action:

Renpbve the sentence at |ines 2317-2318, 2320-2321, 2323-2324, 2328-2329,
2333-2334, 2339-2340, 2344-2345, 2350-2351, 2367, 2384, 2392-2393, and
2397-2398.

OBJECTI ON #22
Section 4.7 LC_TIME (lines 2540-2543 and 2547-2551)

Current wording in abday and day keyword descriptions:

" The first string is the [abbreviated|full] nane of the day
corresponding to the first day of the week (default Sunday), the

second the [abbreviated|full] name of the day corresponding to the second
day of the week (default Monday), and so on."

Pr obl em

This wording inplies that the first day of the week is |ocal e-specific,
and that the % and %A descriptors may produce the | ocal e-equival ent

of "Sunday" if Sunday is defined as the first day of the week, *or* the
| ocal e- equi val ent of "Monday" if Monday is defined as the first day of
the week, etc. This differs fromthe existing POSIX. 2 definition and
the descriptions in I1SO C for the keywords and the neani ng of the format
descriptors. In the other standards, abday, day, %, and %A all are
defined in terms of a week that begins on Sunday.

O course, many | ocal es use a week that begins on Mnday, and it is



under st andabl e that some want to support this wthin abday, day, and

the format descriptors. But this is an inconpatible change with existing
practice that will break existing inplenmentations. Further, support for
Monday-first |ocales already exists with the %, %/, and %N fornmat

descri ptors.

Acti on:

Revi se the text at 2540-2543 as follows: "The first string is the
abbrevi ated name of the day corresponding to Sunday, the second the
abbrevi ated nanme of the day corresponding to Monday, and so on."

Revi se the text at 2547-2551 as follows: ""The first string is the
full name of the day corresponding to Sunday, the second the
full name of the day corresponding to Monday, and so on."

OBJECTI ON #23
Section 4.7 LC_TIME (lines 2552-2567)

Current wording for week keyword:

"I's used to define the nunmber of days in a week, and whi ch weekday

is the first weekday (the first weekday has the value 1), and which
week is to be considered the first in a year. The first operand is an
i nt eger specifying the nunber of days in the week. The second

operand is an integer specifying the Gregorian date in the format
YYYYMMDD, and it specifies a day that is a first weekday (al

other first weekdays may then be cal cul ated by addi ng or subtracting
a whole multiple of the nunber of days in the week as specified

with the first operand). The third operand is an integer specifying the
weekday nunber to be contained in the first week of the year. The
third operand may al so be understood as the nunber of days required
in a week for it to be considered the first week of the year. If the
keyword is not specified the values are taken as 7, 19971130 (a
Sunday), and 7 (Saturday), respectively. |SO 8601 conform ng
applications should use the values 7, 19971201 (a Monday), and 4
(Thursday), respectively. This keyword is optional."

Pr obl emns:
There are nultiple problems with this description.

1. There is no need to define the nunber of days in a week, because
the seven-day week is common to all mmjor cal endars.

2. The description says this keyword defines "...which weekday
is the first weekday (the first weekday has the value 1)" which is
confusing but probably is supposed to define which day of the week is
considered the first (for exanple, Sunday is the first day of the week

in sonme cultures, while Monday is in others). Assuming this interpretation
is correct, the second operand here is ill-defined to neet this requirenent.
It requires picking a randomdate that falls on the first day of the week
for this FDCC-set. In this exanple, Novermber 30, 1997 falls on a Sunday,

so it is the value used for |ocales that have a Sunday-first rule.

| mpl ementors then are required to calculate ALL other first weekdays
(before and after) fromthe randomy chosen date. This is hogwash.



3. The description further says the keyword defines "...which week is
to be considered the first in a year." It is nore accurately defined
later in the description as "the nunmber of days required in a week
for it to be considered the first in a year." The first definition

i s unclear and shoul d be changed.

Acti on:

Renmove the operand for the nunmber of days in a week. Renpbve the operand
that defines a date of a (randonm) first weekday. Change the description
of the keyword to be defining "the nunber of days required in a week for
it to be considered the first in a year."

OBJECTI ON #24
Section 4.7 LC_TIME (lines 2569 and 2574)

Pr obl em

The descriptions of the abmon and non keywords say they consist of
“twelve or thirteen" nonth names. POSI X.2 and | SO C only support
twel ve-mont h cal endars, and existing inplenmentations will break if
this is changed.

Action:
Change the descriptions of the keywords to say the operands consi st
of twelve nonth nanmes, not "twelve or thirteen."

OBJECTI ON!' #25
Section 4.7 LC_TIME (tinmezone section; |ines 2663-2757)

Pr obl em

It is conpletely inappropriate to specify tinmezone information in a
FDCC-set. The draft says this is for specifying cultural conventions,
but tinmezones can cross national boundaries and many tine zones can
exist within a single country. For countries |like the U S., Canada,
Russia, Australia, and others that span nany time zones, there is

no way to deternmine which tinme zone to include in an FDCC-set, or, if
nmul ti pl e zones are included, howto figure out which one to use in
what area

As the draft notes, the TZ (tinmezone) environment variable already exists
for specifying tinme zone information. It absolutely does not bel ong
within a | ocale or FDCC-set.

Acti on.
Renove |ines 2663-2757.
EDI TORI AL #26

Section 4.7 LC_TIME (line 2767)

Pr obl em
Table 3 is called "Escape sequences for the date field", but al



other text calls these values "field descriptors".

Acti on:
Change "Escape sequences" to "Field descriptors".

OBJECTI ON #27
Section 4.7 LC_TIME (line 2780)

Current wording for the % descriptor:
"The date in the format YYYY-MVDD (I1SO 8601 format)."

Pr obl em
Mul tiple other places in this draft describe "I1SO 8601" format as
YYYYMVDD

Action:
Make all references to | SO 8601 consi stent.

