SC22/WG20 N678

Swedi sh annotations to the ballot conmments for FCD 14651

1999- 05- 02

begi nni ng of Canada coments __
From Doug, Langlotz <dlanglotz@cc.ca>
Subj ect: REVI SED Canadi an reponse 22N2844

Canada SUPPORTS the docunent with the attached coments:

"Canada wants to neke sure that relative weights in the tenplate respect
those of special characters as in Canadi an standard CAN CSA
Z243.4.1.-1999. Furthernmore Canada insists that this International
standard shall allow to declare a miniml Canadian delta w thout having to
do prehandling (the delta shall be specifiable sinply by declaring a

nodi fication of the table), in order to fit with Canadian industry

practice. Canada will not accept any change that woul d jeopardi ze that
obj ective."
SE:

We cannot accept a “reorder-after” as part of the tenplate.
However, the by us suggested rework of level 4 allows to
accommodate a reasonable (and fully tailorable) order of “special
characters” (punctuation and synmbols) w thout any reorder-after or
simlar.

Prehandling or tailoring will be necessary for the Thai and Lao
scripts by default (see UTR#10 and the US comments and N668 on
Thai). On the other hand, those scripts are not in great use in
Canada. Immigrants and visitors may still expect Thai and Lao
script strings to collate properly. [This can be done also by a
tailoring (see N668), and such tailoring exanples should be

i ncl uded on an acconpanyi ng CD. ]

In addition, collation of itenms containing version nunmbers, street
numbers and the like will still require prehandling to get
properly coll ated.

end of Canada comments;




N678
begi nni ng of Denmark conments

From Pia Junker Hviid <ph@is. dk>
Subj ect: Dani sh vote on JTCl/ SC22, N 2844

We can informyou that Denmark votes NO on | SO | EC FCD 14651, N 2844
with the follow ng comrents:

1. The main table should be included in the standard ad verbatim

SE:

One format for it, yes, for review and informati on purposes. And
that should be the XML format one. On an acconpanyi ng CD/ DVD ( not
even nearly filled...) (and sone web site; but that is hard to get
per manent enough) various versions may be acconmodated in easily
machi ne-readabl e format. UCA version, two XM- versions (with a
DTD each), one with normative data (the format itself is still not
normative), the other informative, a POSI X LC COLLATE version, a
Sybase version. And sonme non-normative tailoring exanples (at

|l east: English (small!), ‘Canadian’, Danish, Swedish, two Gernman
(A (U, O as variant of AE (UE, OE) or as variant of A (U 0O)),
Japanese for proper handling of length narks, Thai and Lao with
reordering enbedded in the tailoring), as well as sone test data.

2. The weights on the second | evel should include a <BLANK>
weight for all letters with accents, to ensure as equal treatnent
as possible of fully conposed characters and split-up characters,
in non-normalized text. This addresses 6.1.1 note 1, which should
be renoved
| SE: agree |

3. In clause 5, The notation "UXXXXXXXX" should al so be all owed.
[ SE: ok; but the Pyyyyyy should be renpved; see al so DE conments |

4. In the main table, the control characters of |1SO | EC 6429 CO

and Cl1 should be included, and | SO 6429 be added to cl ause

3, references.

SE: all control characters, except nl, cr, and tab, but including
Bi Di controls and the like, should be ignored at all |evels 1-4!

5. in 6.2.2.2 description of level 1, please change "basic letter”
to "first-level letter". any basic letters of for exanple
the Latin script are not sorted uniquely at level 1, eg: & @ A
Al so for the description of 2nd level: it is culturally dependent
what "diacritics" nmeans, and the term should be avoided in an
international standard. For exanple "@' and "A" are not diacritic
letter, but base letters, in sonme |anguages. There is no diacritic
in these letters.

[ SE: true, but first-level letter is strange too.

5. in 6.3.1 - the BNF should be term nated with a sem col on

SE: the BNF should be replaced with an XM. DTD (whi ch i ncl udes
sonme BNF in DID's own format); that would sinplify this
consi der abl y!

6. in 6.3.1 rule 13 should also allow for a '<U eight_digit_hex '>

7. 6.3.1 and 6.3.2 should be explained in terns of a narrative
description as the 14652 LC_COLLATE category specification
| SE: a(nother!) narrative on this can go into annex D
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8. 6.3.1 should be aligned with the 14652 BNF for LC _COLLATE
also in terns of terninol ogy used.

[ SEE no, use a DTD i nstead! See N639. |
9. There should be tokens "LC COLLATE" and "END LC _COLLATE" to
surround the whol e specification in 6.3.1.

[ SE: no, use a DTD i nstead! |
10. 6.3.1 rule 8: space should consist of one or nore spaces or tabs.

[ SE: automatic with a DTD instead |
11. 6.3.1 rule 28: The nane should be "section-synbol".

12. in 6.4 references to 6.3.1 terns should be in italic.

13. The exanples with reorder-after should use "-" instead
of " " in the keywords.

14. 6.5 - The nane should be following |ISO | EC 15897 nam ng

15. in Annex B.1 the line 5 should have <> around TABLE, as in
order_start <TABLE>;...

16. Annex B.2 : change "assunption that character mmenonics

are resolved into UCS identifiers" to "menonic identifiers for UCS
defined in I SO | EC 14652"

SE: NO, definitely not! |Instead, replace the exanple tailoring
with al/several proper one(s); see e.g. N640.

17. Key generation on-the-fly should be described, eg as a note

at the end of 6.1.2, saying that conparison with keys generated
on-the-fly character for character is an equival ent way of

i npl enenting the key generation,and may elim nate el aborate

key generation when a difference is to be found in the first few
characters.

SE: well, that is allowed for anyway. This is a detail |owleve
i npl ementation issue, and is even conpletely automatic in some
programm ng | anguages (not even the application programer needs
to do anything special to get this behavior). W need say nothing
about it in 14651.

18. Position should be specifiable on all levels, as it is |egacy from
PGSI X.

SE: no.

a) It should be possible to specify backwards on levels 2 and 4.
b) “position” must not be allowed for any |evel

c) for subkey |length reduction nmethods that do not change the
ordering see suggested annex Q (N642).

d) allow for declaring ‘neighborhoods’ for some weights, these
can, but should not be required to, be used by one of the nethods
descri bed in annex Q

19. Toggles "ifdef" etc as in 14652 should be reintroduced.

SE: they don’t appear useful enough. Note that the data format is
normative for annex A only. Nowhere el se.