OBJECTI ON #28
Section 4.7 LC_TIME (lines 2781-2782)

Current wording for the % and % descriptors, respectively:
"Week-based year within century, as a deci mal nunber (00-99).
Week-based year with century, as a deci mal nunmber (for exanple 1997)."

Pr obl em

There is no explanation of how a "week-based year" differs from any other
year. The existing % and % descriptors specify the year within a
century, and the year with century, so there is no need for these new
descri ptors.

Action:
Renove |ines 2781-2782.

OBJECTI ON #29
Section 4.7 LC_TIME (line 2787)

Current wording for the %n descri ptor
“Month, as a decimal nunmber (01-13)."

Pr obl em
As described previously, existing inplenmentations support a 12-nonth
cal endar.

Action:

Change the text as follows: "Mnth, as a deci mal nunber (01-12)."

OBJECTI ON #30
Section 4.7 LC_TIME (lines 2819-2826)



Current wording:

"NOTE: %gy, %5 and %/ give val ues according to the | SO 8601 week-based year
In this system weeks begin on a Monday and week 1 of the year is the week
that includes 4th January, which is also the week that includes the first
Thursday of the year, and is also the first week that contains at |east four
days in the year. . . If the 29th, 30th or 31st January is a Monday, it and
any follow ng days are part of week 1 of the follow ng year. Thus, for
Tuesday 30th Decenber 1997, %5 is replaced by 1998 and %W/ is replaced by 1."

Pr obl em
The nonth nane in one exanple is wong. The sentence should read "...If
the 29th, 30th, or 31lst of Decenber is a Mnday,..."

Al so, since an earlier objection recommends renoving % and %5 this
text should renove references to the descriptors, too.

Action:
Revi se the text as indicated.

EDI TORI AL #31
Section 4.8 LC_MESSAGES (lines 2931-2932)

Current wording:
“Note: This uses regular expression syntax with brackets ([]) to for exanple
specify the both <+> and <1> is allowed as an affirmative answer."

Pr obl em

Granmatically incorrect sentence that doesn't say what it neans to say.

I nconsi stent use of symbolic nanes. Al so, since the definitions of yesexpr
and noexpr say they are "extended regul ar expression[s]", it is not
necessary to repeat that in the note.

Acti on:

Rewrite the text as follows: "For yesexpr, this specifies that either

<pl us-sign> or <one> is considered an affirmative answer. For noexpr, the
supported negative responses are defined as <hyphen-m nus> or <zero>."

OBJECTI ON #32
Section 4.9 LC_XLI TERATE (lines 2934-3047)

Pr obl em

The ability to transliterate characters fromone witing system and/or

| anguage to another is sonmething users mght think of as a "wow, cool"
bit of functionality. However, this is an extrenely conpl ex problem The
keywords and syntax defined in this section are conpletely inadequate to
handl e this problem so this section should be renoved fromthe docunent.

Consi der the exanple provided and the way it is described to work. O course,
the exanmple is not intended to be a conplete functioning transliteration
section, but it raises enough questions to point out how i nadequate this
proposal is.



Current wording:
[ begi n]
"4.9.3 Exanpl e of use of transliteration

LC_XLI TERATE

i nclude "de_DE";"de_repmap"
default _m ssing <?>
translit_ignore <U3200>. . <UFAFF>
<ae> <a: >; <e*>; "<a><e>"; "<e>"
<s> <§*>: <s=>

"<K><O>" <KO>

END LC _XLI TERATE

The "include" keyword specifies that the FDCC-set "de_DE" is copied and that
the repertoiremap "de_repmap" is used to define the synbolic character nanes
in the FDCC-set "de_ DE".

The first transliteration statenent defines a nunber of transliterations
for the LATIN LETTER AE, including into LATIN LETTER A W TH DI AERESI S,
GREEK LETTER EPSILON, the two Latin letters A and E, and finally the
LATI N LETTER E

The second transliteration statenent defines transliteration of the LATIN
LETTER S i nto GREEK LETTER SI GVMA, and CYRILLIC LETTER ES

The third transliteration statenent transliterates the two Latin letters
K and Ointo the Japanese Hiragana character KO "

[ end]

Start with the "include" keyword. The exanple shows including the de_DE
FDCC-set, and according to the keyword description this is "the name of

the FDCC-set...to transliterate from" So the plan here is to transliterate
fromGerman into sonmething el se. But what part or parts of a FDCC- set

are supposed to be included here? The entire FDCC-set, with all sections

as defined in 14652? If so, what purpose does it serve to include

LC CTYPE, LC COLLATE, etc., sections here? If not, what exactly from

the de_DE set is supposed to be included? There is no information in

the LC_XLI TERATE section to explain this.

Under what circunstances mght users define in a |locale (FDCC-set) that
they want to transliterate from German? Suppose this excerpt appears in
a Japanese FDCC-set. It's easy to imagine users wanting to transliterate
from Japanese to a nunmber of other witing systems and/or | anguages. But
under this design, a finite set of transliterations would have to be
har d- coded i nto each FDCC-set, seriously limting users' choices.

This is an operation that should be like iconv -- users specify, independent
of current configurations, what they want to convert from and what they want
to convert to. Hard-coding a set of instructions is unnecessarily
restrictive.

The include keyword al so specifies the "de_repmap". The keyword definition
says the repertoiremap is "to be used for the definition of the
transliteration statenments.” What does that mean? That it defines

the list of synbolic characters the Gernman FDCC-set includes? If so,

now what? |If we continue assuming this is a Japanese FDCC-set, what



if there is conflict between the synmbolic nanes in the two sets?

Now consi der the sanple transliteration statenments thensel ves.

<ae> <a: >; <e*>; "<a><e>"; "<e>
<s> <§*>: <s=>
" <K><O>" <KC>

The first converts from<ae> to any of four different possible characters.
(I't's curious why sone are in quotes, but others are not.) According to
precedence rules, if the first possibility exists in the target set,

that is how <ae> is transliterated; if not, the next one is tried, and

so on. Now, it's hard to inmagine a circunstance under which an <ae>

woul d be present but not the first-possibility <a-diaeresis> but assune
it isn"t. The second choice listed here is a Greek <epsilon>. Thus,
according to this, I'mtransliterating Latin characters into other

Latin characters, but if they're not available, 1'll choose Greek next.
Under what circunstances m ght sonmeone choose such a transliteration?

O course, the fourth possibility listed is conpletely superfluous, because
all FDCC-sets are required to support the portable characters. Both <a>

and <e> fromthe third choice are in the portable set, so one would never
get to the fourth choice.

This second exanple line converts froma Latin <s> to either a Geek
<sigma> or a Cyrillic <es>. This seens to assume that you know what you're
converting from but have no idea what you want to convert to, and so

are allowi ng any potential match. How, then, does a user prevent getting

a result that mxes Latin, Greek, Cyrillic, and who-knows-what - el se?
Once again continuing the Japanese exanpl e, nmany Japanese encodi ngs
i nclude Greek and Cyrillic characters.

The third exanple shows Latin <K> and <G> being converted to Hiragana
<KO>. What if the source |language/witing system can pronounce a string
in multiple ways? For exanple, consider English "through", "bough",
"rough". This syntax seens to assunme a one-to-one mappi ng between
substrings and a target phonetic character

Acti on:
The keywords and syntax in this section are inadequate to handl e
transliterati on. Renpve |ines 2934-3047.

EDI TORI AL #33
Section 4.10 LC_NAME (lines 3072-3077, 3094)

Pr obl em
I nconsi stent wording; what are called "field descriptors" el sewhere in
this docunent are called "escape sequences" here.

Acti on:
Change all instances of "escape sequences" to "field descriptors."”



OBJECTI ON #34
Section 4.10 LC_NAME (Iine 3080-3081)

Current wording for %9 and %G
"First given nane.
First given initial."

Pr obl em

The descriptions are European and North Anerican-centric in assum ng a
position of a given name. Perhaps the description should be "Prinmary
gi ven nanme?"

Al so, what qualifies as an "initial"? Any single character? Any
singl e-byte character? Any single Latin character? Sonme expl anation
nmust be provi ded.

Acti on:
Renmpove assunptions about nanme position. Add information somewhere in
the section about what qualifies as an "initial."

OBJECTI ON #35
Section 4.10 LC NAME (line 3082)

Current wording for %:
"First given name with Latin letters."

Pr obl em
What is the rationale for having a descriptor of *first given names*,
and only first given nanmes, to be transcribed into Latin letters??

Acti on:
Renmove this descriptor and |ine 3082.

OBJECTI ON #36
Section 4.10 LC_NAME (line 3084-3085)

Current wording for the %m and %MV descriptors:
"M ddl e names.
Mddle initials."

Pr obl em

The descriptions are European and North Anerican-centric in assuning that
addi tional given names are "middl e" names. Also, while other field
descriptors here take a single value, these are described such that

they could contain nmultiple names/initials. Thus, it appears multiples
woul d be treated as a unit. For exanple, if soneone has three given nanes --
Mary Laura Grace -- it appears the value of %n would be "Laura Grace"

rather than "Laura" and "Grace". But npbst people treat each nanme as

a separate entity. It nakes nore sense to have a single name in each

format descriptor, and to use multiple %rs, if needed.

See previous objection about the definition of "initial"



Acti on:
Change the descriptions to "Additional given nane" and "lInitial for
addi ti onal given nanme."

OBJECTI ON #37
Section 4.10 LC_ NAME (line 3086)

Pr obl em

The format descriptor % is described as "Profession." What does this nean
and why does it appear in sonething that is described as being for
"addressing a person; e.g., in a postal address or in a letter"? Wat

ki nds of values are expected here? Software engi neer? Human Resources
representative? Journalist? Garbage collector? Truck driver? Training
coordi nator? All or sone of these? How m ght these be used within a

postal address? Wthin a letter?

Acti on:
If there is a legitimate need for this field, add that information.
O herwi se, renove the descriptor.

OBJECTI ON #38
Section 4.10 LC_NAME (line 3100-3103)

Current wording:
% This is the SO EC TR 14652 "i 18n" definition for
% t he LC_NAME cat egory.
name_f nt " <U0025><U0070><U0025><U0074><U0025><U0067><U0025><U0074>/
<U0025><U006D><U0025><U0074><U0025><U0066>"

Pr obl em

Since few people have ASCII val ues nmenorized, add a coment that

explains this name_fn specifies %% %9% % %, which is

Profession, First (Primary?) Name, M ddle (Additional ?) Name, Family Nane.

However, renove % (Profession)...

Acti on:
Make the recommended changes.

OBJECTI ON #39
Section 4.11 LC_ADDRESS (lines 3108-3110 and 3125-3137)

Current wording:

"The LC_ADDRESS category defines formats to be used in specifying a | ocation
like a person's living or office, for use in a postal address or in a
letter, and other itens related to geography...."

Pr obl em
First, there is the wording problemof the phrase "...specifying a |ocation
like a person's living or office,..." Wat is a person's living? This



probably shoul d be
of fice,..."

...specifying a location |ike a person's honme or

Second, given this description of the LC ADDRESS section, why are there
four keywords for identifying natural |anguage? Wile there is
justification for a locale or cultural file to include natural |anguage
information, it is out-of-place in the LC _ADDRESS section. The natura

| anguage i nformati on does not "define formats for use in specifying a

| ocation...or other itens related to geography."”

Action:
Reword the sentence at |ines 3108-3110. Renove |ines 3125-3137.