20. The conformance cl ause needs to be refornulated. It should not
be possible to claimconformance to 14651 if full tailoring

is not available with the application. That woul d nean that

eg. Dani sh specifications cannot be acconpdated by the application
and that defeats the mamin purpose of this standard. The confornmance
cl ause does not read as English. Ith should al so be possible

for a specification to claimconfornmance - possibly in the

way of 6.4 tailoring.
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SE: hmm yes. Many systens have ‘fixed
by name or simlar. Shall we require that
able to do detailed tailoring?
user)?

tailorings,
“end users”
Whi ch end- user

just accessed
nmust be

(progranmmer, ATM

21. The Danish test data in annex B should be replaced with the

fol | owi ng:
A'S
ANDRE

[ SEE N after S?

ANDRE
ANDREAS

AS

CA

GA

CB

cC

DA

PA

DB

BC

DSB

D. S. B.

DSC

EKSTRA- ARBEJ DE
EKSTRABUD
EKSTRAARBEJ DE

SE:
AA as A gives a somewhat strange result here.
t hat ?

Do DS really want

HZST

HAAG

HANDBOG
HAANDVARKSBANKEN
Kar |

kar |

NI ELS J@RGEN

NI ELS- J@RGEN

NI ELSEN

[ SEE E after J?

REE, A
REE, B
REE, L
REE, V
SCHYTT, B
SCHYTT, H
SCHUTT, H
SCHYTT, L
SCHUTT, M
3

SS

SSA

STORE VI LDMOSE
STOREKAR

[ SE: K after V?

STORM PETERSEN
STORMLY

[ SE: L after P?

THORVALD
THORVARDUR
PORVARPUR



THYGESEN

VESTERGARD, A
VESTERGAARD, A
VESTERGARD, B

N678

SE:
to collate AA as Ais nore a phone-book like thing to do on a per
nane basis, rather than ‘every AA. O?
ABLE
ABLE
ZBERG
OBERG
[ SEE O >0

end of Dennmark coments;
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begi nni ng of France coments
TITLE: French ballot coments on | SO IEC FCD 14651 - Method for Conparing
Character Strings and Description of a Common Tail orable Ordering Tenpl ate

SOURCE: AFNOR
DATE: 1999-04-08

France votes YES on FCD 14651, with the followi ng comment:

Insufficient effort has been done to define an acceptable ordering for
some | esser-used scripts.

A lot of scripts are actually ordered based just on Unicode code val ues.
When WG20 can find sone existing practice of a culturally accepted
ordering not conflicting with another one, these practices should be
i ncluded in FCD 14651 default tenplate ordering.

We suggest that experts of those scripts should be invited to define a
correct default ordering.

For exanple, this is the case for Tam | (like npst other indic scripts)
and Thai scripts, where evidence of existing practice has been denonstrated
and no evidence of other equally valid practice has been found.

However, considering these issues are nore of a concern for nationa
bodi es where those scripts are in wi despread use, and even if there is a
Tam | conmunity in the French territory Reunion |sland,
we suggest that this work should be done, perhaps in a future anmendnment
to this forthcom ng standard

As the sanme problemexists with any new codepoints added in the UCS, we
al so suggest that we should contact SO IEC JTCl/ SC2/ W32 to ensure the
exi sting procedures to register new characters are adjusted to include
the needed informations to update the forthconming collation standard.

end of France comments;
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begi nni ng of Germany conments

The Gernman nenber body vote is "No" with coments.

If the technical conments are resol ved satisfactorily, the German "no
vote will be changed to a "Yes" unless other significant changes be made
to the standard in an unsatisfactory way.

I nt roducti on

Gener al

Germany wi shes to thank the editor for many fundanental inprovenents of
this draft over the previous FCD. They greatly increase the useful ness of
the future standard and render void many essential Gernan concerns.

German coments touch upon two principal points:

Techni cal conments on the body of the draft and on Annexes_B-E
Comments on the normati ve Common Tenpl ate Tabl e (Annex_A).

Germany does not conment on matters of English style as it is expected
that this will be inproved by native English speakers. Lack of explicit
coments on this should not be taken as endorsenent of a style that is, as
yet, not always a paragon of clarity. There are many paragraphs where

"l oose ends" are noticable, caused probably by numerous cuts and
rewor ki ngs over time. Furthernore, Germany does not comment on purely
typographic deviations fromthe 1SO drafting rules (e._g. senicol ons

ought to be used to terminate itenms of unordered lists). It is confident
that these points will be addressed by the editor at a |ater stage

Comments on the body of the draft

I ntroduction, 2nd paragraph
Thi s paragraph should best be renoved al together, or at |east
reformul ated in such a way that it does not inply any nore that the syntax
of the Commopn Tenplate Table (hereafter CTT) is in any way nornative. The
current formul ati on of the whol e paragraph is unfortunate in this
respect. The draft does not -- and nust not -- mandate that conformant
applications can either directly exchange ordering specifications or even
use the CTT in the syntax used in Annex_A.

| SE: agree |

To stress this point, it is advisable to add another annex with the
speci fication of another possible syntax. The XM.-conformnt Swedish
suggestion can serve as a useful starting point.

SE: Make an XM. version of the table the one printed and the one
with the normative data (not format). Add further formats with
the sane data (or an as close an approxi mati on as possible) in an
acconpanying CD (and at a stable web site, if possible).

I ntroduction, 4th paragraph
Renpbve 2nd sentence.

| SE: agree

Scope: 1st dash
Remove text in brackets ["(independently of coding)"]. Change the
formulation in the remai nder of that paragraph to stress that mappi ngs
from|1SO | EC 10646 to any ot her coding schenme are al so pernissible.

[ SE: agree
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Scope: 2nd dash
Renpbve phrase "using a variant of the Backus-Naur Form (BNF)" as the
reference format as such does not use the BNF. It is sinply
<enmpdefi ned</en> using the BNF synt ax.
| SE: agree; but we should use XM instead.

Scope: Note
Renpve note.

Scope: Additions
Add an entry under the heading "This International Standard does#/ +not#/ -
mandate" to stress that no preparatory procedures are prescribed, but is
normal |y necessary. G ve a reference to Annex_C.

[ SE: agree |

Definitions: 4.9
The term <enpdept h</enr does not el ucidate the problem but rather
explains an X with an Y. Either define the termor chose a different
fornul ation.
[ SE. see list of definitions in the SE coments. |

Definitions: 4.10
The <enpreference conpari son net hod</en» shoul d be defined or explained
in nore detail before.

Definitions: 4.11</Conment On>
In the context of this draft the "set of strings" can al ways be
understood as having one and only one nenber (no preparatory procedures
are part of the standard itself). Therefore change the fornul ation
accordi ngly.
| SE: the “set of strings” is all the strings about to be coll ated |

Definitions: 4.11 (suggestion)
Repl ace the word <enporder</enk by <enpsequence</ent and reformul ate
the phrase accordingly.