EDI TORI AL #40
Section 4.11 LC ADDRESS (entire section)

Pr obl em

This section uses the term "escape sequences" for what it called
"field descriptors" elsewhere in the draft. "Field descriptor” is the
term POSI X. 2 uses, and this draft should consistently use it as well

Acti on:
Change all occurrences of "escape sequence" in this section to "field
descriptor" to be consistent with nost earlier sections.

OBJECTI ON #41
Section 4.11 LC _ADDRESS (lines 3115-3120)

Current wording for postal _fnt keyword:

"Define the appropriate representation of a postal address such as
street and city. The proper formatting of a person's name and title is
done with the "name_fm" keyword of the LC NAME category. The

operand consists of a string, and can contain any conbi nati on of
characters and field descriptors. In addition, the string can contain
escape sequences defined bel ow. "

Pr obl em

Most postal addresses include the nane of the addressee, but fromthis
description and fromthe listed field descriptors, nane formatting i s not
descri bed here. That seens to nean users should specify name_fnt

i nformati on LC_NAME and address-information-w thout-names in LC_ADDRESS
The two cannot be ni xed because each uses the same descriptors to nean
different things -- e.g., % neans famly name in LC_NAME, but firm nane
in LC_ADDRESS; %5 neans sal utation in LC_NAME, but state, province, or
prefecture in LC _ADDRESS

How are the two values from separate sections tied together without
causing collisions?

Acti on:
Explain in this section how to add an addressee's nane to an address.



OBJECTI ON #42
Section 4.11 LC_ADDRESS (lines 3123-3124)

Current wording of country_post keywor d:
"The operand is a string with the abbreviation of the country, used for
postal addresses, for exanple by CEPT-MAI LCODE. "

Pr obl em
What is CEPT-MAILCODE? Is it the only abbreviation allowed, or are other?
If others are all owed, how does a user identify the abbreviation in use?

Acti on:

Ei t her explain what CEPT-MAILCODE is, or renove the reference to it.

If it is retained, explain either howto identify the abbreviation system
in use, or that there is no way to identify which abbreviation system

i s being used.

OBJECTI ON #43
Section 4.11 LC_ADDRESS (lines 3145-3163)

Current wording for selected field descriptors:
" %a C/ O address.

%h House number or designation.

9N I f any graphical characters have been specified then an end of line is
made.

% If the preceding escape sequence resulted in an enpty string, then the
enpty string, else a <space>

% Room nunber, door designati on.

%e Fl oor nunber.

uC Country designation, fromthe <country_post> keyword.

% Local township

% Country."

Pr obl emns:

First, it is not clear which descriptors, if any, are restricted to hol ding
nunbers only. Usually, a description with the word "nunmber” in it would

be assuned to be nuneric only, but addresses that have a floor nunber

in themtend to be sonething like "2nd floor" rather than a sinple nunber,
and a house nunber mmy include other characters along with nunbers. If any
of these are restricted to nuneric values, that should be spelled out.

Second, sone descriptions are inadequate. Specifically:

% -- what is a ¢ O address? In English, this is "in care of," and it
identifies a person, not an address. And earlier objections note that
peopl e's nanes can't be included in LC_ADDRESS because of the overlap
between LC NAME and LC ADDRESS field descriptors. So what is intended for
this field?

9N -- it would be clearer to say "lInsert an end-of-line if the previous



descriptor's value was not an enpty string; otherw se ignore."

% -- what does this nmean? Suppose the precedi ng descriptor was %,
and there was no value for it. This says do nothing. Wat purpose
does that serve?

% -- can this include all characters or just nuneric?
% -- How does this differ from %r?
% -- |Is this value taken fromthe country_nanme keyword? |If so, that should

be |isted here.

Acti on:
Make the reconmmended changes or add nore information to explain the
intention of a given field descriptor.

OBJECTI ON #44
Section 4.11 LC_ADDRESS (lines 3174-3184)

Current wording:

" LC_ADDRESS
% This is the 1SOIEC TR 14652 "i 18n" definition for
% t he LC_ADDRESS cat egory.
%
postal _fnt " <U0025><U0061><U0025><U004E><U0025><U0066><U0025><U004 E>/
<U0025><U0064><U0025><U004E><U0025><U0062><U0025><U004E><UD025><U0073>/
<U0020><U0025><U0068><U0020><U0025><U0065><U0020><U0025><U0072><U0025>/
<U004E><U0025><U0043><U002D><U0025><U007A><U0020><U0025><U0054><U0025>/
<U004E><U0025><U0063><U0025><U004E>"
END LC_ADDRESS"

Pr obl em

Once again, nmost of us don't have ASCII nmenorized, so there should be a
comment that explains what has been defined for this keyword. Currently,
it is:

" %@ YINYG YNV YNYH VNS <space>Yh<space>%e<space>% Y\

%C<hyphen- m nus>%z<space>%l YN%e ¥N"

Even this is very cryptic, so here is nore information with all "9%\" val ues
converted to <newline>, and all <hyphen-m nus> and <space> characters
i ndi cat ed:

c/o <newl i ne>

firmname <new i ne>

depart ment nane <new i ne>

bui | di ng nane <new i ne>

street or bl ock nane <space> house nunber <space> floor nunber <space> room
nunber <newl i ne>

country_post val ue <hyphen_m nus> zi p/ postal code <space> town/city <new i ne>
country <new i ne>

Here's an exanple of a fictional address using this formt:



c/o

CGeneral Electric

Consuner Products Division
Bui | di ng 52

Li ghtbul b Road 110 2 57
USA- 44555 Chi cago

United States of Anerica

G ven the confusion about the % (c/o address) descriptor, the sanple val ue
here is sinmply a place-holder. This also assunmes that house, floor, and
room nunber val ues nust be numeric only, thought that nmay be incorrect.

While it certainly is true that addresses are culture-specific, and no
one format will satisfy all, the "i18n" value here natches the postal fnmnt
value in the sanple Danish FDCC-set later in this draft. It appears, then
that this format nmatches Dani sh conventions.

It's not clear the listed order is appropriate for an international standard.
For exanple, using the field names defined here, in the U S. the order
generally is:

<addr essee> /I not defined in LC_ADDRESS
<depart nent >

<firne

<bui I di ng> /I unconmon

<house nunber> <street nane>

<fl oor nunber> <door nunber> //uncommon
<town or city>

<state or province> <zip/postal code>
<country>

The fact that the existing postal _fnt lists country in two different

ways, does not include a value for state/province, and puts the town/city
after country and zi p/ postal code makes this unsuitable for U S. addresses.
Of course, the goal is not to define U S. addresses, but it's not clear
whet her the value listed is appropriate for a significant nunmber of users
from other countries.

Acti on:
Research whether the |isted postal _fnt value is appropriate for a significant
percentage of the world community. |If not, revise the val ue.

Regar dl ess of whet her postal _fnt changes, add a comment expl ai ni ng what
the value is (all the descriptors plus an explanation of then).

EDI TORI AL #45
Section 4.12 LC TELEPHONE (entire section)

Pr obl em

This section uses the term "escape sequences" for what it called
"field descriptors" elsewhere in the draft. "Field descriptor” is the
term POSI X. 2 uses, and this draft should consistently use it as well



Acti on:
Change all occurrences of "escape sequence" in this section to "field
descriptor" to be consistent with nost earlier sections.

OBJECTI ON #46
Section 4.12 LC_TELEPHONE (Ilines 3212-3216)

Current list of field descriptors:

" %@ area code without prefix (prefix is often <0>).

%A area code including prefix (prefix is often <0>).

% | ocal nunber.

% country code

uC alternative carrier service code used for dialing abroad”
Pr obl em

These field descriptors are anbi guously described, and it's not clear they
are adequate for specifying tel ephone nunbers. Specific problens include:

* When the field descriptors contain nuneric values, are those val ues
restricted to the portable digits, or can they contain other decinal
digits? Either way, this infornmation needs to be included.

* What is the "prefix" that % and %A nention? There is no description
of it.

* |s % restricted to nunmeric content only, or can it contain characters
users commonly use to make | ocal phone nunbers nore readabl e? For exanpl e,
if the local nunber is 4561234, could % contain only "4561234", or could
it contain "456-1234"? If it could contain the latter, how does one

define where format characters should be included? (Formatting conventions
are culture-specific.) If it can only contain nunbers, this is inadequate,
because | ocal phone nunbers al nobst al ways include some non-nuneric
characters to i nprove readability.

*  There needs to be nore informati on about what the "alternative
carrier service code" is. It's not clear whether it is useful, since
there's nothing to explain what it is.

*  What about extensions? Some | ocal phone nunbers have extensions to them
(e.g., 434-1212 x97), but no extension field is provided here.

Acti on:

Add i nformation about prefix and alternative carrier service codes. Add
a field descriptor for extensions. Add information about nuneric
restrictions, or lack thereof. Add information about formatting |oca
nunbers.

OBJECTI ON #47
Section 4.12 LC_TELEPHONE (I|ines 3221-3227)

Current wording:



" LC_TELEPHONE

% This is the SO I EC TR 14652 "i 18n" definition for

% t he LC_TELEPHONE cat egory.

%

tel _int _fm " <U002B><U0025><U0063><U0020><U002B><U0061><U0020><U002B>/
<uUooeC>"

END LC TELEPHONE"

Pr obl em

As before, nost people have not nenorized ASCII, so there needs to be
a comment that explains what this represents. A comment mght, in fact,
have hel ped bring to light that this fornmat contains two errors. It
currently is defined as:

+%c<space>+a<space>+

Thus, two field descriptors are missing the required | eading "% signs. To
mat ch what the aut hor presumably intended, the actual definition should be:

+%c<space>+%a<space>+%
and lines 3225-3226 woul d be:

tel _int_fm " <U002B><U0025><U0063><U0020><U002B><U0025><U0061>/
<U0020><U0025><U002B><U006C>"

However, consider the output of a tel ephone nunber using this format. It
coul d be:

+1 +212 +5551212 //assunes % cannot contain formatting characters
+44 +91 +12-34-56 //assunes % can contain formatting characters

Many tel ephone nunbers in "international format" use the <plus_sign>to
designate the country code, but we are not aware of any that use the
<pl us_si gn> before the area code and | ocal nunber.

Acti on:

Renmove the <plus_sign> before % and % in the format. Add the <percent_sign>
characters before the "a" and format descriptors. Add a comment
expl ai ni ng what tel __int_fm designates.

OBJECTI ON #48
Section 5. CHARMAP (|lines 3232-3233)

Current wording:

"A character set description may exi st for each coded character set
supported by an application. This text is referred elsewhere in this
Techni cal Report as a charmap."

Pr obl em

Thi s does not nake sense. Applications should not support specific coded
character sets; inplenmentations |ike OSes and desktops usually provide
such support. Also "This text is referred el sewhere..." is incoherent.



Acti on:

Reword the paragraph as foll ows:

"A character set description file may exist for each coded character
set supported by the inplenmentation. This file is referred to el sewhere
in this Technical Report as a charnmap."

OBJECTI ON #49
Section 5. CHARMAP (lines 3267-3276 and other affected |ines throughout)

Current wording for <escape_char> and <comrent _char>, respectively:
"The escape character used to indicate that the characters
following is interpreted in a special way, as defined later in this
subcl ause. This defaults to backslash (\). The character slash (/)
is used in all the followi ng text and exanples, unless otherw se
not ed.

The character that when placed in colum 1 of a charmap |ine,

is used to indicate that the line is ignored. The default character
is the nunber sign (#). The character percent-sign (% is used in
all the follow ng text and exanples, unless otherw se noted."

Pr obl em

Thi s docunment should use the default <escape_char> and <conment _char >,
rather than the characters chosen here. Using the defaults aligns this
docunent with POCSI X. 2.