Synbol s and abbrevi ati ons

Simplify the matter of code-dependence on | SO | EC _10646. Any application
is conformant that is able to achieve identical results as those of
section_6, but not necessarily in the same way. A mapping between sone
encodi ng system and the UCS and back can be seen as a special case of the
preparation of character strings (cf._6.1.1) and of the presentation of
the resulting sequence after ordering. Therefore, w thout |oss of
generality, a character can be seen as being part of the UCS. In
consequence, the 2nd paragraph except the |last sentence should be renoved
and the 3rd paragraph can be reformul ated accordingly, i._e. it can refer
to the private-zone UCS codi ng without further preconditions.

SE: agree nostly (mapping back fromthe UCS not needed, just keep
the original for later retrieval).

Requi renments: 6. 1. 1</ Coment On>

Clarify 1st sentence of the 2nd paragraph. Recomendati on: <reconpAt
m ni num the preparation shall guarantee that either only preconposed
characters or only conbining sequences, which in the context of the
conformant application are deened equivalent, are presented to the
conparison nethod ...</reconp

Requirements: 6.2.2.1

This section is not explained in necessary detail and clarity. Concepts

I'i ke <enpstacks</enr are suddenly inplied ("stacking of the token will be
done"), push and pop operations appear. None of these operations have been
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referred to before nor are they explicitely used thereafter.

Technically, the al gorithm which the editor obviously has in mnd, is, of
course, correct. It should, however, be elaborated in nore detail. The
reader which the editor should have in mnd here is the programer who
knows basi c devices, but has never worked on ordering.

| SE: agree!!! |

Typographically, it is difficult to understand why the three paragraphs
in question are printed with identation

Requi rements: 6.2.2.2
The part from <enpCenerally</ent to the end should be handled as a note
or alternatively as a section (6.2.3) of its own.

[ SE: agree, but it would be better to put it earlier |

Level _3: The topic of #/+variant character shapes#/- ("modified letters")
nmust be dealt with on level _2 to ensure maximal conpatibility with
pan- Eur opean requirenents. It has no conceptual |ikeness to "case" and is
not normally used on level 3 (cf._also the tayloring of Informative
Annex_B. 1).

SE: it is unclear what DE nmeans by “variant character shapes”

here; things |ike ETH and LETTER AE are now di stingui shed at | eve
1, while font and wi dth changes are handl ed at |evel 3.

Di stinguishing font and width differences earlier than level 3 is
not acceptable. Distinguishing themlater than |Ievel 3 would not
be acceptable to nbost NBs (or inplenmenters) involved.

Di stinguishing ETH from D (and the like) at level 2 rather than
level 1; well |1"mnot sure..

Requi renments: 6.3.2

Make all text of the explanatory [l.e....]-statenents into notes to
stress their informative character or consider other neans to achieve that
end. Such a solution mght be to add an infornative annex that explains
these and other points which concern the syntax of the CTT.

SE: This rules sections are so tangled that | haven't reviewed
them properly yet. Going for XML would sinplify a |ot, making

some rul es not needed, and sone other should be refornul ated and
sinplified. Having themas is will just scare people off!

Requi rements: 6.3 and W1
<tt>hex"_synbol </tt>'s are not defined.

Requirements: 6.3.3, items 14 to |6

The ternms <enpnormal fornk/em, <enpeval uated [wei ght table]</enm and
<empcol | ation-el enent - wei ghted</enm> are inplicitly defined here, but are
used nowhere else. Either the definitions are considered to be of
sufficient inportance to be included in the "Definitions"-section proper
or they should be renpved altogether. In part, they can al so be
incorporated in the specifications thenselves, as they explain sone
requi renents nore concicely then the correspondi ng specification itself.

Requi renments: 6.4
Remove 2nd sentence of 1st paragraph

Annex_B. 2

Align the presentation of the delta with that of Annex_B.1 (as it stands
the presentation is not conformant to 6.4) and renove all references to
the mmenonics which are altogether irrelevant in this context.
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Annex_C (general)

Add a renmark on the inportance of higher |evel protocols (e._g. markup
system SGW.) for correct evaluation of nunerals and other prehandling
objects (e._g. units -- keys -- in a phone book). <enmpContext</ent rarely
suffices to achieve anything like #/ +total certainty#/-. Many of the
tasks are quite trivial if we assume an internal tagging like

A<Tenmper at urel nC*>- 97</ Tenper aturel nC*> (cf._C. 2.4), but bordering on the
i npossible to solve reliably without them (In C 2.4 the word
<enpTenperature: </ en> can be regarded as an inplicit tag, but npst texts
are not nearly that schematic as the exanples in this annex assune).

SE: well, street nanes with nunbers, version nunbering, nuneric
tabul ar data where one does not want to convert the nunmerals to
some ot her nunmber representation (for |oss of accuracy) before
col l ation

It is to be considered if Annex_C really needs to be quite as detailed
and extensive as it currently is.

SE: I'd like to keep it essentially as is..

EXCEPT that C.3 should be del eted!

Annex_C. 1, 1st dash (m nor)
Wiy are the nanmes of the strings in capitals?

Annex_C. 1, 2nd dash (m nor)

The exanple text is sonmewhat obscure (e._g. the remark "according to

nobl e origin or not" presupposes know edge that this is of inportance when
ordering).

Annex_C. 2

The text needs to be clarified to sonme extend (e. _g. what are "Run-

t oget her nuneral s"?).

SE: e.g. part nunbers; 94051, 94 m ght be a category nunber (or
year numnber) and 051 a sequence nunmber within that category, but
there is no punctuation between them

Annex_C. 2. 2

A cautionary note should be added to stress that these preparatory steps
have in sonme cases (e._g. ordering of tel ephone nunbers in phone books)
undesi rabl e consequences and should then be avoi ded.

Annex C. 2.3, 3rd paragraph
The 2nd sentence ought to be nodified. "total certainty" can rarely be
achi eved even with information on the context.

[ SE: agree (that was the editor’s addition, not nine!)

Annex_D, item V.2

Change the fornul ation of the last sentence of the 1st paragraph. Gernman
dictionaries usually enploy the German norm DI N_5007. Sone dictionaries
explicitely refer to this norm others sinply use it w thout further
clarification, still others explain their ordering principles in sone
detail.