Action:
Reword the sentences as foll ows:

/1 for <escape_char>
"This defaults to backslash (\), which is the character used in al
foll owi ng text and exanpl es, unless otherw se noted."

/1 for <coment _char >
"This defaults to the nunber sign (#), which is the character used in al
foll owi ng text and exanpl es, unless otherw se noted."

Al so, change the exanpl es throughout this docunent to natch the usage
descri bed here.

OBJECTI ON #50
Section 5. CHARMAP (|ines 3283-3310)

Pr obl em

The <escseq2022>, <addset>, and <i ncl ude> keywords are designed to allow
charmap witers to specify | SO 2022 escape sequences. Wth nore of the
world's internationalization inplenentations noving to | SO 10646 and

Uni code, it is not necessary to add increasingly-obsolete | SO 2022
syntax to the charnmap.

Note al so that the existing description of <addset> refers to the



<escseq> keyword, not <escseq2022>.

Acti on:

Del ete these keywords, and the exanple at |ines 3406-3478. Also note that
the exanmple variously calls a particular code set <eastern7bit> and
<shift7bit> and that the exanple al so uses <escseq> as a keyword,

even though the actual keyword is <escseq2022>. O course, all this should
be renoved.

EDI TORI AL #51
Section 5. Charmap (line 3374)

Current wording:
"...(hexadeci mal constants is reconmended)."

Pr obl em
G ammar .

Action:
Rewrite as:

... (hexadeci mal constants are recomrended)."

OBJECTI ON #52
Section 5. Wdth subsection (lines 3481-3511)

Pr obl em

Both the FDCC-set description and the charmap have keywords for defining
width. It is incorrect to have them both places; it will only lead to
conf usi on.

Also note, with a mixture of anmusenent and fatigue, that the width
keyword is currently defined as taking an "unassi gned positive integer”
(l'ine 3487).

Acti on:

Keep width information in only one place. This seens a bit nore
appropriate than the FDCC-set, but if it is retained there (over
bj ection #11), it must be renoved here.

OBJECTI ON #53
Section 6. REPERTO REMAP (entire section)

Pr obl em
There are nultiple problems with this section. They include:

* The nami ng conventions chosen for synbolic characters. The cited
justification is the "many POSI X charmaps registered with |1SO | EC 15897"
and "use on the Internet". However, |SO |EC 15897 only defines the
informati on that can be contained in its registry of cultural elenents,
not the naming conventions to be used. The author of this draft has
submtted nultiple charmaps to be registered under |1SO | EC 15897 and

has used the nam ng conventions he cites here. In essence, he is



endorsing hinmself when he points to those charmaps and their nam ng
conventi ons.

Note, too, that the POSI X charmaps have been offered as internationa
standards since the early 1990s, but they have only been used when

organi zations take free software (e.g., Linux). There is little evidence
of them actually being used, and anpl e evidence that industry |eaders who
ship charmaps and | ocal es are NOT using these nam ng conventions.

The nam ng conventions are unnecessarily obscure and should not be
the ones used for a repertoirenap.

* The repertoire of the repertoiremap is curiously inconplete. It cites
| SO | EC 10646, but contains only a subset of characters in that standard.
If the repertoiremap exists, it should contain the entire repertoire of
characters in | SO | EC 10646.

It's difficult to determ ne exactly what characters are and are not in
the repertoiremap because they are reordered relative to their 1SO1|EC
10646 code points. The repertoire may nost closely match Unicode R2.0, but
*wi t hout* any of the thousands of CJK Unified |deographs.

* At |lines 3642-3667, the repertoirenmap includes "weight" characters
(e.g., <a8>, <b8>, <c8>, etc.) that are supposed to indicate the position
of the last a, the last b, the last ¢, and so on. Wile potentially handy
for those who use the Latin script, it's questionable why Latin-specific
wei ghts should be in a repertoiremap. Further, these weights are equated
to 1 SO | EC 10646 codepoints:

<a8>  <U0252> Wi ght
<b8>  <U0182> Wi ght
<c8>  <U0255> Wi ght
<d8>  <U018D> Wi ght
<e8>  <U0264> Wi ght
<f8>  <U0191> Wi ght

ndi cati ng the position of the | ast
ndi cati ng the position of the | ast
ndi cati ng the position of the | ast
ndi cati ng the position of the | ast
ndi cati ng the position of the | ast
ndi cati ng the position of the | ast

DO QO O T D

However, these code points already are assigned to other characters.
<U0252> is LATIN SMALL LETTER TURNED ALPHA; <U0182> is LATIN CAPI TAL
LETTER B W TH TOPBAR; <U0255> is LATIN SMALL LETTER C WTH CURL; and so
on. This is an obvious conflict with | SO |EC 10646.

* As noted, the order of the repertoiremap does not match | SO | EC 10646.
It should. There is nothing to be gained by changing the order, and a
| ot of easy look-up ability to be |ost.

Acti on:
Since the I SO I EC 10646 identifier names are being used el sewhere in the
docunent, it is not clear that a repertoiremap is needed at all. If

it continues to exist, the justification for synmbolic nanmes is faulty

and shoul d be renoved. More nmenoni c synbolic nanmes shoul d be substituted.
The repertoiremap should include the full 1SOIEC 10646 repertoire. The
wei ghts nust be rempved to avoid conflict with | SO IEC 10646. Entries

nmust be in the sane order as they appear in | SO |EC 10646.



OBJECTI ON #54
Annexes

Pr obl em

This is a placehol der objection for the content of the annexes. They

have not been reviewed at this tinme because there are so many objections

to the main sections. Assum ng those objections are processed appropriately,
the annexes will have to change in nultiple ways to accommbdate the

many changes.