Annex_D, item V.3
Renpbve phrase <enmpfor the first tine</em> in the fourth paragraph

Anenx_D, item VI
Renove this item

Comrents on Annex_A: Common Tenpl ate Tabl e</ H1>
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General: Nanes of internal synbols
Ei t her reduce all nanmes to a maxi mum of five letters for consistency or
(preferably) give less cryptic nanes to all of them (e._g.
<tt >"<MACRO\'></tt > i nst ead of <tt>"<MACRO*></tt > and

<t t >*<DOUBLE"_TI LDE*></1tt > i nstead of <tt>"<D0360"></tt>). Nanes
shoul d best be derived fromtheir description in the UCS
| SE: agree

Variant |etter shapes
As nentioned above, variant |letter shapes nust be distinguished on
I evel 2 instead of level 3. Letters such as <tt>F WTH HOOK</tt >
(<tt>"<U01927></tt>) shoul d best be treated as second | eve
letters. Ideally, only a-z and thorn should be treated as first |eve
|l etters, though Germany sees this last statement as a strong suggestion
for discussion.
| SE: See above. |

Rel ative order of scripts (point of discussion)

It is seriously to be considered if the relative order of scripts should
not follow a general East-to-Wst schene as proposed by the last UK
comments. This could easily be achieved by "internal tailoring"

the CIT as already done for the special characters of

CAN/ CSA Z243. 4.1-1998. GCernmmny sees this, however, only as a strong
suggestion for an internal discussion in W30.

SE: ‘internal tailoring’ as per “reorder-after” statenents is not
acceptable (at all).

It would be acceptable to have separate |evel 1 weight nane
sequences for different scripts, e.g.

<base- 1-wei ghts name-prefix="S" start="295" end="6C4"
cnt ="[ Synbol s and ] plus and m nus sign"/>

<base- 1- wei ghts name-prefi x="N' start="6C5" end="6CE" cnt="Digits
0-9 in various al phabets"/>

<base- 1-wei ghts name-prefix="La" start="6CF" end="..." cmt="Latin
letters and | PA"/ >

<base- 1-wei ghts name-prefix="G" start="..." end="..." cm="G eek
letters"/>

<base- 1- wei ght s name-prefix="Cy" start="..." end="..."
cnm="Cyrillic letters"/>

<base-1-wei ghts nane-prefix="..." start="..." end="..." cnt="and
so on"/>

<base- 1-wei ght s name-prefix="HJ" start="..." end="FFD' cnt ="Hangu
Jam"/ >

<base- 1- wei ght s name- prefi x="Han" start="4E00" end="9FA5"
cnt="Synbols for Han in the BMP'/>

<base- 1- wei ght - ext nanme="HANCOWP" val ue="9FD0" cnt ="Level 1 base
wei ght for 12 misc. conpatibility Han."/>

<nodi f - 1- wei ght s basi s=" HANCOW" name- prefi x="MX" start="2"
end="D" cnt="Modifier weights for 12 msc. Han in the BMP, only to
fol | ow HANCOWP" / >

<base- 1- wei ght - ext nane="HANEXTA" val ue="9FD1" cnt="Level 1 base
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wei ght for Han ext A "/>

<nodi f - 1- wei ght s basi s="HANEXTA" name- prefi x="MA" start="002"
end="FFF" cnt="Modifier weights for Han ext. Ain the BMP; only to
f ol | ow HANEXTA"/ >

<base- 1- wei ght - ext nanme="HANPLN2" val ue="9FD2" cnt="Level 1 base
wei ght for Han in plane 2."/>

<nodi f - 1- wei ght s basi s="HANPLN2" name- prefi x="MB" start="0002"
end="FFFF" cmt ="Modifier weights for Han in Plane 2; only to
fol |l ow HANPLN2"/ >

This makes the scripts relatively easy to reorder by tailoring,
wi t hout being too cryptic.

Script: Geek
Maxi mum conpati bility with the specifications of ELOT as presented in
WG20/ NXXXX is to be sought. To achieve this the breathing marks Psili and
Dasi a shoul d precede the other diacritics. This is alsoinline with
usual Greek (cf. the study CEN TC304/ Nyyy. <tt>COVBI NI NG COVIVA
ABOVE</tt> and >tt>COVBI Nl NG REVERSED COMVA ABOVE</tt> (with which Psil
and Dasia are -- unwisely -- unified in the UCS) are diacritics which
appear infrequently in |languages other than Greek, whereas in G eek they
are very frequent indeed. Cf. _also the approach of the E

| SE: agree |

Script: Cyrillic

The order for Cyrillic is not inline with pan-Cyrillic requirenments and
contains numerous errors. The sequence nust be brought in line with the
specifications from GOST as reflected in the current edition of the
European Ordering Rules (cf. _EOR). Detailed docunentation both from GOST
itself and fromother sources will be made avail able to WG20 before the
May neeti ng.

SE: the motivations for this is not sufficiently well-argued as
yet. (soneone referring to their Yudit config file (N662) does
not count! References to well-known dictionaries do.)

Script: Ceorgian

The ordering of Georgian should be coordinated with the results of
ongoi ng di scussion with experts in the field both from Georgia itself and
in academ c organi zati ons.

end of Gernmany comments;
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begi nning of Ireland comments

Irish comments on FCD | SO 14651
Ref erence: SC22 N2844

Cl oses: 1999-04-08

Date: 1999-04-08

Al t hough Ireland voted positively on the draft on 1998-01-26, we now
wi sh, because of subsequent review of the docunent, to reverse our
position. Ireland votes No on the FCD draft.

Many of our our objections are editorial in nature, and we believe that
our No vote can be turned back to Yes easily if the followi ng points are
addressed appropriately by SC22/ W320:

1 The English text nmust be revised so that it is in all cases
unambi guous and granmatically correct.
2 Informative text in the Comopn Tenpl ate nust be revised so that

the inplication is not nmade that French backwards-ordering of
accents is not a special case.

3 The assertion that small letters ordered before capital letters
is the normal practice for the English |anguage is not nade and
is renoved frominformative annex D

4 The Canadi an and Dani sh exanpl e benchmar ks nust provi de enough
exanples to interpret the specifications fromwhich they are
derived.

5 The Conmon Tenpl ate should contain orderings for all Anendnents

to 10646 up to Amendnent 31, not up to Anendnent 7. Ogham
Cherokee, and Runic are already in order (except for the Ogham and
Runi ¢ punctuation); Canadian Syllabics will require sonme work

to get it right.

1. W& have remarked on earlier drafts of this International Standard that
the use of the English |language is in many cases either anbi guous or
grammatically incorrect. We had offered to prepare a corrected version
but because text was not provided to us in tine before the | ast neeting
W20, we were forced to withdraw our offer of making the corrections. W
of fer now again to provide a new version with docunment revision
annotations. W feel strongly about this because in reviewing the draft,
we were often forced to stop and read al oud certain passages in order to
deci pher the intended neani ng. Exanpl es of grammmatically incorrect or
anmbi guous sent ences:

1 It is denonstrated that by tailoring the Common Tenplate Table to
add extra token values at level 2 for all preconposed characters
affected by a diacritics diacritic, it is possible to acconplish
i dentical results for conbining sequences w thout requiring that
preparation.

2 The scanning properties for the level i being processed needs to
be carefully nonitored. When there is a change in scanning
direction at level i (this inplies inmplying that the character
bei ng processed conmes froma block that which is different from
the preceding character processed and which has different
scanni ng properties) and the new direction is backward, stacking

of the token will be done at the position where the change of
direction has occurred.
3 If the order_start_entry does not uses use the position value at

I evel mof a block (the position value is explicitly used in the
tenplate for the only bl ock defined) then the formati on of subkey
level mis done in exactly the sanme way as the above-defined
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formation.

4 WF7. No two section_definition_entryOs instances of
section_definition_entry in a tailored_table nay contain the sane
values in their section_identifierQOs instances of
section_identifier. [l.e. That is, nultiple definition of
sectionOs is prohibited; section_identifierGOs instances of
section_identifier nust be unique.]

5 [I.e., That is, if one takes two strings, builds keys for each

based on table 1 and conpares them one should al ways get the sane

results as when one builds keys for them based on table 2 and
conmpare conpares them|]

6 In cases where the applications an application has provision to
allow the end-user to tailor the table hinself or herself, any
statement of conformance shall indicate which ones of the 4

el ements of the previous list are tailorable and which ones are
not tail orable.

7 Whenever the Commopn Tenpl ate Table is refered referred externally
as a starting point in a given context, either applicative or
contractual [WHATDOESTHI SMEAN???], it shall be referenced using
the nane | SO14651_ 1999 TABLE1l

8 For very big large, or very tiny small, values, one often uses
formats |ike 2.5*107 (to just pick one possible way of witing
these for the purposes of the exanples here).

9 But the Common Tenpl ate Table has digits as specifies digits to
be level 1 significant.

10 Such processing is beyond the scope of this Internationa
St andard, though however.

11 A plublic-donmain public-donmain reduction technique is described

in details detail (with anple nunerous exanpl es) in Technique de
rOduction - Tris informatiques ~ quatre cl s, Alain LaBont[,

M ni st Ore des Communi cations du Qulbec, June 1989 1989-06 (| SBN
2-550-19965-0) .

12 To illustrate this (w thout discussing context analysis which is
not necessary in what follows), exanples of dictionary sequences
are given here for two | anguages whi ch whose native order is not
in the Cormon Tenpl ate table:

2. The Conmon Tenpl ate st ates:

% To tailor for French accent handling, or not to make French

% a special case add an order_start statenent

% and order_end for Latin in the Latin section, as follows:

% order _start Latin;forward; backward; f orward; f orward, position

In Ireland we consider French to be a special case, which in fact yields
incorrect sorting for our first official |anguage, and we disagree with
the inplication here, nanely, that Onot making French a special caseO

does no harm French is a special case of the default tenplate, just as
Dani sh and Swedi sh are. The Common Tenpl ate nust read

% To tailor for French accent handling, add an

% order _start statement and order_end for Latin

%in the Latin section, as follows:

% order _start Latin;forward; backward; f orward; f orward, position
3. Annex D states:

3. The third deconposition breaks ties for quasi-honmographs different

14



N678
only because upper-case and | ower-case characters are used. This tine,
the tradition is well established in English and Gernman dictionaries,
where | ower case al ways precedes upper case in honographs, while the
tradition is not well established in French dictionaries, which generally
use only accented capital letters for common word entries. In known
French dictionaries where upper and | ower case letters are m xed, the
capitals generally conme first, but this is not an established and stated
rul e, because there are nunerous exceptions.

This is, as we have said many tines to SC22/ W20, incorrect. Lower case
does not precede upper case in English. The concise Oxford dictionary of
current English, cited in the JTCL and CEN directives as a standard for
the English | anguage, consistently gives, in its 8th edition (1990) and
its 9th edition (1998) the follow ng:

August (ront h) May (nonth)

august (venerabl e) may (be able)
Mar ch (nont h) Pol i sh (of Pol and)
march (tread) pol i sh (shine)

Mass (ritual)
mass (heap)

So for a Conmon Tenplate it is advisable to use English and Gernman
traditions, if one wants to group the |argest possible nunmber of
| anguages toget her.

This rationale is therefore unacceptable, as it is untrue. The reason the
Common Tenpl ate has smalls before capitals (which we do not prefer) is
because that is what is specified in the Unicode tenplate. This text nust
be revised.

Let's note here by the way that in Dennmark, upper case cones before | ower
case, a different but well established rule. This is a second fact
calling for adaptability in the nodel used in this standard.

This same rule is used for the English | anguage.

Exanpl e: to have the follow ng order: "august", "August", nunbers could
be assigned indicating respectively "II1III", "ulllll", where "I" means
| ower case and "u" upper case.
This exanple is not sufficient. The actual syntax for ordering smalls

bef ore caps which appears in the Cormmon Tenpl ate shoul d be repeated here,
along with the actual syntax for ordering caps before smalls.

SE: By all neans, order capitals before “smalls” by default.

I N ANY CASE, there should be only two named wei ghts whose wei ght
val ues shoul d be swapped to consistently get it the other way
around. NOT as in the balloted table, where a handful of weights
needs adjustment for such a swap. See N641 on how to achieve

t hi s!

4. The Canadi an delta specifies treatnment of THORN and ETH but the
benchmark does not contain exanples containing these characters. Please
add: 2orsmsrk, Thorvardur, 2orvariiur, medal, nefal. The Dani sh benchmark
exanpl es of REE and RYE are not sufficient to denonstrate E vs. Y. Please
add nmore exanples as well as exanpl es of such as Ree and RCe.

5. The draft is a bit overloaded with references to English, French, and
German. A few nore exanples from ot her | anguages woul d be preferred.
[ SE: agree |
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end of Irel and coments;
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begi nni ng of Japan comments

From haruhana@tscj.ipsj.or.jp Thu Apr 8 11:42:58 1999

Subj ect: Japan's vote on SC22N2844

Conments on FCD 14651.2
The National Body of Japan di sapproves FCD 14651.2 for the reasons bel ow.

If the comments are satisfactorily resolved, Japan will change its vote to
approval

J.1) dobal:

This draft contains many errors and is too difficult to understand because
it throws away a great deal of the mmterial devel oped in FCD 14651.1 and

t he

LC COLLATE section in FCD 14652. 1.

Japan agreed to nake FCD 14651. 2 i ndependent of 14652 assuning that the
wel | di scussed and sophisticated part of 14652 would be inported in the
second FCD thus enabling us to review it as FCD. But the current draft is
far fromthat. W request to put it back to a m xture of FCD 14651.1 and
the LC_COLLATE section in FCD 14652.1 which have been studied by nmany
people. If our request is rejected, the project should be put back to the
CD st age.