Readers shoul d NOT assune the annexes are considered correct and conpl ete.
For some specific comments on the annexes please see EDI TORI AL #70,
TECHNI CAL #71, TECHNI CAL #72, TECHNI CAL #73, TECHNI CAL #74, and EDI TORI AL #75

Addi ti onal coments

EDI TORI AL #55

Probl em

The Docunent type on the title page is specified as
"I nternational standard"

Acti on:
This must be corrected to show the docunent type as a Technical Report,
since this is a DIR and not a DI S.

TECHNI CAL #56
Section 4.2 LC_I DENTI FI CATION (Iines 730-731)

Current Text:

"If required information is not present in I SO 639 or |SO
3166, the relevant Maintenance Authority should be approached
to get the needed itemregistered."”

Pr obl em
Thi s does not solve the problem of what to specify as the
val ue for the | anguage and/or territory keywords is nissing.

Acti on:
Specify sonme appropriate default value to be used in those
cases ("unknown", "unspecified", "unregistered", or sone

ot her short abbreviated form if the intent is that these
strings be limted to two characters). Separate out the
suggesti on regardi ng approaching the rel evant Mi ntenance
Aut hority to register new entity strings, since that is

a distinct recommendation from what needs to be specified
as the values of these fields in a given LC_|I DENTI FI CATI ON
cat egory.



TECHNI CAL #57
Section 4.2 LC_I DENTI FI CATION (lines 713-714)

Current Text:
“Natural |anguage to which the FDCC-set applies, as
specified in | SO 639."

Probl em and Acti on

This does not nake it clear whether both 2-letter codes
from639-1 and 3-letter codes from639-2 are intended here.
If that is the intent, it should be explicitly noted, so
that inplenenters do not make parsing assunptions that |ead
to errors.

TECHNI CAL #58
Section 4.3.2 "i18n" LC _CTYPE category, upper, |ower
(l'ines 1030-1034, 1073-1074)

Pr obl em

The definition of upper unaccountably onits 01A6.

The upper definition also unaccountably includes the titlecase
di graphs 01C5, 01C8, 01CB, and 01F2. The |ower definition al so
unaccountably includes the title case digraphs 01C5, 01C8, and
01CB, but *not* 01F2

Action:
Add 01A6 to upper and neke the treatnment of the titlecase digraphs
consistent, at |east, or better omt themfromthe |ists.

TECHNI CAL #59
Section 4.3.2 "i18n" LC _CTYPE category, toupper (line 1402)

Pr obl em
The case pair (<U0280>, <U0O1A6>) is omtted.

Action:
Fix it.

TECHNI CAL #60
Section 4.3.2 "i18n" LC _CTYPE category, class (lines 1666, 1689)

Pr obl em
The use of termnal semicolon is inconsistent on these two |ines.

Acti on:
If, contrary to U.S. OBJECTION #11, these sections are retained,
then at | east nake the syntax of the entries consistent.

TECHNI CAL #61
Sections 4.4.12..4.4.13 LC _COLLATE section reordering



(lines 2157..2205)

Pr obl em

This section reordering syntax is inconsistent with the sinilar
but distinct syntax defined in 1SO 14651. It is also not defined
inthe BNF in C.2 (p. 107 ff). The phrase "and <sort-rul e>s

not to be changed may be given by enpty specifications" is

conpl etely uncl ear.

Acti on:

Resolve this inconsistency to match | SO 14651, or explain how
an inconsistent syntax for section reordering can coexist with
tailorings that follow the syntax defined in 14651. Fix the
BNF in C.2 to define whatever syntax is the outcone of this
resol ution.

TECHNI CAL #62
Section 4.4.12.2 Exanpl e of section reordering (lines 2187..2200)

Pr obl em

Thi s exanpl e makes use of section-synbols for reordering
sections, but does not show how such synbols woul d be present

in the table to be targets for the reorder-section-after keyword.
The "i18n" LC _COLLATE category defined in section 4.4.14,

derived by copying the |1 SO 14651 table, contains no such
section-synbols. As it stands the exanple is incoherent.

Acti on:

Expand the exanple until it is an accurate exanple that
woul d show how section-synbols could be inserted and then
reor dered.

TECHNI CAL #63
Section 4.4.10.1 Exanple of "reorder-after” (lines 2130..2138)
and Section 6 Repertoiremap (lines 3550-3554, |ines 3642..3667).

Current text:
" <y8> is used to indicate the last entry of the <y> letters.
<z8> is used to indicate the last entry of the <z> letters."

Pr obl em

The problem here is that the concept of "the <y> letters" and
"the <z> letters" is nowhere defined. It is not defined in
14651, which LC _COLLATE explicitly depends on, but is only
mentioned in the Repertoiremap section of 14652, where the
synmbol s used here are incorrectly defined:

"<y8> <U01B3> Weight indicating the position of the last y
<z8> <U0293> Weight indicating the position of the |ast z"

The other entries in the repertoire map are characters in
the repertoire, but these instances as "weights indicating



the position of the last z", and so on. They m ght be *used*

as synbolic weights in a collation table, but in the

repertoi remap they are sinply synbolic equival ences for

sonme ot her characters, nost of which don't otherw se appear

in the repertoiremap. If the repertoiremap is to be taken
seriously, they are sinply nanes then for particular UCS
characters, rather than placeholders for |ast positions for
some ot herw se undefined set of "a"s, "b"s, and so on. And

if they are intended to be treated as fixed targets for

reorder statenents, they can be invalidated by future additions
of characters to the UCS. Furthernore, the entire concept of
"the last y", "the last z", and so on is relative to particular
collation tailorings.

Acti on:
Renmove these entries or correctly define them Fix the
exanpl e.

EDI TORI AL #64
Section 4.7 LC_TIME (lines 2539, 2546)

Pr obl em
Casi ng inconsistency for "G egorian".

Acti on:
Fi x these and search the document for other instances, if any.

EDI TORI AL #65
Section 5.1 Character Set Description Text (lines 3443, 3505)

Pr obl em
The exanples are still using nonexistent UCS val ues.