SE: Agree on that better explanations are needed. We do not agree
that 14652 is the right place to | ook for this.

J.2) dobal:

There are many inconsi stencies about tailoring and "delta".
Japan considers that the followi ng principles should be reconfirmed in the
FCD di sposition before any other detailed discussion

a) The Common Tenpl ate Table (CTT, hereafter) is not a table
to be used by the ordering nethod -- the CIT al ways needs
tailoring.
[ SE: this does not say nuch, since a tailoring may be enpty.

b) Tailoring is always described as a delta to CTT.
c) The tailored table is a result of applying a delta to CIT,

d) The tailored table is a table assuned in the reference nethod
description.
SE: the reference nmethod should refer to the collation itens and
their weight strings as seen via the tailoring used.

J.3) p.iv, Introduction, the first sentence:
The sentence

This International Standard provides a nethod for ordering
text data worl dwi de, and provides a Common Tenpl ate
Tabl e whose tailoring eases adaptation of a specific script
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whil e retaining universal properties for other scripts
shoul d be changed to

This International Standard provides a nethod for ordering
text data worl dwi de, and provides a Common Tenpl ate

Tabl e whose tailoring eases adaptation for culturally specific
handl i ng of some scripts with mniml efforts.

because tailoring of the Cormbon Tenplate Table usually deals with two or
nor e

scripts and the wording "universal properties for other scripts" may be
interpreted as if there were an universally accepted set of collating
properties for each script.

N678

| SE: agree

J.4) p.1, 1 Scope, bullet 1:
In the first bullet

- A sinmple nmethod of reference for conparing two characters strings
in order to deternmine their respective order in a sorted |ist.

The nethod is applicable on strings that exploit the full repertoire
of SO I EC 10646 (independently of coding).

"10646" shoul d be changed to "10646-1" because the syntax "Uxxxx"

allows only to refer to BMP.

J.5) p.1, 1 Scope, bullet 1:

The sentence
This method uses transformation tables derived fromeither the
Common Tenpl ate Table defined in this International Standard or
fromone of its tailorings.

shoul d be changed to
This nmethod uses transformation tables derived from
tabl e specifications tailored fromthe Conmon Tenpl ate Tabl e
defined in this International Standard.

because the Common Tenpl ate Table without tailoring should not be used

as a source of transformation tables.

J.6) p.1, 1 Scope, bullet 4:
p.11, 6.5 Nanme of the Common Tenpl ate Tabl e:

The fourth bullet in the scope and the subclause 6.5 should be renoved
because defining the reference nane for Common Tenpl ate Tables is not a
matter of this standard but a matter of the referencing systens.

| SE: agree

NOTE) The addition of the reference nane does not
depend on the NB comments to the first FCD

J.7) p.1, 1 Scope:
18
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Add a bull et
- Requirenments for a declaration of the differences between
the conparison table used in applications and the Conmon

Tenpl at e Tabl e,

in order to cover the contents of subclause 6. 4.
| SE: agree

J.8) p.2, 2. Conformance:

An application is not appropriate as a target for defining conformnce. W
propose to define the conformance of "a text data", "an ordering service
with built-in table", and "an ordering service without built-in table" as
fol |l ows:

2 Conformance

The order of a text data according to a declared

tailored table is conformng to this International Standard
if the text data coincides with the output of the referenced
met hod prescribed in clause 6. with sone input data and

the tailored table input.

An ordering service with a built-in and declared tailored table
is conforming to this International Standard if the order of each
out put for an input data according to the built-in tailored table
is conforming to this International Standard.

An ordering service without built-in table is conforn ng
to this International Standard
if the order of each output data for a pair of an input data and
a declared tailored table is
conformng to this International Standard
| SE: seens ok |

J.9) p.2, 2 Conformance

NOTE: This comnment needs not be considered if the comment J.8
is accepted.

The sent ence

More specifically, it is the responsibility of inplenenters to
show how their delta declaration is related to the table syntax
described in clause 6.3, and how the conparison nmethod they use.

shoul d be sinplified to

More specifically, it is the responsibility of inplenmenters to
show how their delta declaration is related to the table syntax
described in clause 6. 3.

because the phrase "how the conparison nmethod they use" is not
granmatically

correct and inplenenters need not to nake open their inner mechanisns if
only their outputs are conformng
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J. 10 p. 2, 2 Conformance:

NOTE: This conment needs not be considered if the comment J.8
is accepted.

The sentence
Any declaration of conformty to this International Standard shal
be acconpanied by a declaration of the tailoring delta described
in clause 6.4 in case tailoring is not provided by the concerned
application

shoul d be changed to
Any decl aration of conformity to this International Standard shal
be acconpanied with a declaration of the tailoring delta described
in clause 6.4

because the Common Tenplate Table will not be in work wi thout tailoring.

If this request is rejected, the words "in case" in this sentence should be

repl aced by the word "unl ess".

J.11) p.2, 2. Conformance, 2nd para.

NOTE: This conment needs not be considered if the comment J.8
is accepted.

The | ast sentence, which |acks the subject, should be renpved because it is
covered by the first sentence of this clause.

J.12) p.3, 4.7 "glyph", 4.8 "graphic character”

The second sentence in 4.8 "graphic character"” should be renoved because
its

meaning is already introduced in the first sentence by "that has a visua

representation ..."

The definition 4.7 "glyph" should be renoved because it is used only in 4.8
thus the first part of the followi ng UK comment on the first FCD

A definition of "glyph" is required (Clause 4 para 3) if this
termis to be used. Alternatively, the use of the term"graphic
synmbol" (as in |ISO | EC 10646, section 4.19) nmay be preferable.

becones neani ngl ess now.

J.13) p.4, 6.1.1 Preparation of character strings:
This subcl ause 6.1.1 should be put out of the subclause 6.1 (say the new

clause 7) because the subclause 6.1.1 discusses about the outside of the
ref erence nethod.

J.14) p.4-7, 6.2 Building the ordering key used in the reference conparison
met hod:
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Al t hough there are descriptions for building subkeys, there is no
description for building a nuneric key to be used in 6. 1.

Japan considers that the drastic change of the algorithmfromthe first FCD
produced nany fatal deficiencies.

Japan reconmends to put back the whole content as a nerge of FCD 14651.1
and

the related part of CD 14652.

SE: the reference nmethod needs to be described better, but
is not the place to look for it.

14652

J.15) p.7, 6.3 Common Tenplate Table: formation and interpretation
The rel ation between the syntax defined here and the semantics in the
previ ous subclause is too poor as a standard and this subclause 6.3

contains many errors in itself. See the detailed conments bel ow.

J.15-1,
manner .
[ SE: no,

A obal ) The production rules should be presented in a top-down

an XML format (via a DTD) should be used instead

J.15-2, dobal) The names of the terms should be exactly the same as are
used in other places e.g. the nane "untailored_tenplate_table" in Rule 46
shoul d be changed to "conmon_tenpl ate_t abl e”

J.15-3, Rule 44) The two lines in CTT
section CANSpecial s

and

reorder-section-after CANSpecial <UOOl1lF>
are illegal according to the BNF.

or they should be renpved from CTT.
SE: they should be renmoved, and the entire |eve

rewor ked conpletely. (See the Swedish conments.)

They shoul d be changed as sinple_line's

4 needs to be

J.15-4, Rule 24, 20) The nultiple synmbol weight definition in CIT such as

<U4EQ00>. . <U9FA5> <S4EQ00>. . <S9FA5>; <BLANK>; <M N>; <U4E00>. . <U9FA5>

is illegal according to the BNF. The production rules should be supplied
SE: see N639, or better
<! ELEMENT ci 1s EMPTY>
<I ATTLI ST ci 1s
nmc-start NMTOKEN #REQUI RED
nt c- end NMT OKEN #REQUI RED
vl-start NMTOKENS #REQUI RED
v1-end NMTOKENS #REQUI RED
v2 NMT OKENS #1 MPLI ED
v3 NMT OKENS #1 MPLI ED
v4 NMT OKENS #1 MPLI ED
cmt CDATA "A range of level 1 significant
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collation itenms; note that multiple weights can be generated at
each level, to allow for Hangul syll abl es”
>

J.15-5, Rule 24) "line_conpletion" should be renpved.

J.15-6, Rule 14, 13, 12, 11, 5, 6) Fromthe current definitions,
all the ucs_synbols are recogni zed al so as sinple synbols.

J.15-7, Rule 41, 40) The lines consisting of "line_conpletion" only are
recogni zed as "sinple_line" and "tailoring_line"

SE: many (not all) of these issues (below) would sinply disappear
as issues if we use an XM. DTD i nst ead!

J.15-8, Rule 38) Renpve the second appearance of "space" in order to
match with CTT.

J.15-9, Rule 38) There is no explanation throughout this docunment for
the use of "identifier" here.

J.15-10, Rule 28) "line_conpletion" should be renobved.

J.15-11, Rule 29) "line_conpletion" should be renoved.

J.15-12, dobal) The functionality which is supported by
"collating-el enent" should be supported as a tailoring line.

J.15-13, Rule 1, 10) Make clear that "line_delimter"” is not included
in "character".

J.15-14, Rule 43) This production rule should be renpbved because

it is not referenced.

J.15-15, WF1l) This condition should be nodified to

WF1. Any "sinple_synbol"” occurring in a "nmultiple_|level_token"
must be defined in a "synbol _definition" line in the table.

because there may be a "synbol weight _entry" such as
<a> <al>; <a2>; <a3>; <a4>

where <al>, <a2>, <a3>, or <a4> needs to be greater than <a>

J.15-16, WF1l) The term "hex_synbol" does not appear in BNF.
It should be changed to "ucs_synbol ".

J. 15-17, WF2) This condition should be replaced by an expl anation
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An enpty level _token shall be interpreted as the collating
el ement itself.

in the sane way as POSI X because the current condition prohibits
defining a collation which needs nmore than four |evels.

If this proposal is rejected, the sentence
All multiple_level _token's in a tailored_table nust contain the
sanme
nunber of delimted_ | evel token's
shoul d be changed to
All multiple_level _token's in a tailored_table in a normal form
(see 14 later) nmust contain the sanme nunmber of
delimted_ | evel token's
J.15-18, 11) The text should be changed as foll ows:
1. There are two types of sections.
One type, "sinple definition", consists of the list of

simple_line's

following a section_definition_sinple_entry in a tailored_table.

Anot her type, "list definition", is defined by a
"section_definition_list_entry". It is equivalent

to a "sinple definition" consisting of a list of

"synbol _definition" |ines which are regarded as an expansi on

of the synbol |ist.
Exanpl e)

secti on FOO <ABC>; <DEF>; <GHI >
is equivalent to

section

<ABC>

<DEF>

<CGHl >
(non sinple line)

J.15-19, 12, 13) Usage of the word "same" here is confusing.

J.15-20, 12, 13, 14)

The explanations for tailoring here need sone inprovenents because applying
a nunber of operation sequentially causes a problem of their order and
si de-effects.

For exanpl e, when a synbol <Uxxxx> in CTT is redefined by a "reorder-after”

directive and the synbol is a target synbol in a successive operation
it is not clear which position, old one's or new one's, is preferred.
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J.15-21, 15) It should be explained howto deal with nultiple occurrences
of
a synmbol to be evaluated -- e.g. only the last one should be valid.

J.15-21, 16) The term "hex_synbol" does not appear in BNF.

J.15-22, 16) The sentence

Al'l hex_synbol's are assuned to map to an integra
wei ght val ue equal to that hex_synbol interpreted
as a hexadeci mal nunber

is a source of problenms. The term "hex_synbol" does not appear in BNF.
I f hex_synbol's are equivalent to ucs_synbol's or ones |ike <S0200> in
CTT, the sentence is wong

because ucs_synbol's and ones |i ke <S0200> should be nunbered in the
sequence of table lines along with sinple_synbol's and their nunbers
have no relation with the hexadeci nal val ues except the increnenta
nature in each range specification

J. 15-23, 16) The sentence
Al'l hex_synbol's (ucs_symnbol in our understanding!)
are assuned to map to an integra
wei ght val ue equal to that hex_synbol interpreted
as a hexadeci mal nunber
is wong, because ucs_synbol's should be mapped to an integral also

in the sequence of table lines along with sinple_synbol's and
the val ues have no relation with the hexadeci mal val ues.

J.15-24, Rule 19) CITT includes many |ines which have two or nore "space"s
i medi ately before "coment".

They shoul d be nmodified or the BNF shoul d be nodifi ed.

J.15-25, Rule 5, 11) CTT includes illegal identifiers such as

<2Al GU> 9% COMBI NI NG DOUBLE ACUTE ACCENT
<2GRAV> % COMBI NIl NG DOUBLE GRAVE ACCENT

They shoul d be nmodified or the BNF shoul d be nodifi ed.

J.15-26, Rule 21 and other places) The Rule 21 allows an expression |ike
<ABC>. . <XYZER>

It should be clarified in syntax or in well-fornedness or in interpretation

what are allowed for "synbol list_itemrange" and how they are interpreted.

J.16) p.10-, 6.4 Declaration of delta, 1lst sentence:

The first sentence

It is recommended that tailoring be done starting with the
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Common Tenpl ate tabl e described in annex A

is wong because all the tailoring shall start fromthe Common Tenpl ate
Tabl e.