Acti on:

There is no excuse, even in exanples, to nake use of

unassi gned code positions when perfectly good, illustrative
characters are avail able. Fix <U0244> to an actual character
Fi x <U3200>..<UFAFF> to an actual range of CJK characters.

EDI TORI AL #66
Section 6 Repertoiremap (line 59)

Pr obl em

Nunber agreenment "synbolic names ... are predefined and refers..."
Acti on:

"refers" --> "refer"

TECHNI CAL #67
Section 6 Repertoiremap (lines 3531-3532)



Current Text:
“"Characters not in |ISOI|EC 10646 may be referenced by the
synmbol i ¢ character names <P00000000>. . <PF8FFFFFFF>.

Pr obl em

The rationale for the choice of the endpoint of this artificia
name range, which would inply a 36-bit nunerical name space
(mnus a few values) is not apparent. Is there one too nany
"F''s in that end range?

Acti on:
Provide a rationale for the endpoint or fix it to sonething
nore sel f-expl anatory.

TECHNI CAL #68
Section 6 Repertoiremap (line 3523..3526)

Current Text:

"The repertoire mapping is defined by specifying ... and
optionally the long I SOIEC 10646 character nanme in the
foll owi ng syntax:

"% % Y%\ n", <synbolic-nanme>, <10646-short-identifier>, <conment s>"

Pr obl em

The textual description says only that the third field may
optionally be the long 10646 character nane, but that is

i nconsi stent both with the formal description, which inplies

that the third field my be any arbitrary comrents, and

the actual repertoire map, which includes the <a8>..<z8>

entries that do not have 10646 character nanes in the corresponding
| ocati ons.

Acti on:

Change the formal description to indicate that it can contain
only the I1SOIEC 10646 character nanme. Change the actua
repertoiremap to renove entries that do not have 10646 nanes.

TECHNI CAL #69
Section 7.3 Charmap conformance (lines 5893..5894)

Current Text:
"A charmap description is confornming to the Technical Report
if it meets the requirenents in clause 5."

Pr obl em

No actual conplete exanple of a conform ng charmap description
is given in clause 5, so it is rather difficult to determ ne
what it would take for a charnmap to be conforming. The U. S
has al ready asked (see OBJECTI ON #50) for the rempval of the
addi ti onal apparatus of <escseq2022>, <addset>, and <incl ude>,



whi ch were added only for the increasingly irrelevant definition
of 1SO 2022-type charmaps. |If these objectionable additions

are renoved, in what way does the definition of a charmap
description in 14652 differ from POSI X. 2, and why shoul d any
separate conformance specification be given for it? If the
difference lies in the addition of a WDTH section, then

why is that not specified at Iine 5973, item 18, where the
enhancenent of the charmap specification is sumuarized?

Acti on:

Renmove the | SO 2022 support from Clause 5. |If no significant
di fference then remains fromthe POSI X. 2 definition of a
charmap description, then renove the redundant Clause 5 itself
and the superfluous confornmance clause 7.3. |If a significant
di fference does renmmin, then properly docunment that in Annex
A and in Clause 5 itself.

EDI TORI AL #70
Section B.1.7 LC_MESSAGES rationale (line 6575)

Current Text:
"The 1 SO internationalization working group"”

Probl em and Acti on
This self-reference to SC22/W320 is still unclear, and shoul d
be clarified.

TECHNI CAL #71
Section B.1.7 LC_MESSAGES rationale (lines 6572..6578)

Pr obl em

The rationale provided incorrectly describes the category
itself. LC MESSACGES clainms it "defines the format and val ues for
affirmati ve and negative responses". But the rationale clains
that it "is described in clause 4 as affecting the |anguage
used by utilities for their output." Furthernore the rationale
makes an exorbitant claimfor the devel opnment of an interface
“that would allow applications ... to access nessages from various
nessage catal ogs, tailored to a user's LC MESSAGES val ue" that
does not match the 6 nmeager lines on this topic currently
available in W5 of 15435 (cf. WGE20 N794, p. 14).

Acti on:

Correct the rationale to accurately reflect the definition
of LC_MESSAGES in the DIR itself and provide an accurate
rationale for its definition and use.

TECHNI CAL #72
Section C.2 Gammar for FDCC-sets (line 6726)

Current Text:



gl obal _statenment = ... 'comment_char' SP char_synbol ECL

Pr obl em
Because of the definition of EOL (line 6949) as including an optiona
comment, this definition of a comment line is tangled and inconsistent.

Acti on:
Fi x the probl em

TECHNI CAL #73
Section C.2 Gammar for FDCC-sets (line 6790)

Current Text:
order _statenents = order_start collation_order order_end

Pr obl em
This definition doesn't allow for synmbol weights occurring in the
tabl e before the order_start.

Acti on:
Fi x the probl em

TECHNI CAL #74
Section C. 2 Gammar for FDCC-sets (line 6795)

Current Text:
order_opt = order_opt [ conma opt_word ] ;

Pr obl em
This is a recursive definition.

Acti on:
Fi x the probl em

EDI TORI AL #75
Annex D

Pr obl em

The list of issues after the first paragraph and ahead of the D1 section
are in fact the comments provided by Japan. The itens 1, 2, and 3
unnecessarily

duplicate the items 1, 2, and 3 under D. 1.

Acti on:

Renove itens 1, 2, 3 in the "lIssues List", retitle the "lIssues list" to
"Qut standi ng I ssues Raised by National Bodies", and reword the renaining
first and | ast paragraph of the section ahead of D.1. Correct the
granmar in the first paragraph: "it is decided to be" --> "it has been
decided that it will be". O her nminor wording fixes can be worked out

in conrittee. In the U S. coments in Section D.2, fix the "--" double
dashes to em dashes and the "*are*" to italics.



—======—=—===—========== end of U. S. coments ================