If this standard allows to define sone collating specification fromthe
scratch, there are many places to be changed.

J.17) p. 17, Annex B.2, Exanple 2 - Danish delta and benchmark

This is a wong exanpl e because it contains no valid order_start entry and
it contains sonme illegal lines starting from"collating-el enent".

J.18) p.10, 6.4 Declaration of a delta:
p.12, Annex A Common Tenpl ate Tabl e:

Two of the three toggling switch, which was the nmjor achi evenents unti
the first FCD and got no NB comment to renove them are omitted
in this draft.

It should be revived in 6.4 and Annex A.

SE: no, tailorings should deal with this by other neans; see e.g.
N639 and N640. Renenber that the format specified in 14651 is
normative for annex A only. It has nothing to do with POSI X, and
that would be nuch clearer if an XML format is used instead!

J.19) d obal
The word "conformant” should be replaced with the word "conformn ng"

end of Japan coments;
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begi nni ng of Netherland coments

From John. Bi j | snma@ni . nl

22N2844 FCD14651
International String Ordering and Conpari son
Met hod for Conparing Character Strings

and Description of a Cormon Tail orabl e Ordering
1999- 04- 08 DI SAPPROVAL W TH COMVENT

The NNI votes NO on FCD 14651 for the reasons detail ed bel ow.
The vote fromthe NNI will turn into yes when the defects indicated
bel ow have been repaired.

-1-
Apart from FCD 14651, another docunent standardizing string sorting
is avail abl e:

Draft Uni code Technical Report #10: Unicode collation algorithm
Conparing both docunents, the following (partial) reasons for a
NO-vot e appear:
- a_
The Uni code Report is much clearer and better defined than the 14651
docunent .
-b-
Bot h docunents describe the algorithm(s) in informal English
It is therefore inpossible to present a fornmal reasoning or nmathenatica
proof that the algorithnms are equal (if they are supposed to be) or are
not equal and inplenment different functionality (if they are supposed to
be different) It is simlarly inpossible to proof that a programcorrectly
i npl enents one of these algorithns (or both algorithmns).
SE: agree; the reference nmethod needs to be described in a nmuch
nore detailed way. Otherwise it is not a nethod, and cannot be
used for reference.

_C_

It seens that both descriptions are not equival ent.

There seemto be differences in particular regarding |evel 4.
This is said with some prudence given the issue -b- above.

Summary of -1-:
The NNI is of the opinion that the world has no need for having two
(al most) equal sorting standards. The current situation is seen as a
source of confusion and a waste of standardization resources.
The NNI thinks that only one of these devel opnents should be conti nued.
| SE: and then there is the EOR too... |

-2-

Quite some comments have conme in on the previous FCD

This has led to a large delta between the previous and the current
docunent. Because this delta was to be expected, the NNI had requested
that the current docunent is issued as a CD instead of an FCD

WG20 has decided to issue an FCD, therewith neglecting what the F in FCD
stands for.

After this round, a simlar delta is to be expected. The NNl therefore
repeats its request to issue the next docunment as a CD

- 3-
The previous docunment contai ned many uncl ear definitions and cl auses.
Wil e sone inprovenent has been noticed, the rewiting that has taken
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pl ace has introduced many new anbi guiti es.
Bel ow we will first give sone general remarks and then sone renarks
related to the paragraphs in the docunent.

General remark 1:

There are still quite a few sentences in the docunent that are clearly
not witten in proper English. This nakes the docunent difficult to
under st and.

General remark 2:
There are quite a few occurrences of words that do not belong in an IS
We nention just a few. mninumof efforts, fundanental choices, highly
recommended, straightforward, challenge, sinple, a |ot of, excellent,
careful ly.

| SE: agree |

General remark 3:
The precision of definitions and wording still |eaves nuch to be desired.
Some of the detailed issues bel ow are consequences of the textua
anmbiguities in the docunent.

| SE: agree |

Det ai |l ed renmnarks:

Re | ntroduction

There is still confusion about the precise neaning (or difference in
meani ng)
of 'ordering', 'collation' and 'conparison’

The exanple of 'English as a poor exception' sounds negative
and is unintelligible.

Re 1 Scope:

Is "a method of reference for conparing two character strings' (first
dash) the sane as 'the conparison nethod' (third dash)?

....any equivalent method giving the sane results is acceptable.
Are there equivalent nethods giving different results?
Are there non-equival ent nethods giving the same results?

Re 2 Conf or mance
section => cl ause

paragraph 2: crippled English
Re 3 Normative References:

8859 and 14652 are m ssing.
[ SE: NO, NEI THER OF THERE ARE TO BE REFERRED TO NORMATI VELY!! |

Re 4 Definitions:
The notions of 'object', '"elenent', 'conparison elenent' and 'internally
have not been clarified.

4.10 discusses 'the reference conparison nmethod'. Is this the sanme as
"a nethod of reference' in clause 17

4.11 states that ordering affects two SETS OF strings, whereas clause 1
states that ordering affects TWO STRI NGS.
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Re 6 Requirenents:

6.1 states 'Reference nethod' whereas 6.1.1 states 'conpari son nethod
Are these the sane?

Al t hough not part of the scope of this IS ......

It is unclear whether this part is normative or not.

If this part is not normative, requirenents as presented under 6.1.1
shoul d be noved to an informative annex.

....described in 6.1...
This is unclear as this is clause 6. 1.

...are nmeant to be equival ent.
The notion of equivalent is unclear.

6.1.2 ...... the al gorithm of key formation described in clause 6.2 ..
6.2 does not describe 'key formation'; 6.2.2 describes 'key conposition
has that been intended?

6.2.1.1
We have here 'ordering table', 'transformation table' and
"matrix of n lines'. None of these notions is particularly clear;
in particular the last one is quite anmbi guous.
It seens only one notion would be sufficient.
For a precise notion, W&20 is referred to the notion
of '"map' as used in VDM SL.
[ SE: 1 don’t think we should start using VDM

6.2.1.2

...Atailored table may be separated into bl ocks.

This seens to inply that a non-tailored table nay not be separated

into bl ocks. This seens odd.

"May' is not allowed in an IS

The notion of a block is unclear. Is a diagonal sub-matrix a proper block?

6.2.1.2 Note:
The notions of 'logical sequence', 'presentation sequence' and 'logica
order of the presentation forns(?)' are unclear.

6. 2.2 Key conposition
The notion of 'conparison field is unclear.
The notion of 'successive sequence' is unclear

The whol e issue of 'stacking a token' and 'push position' is unclear
As far as understandable, the stack seens never to be popped; the use of
the values in the stack stays unclear.

The di scussion under 'Level 4' is inconprehensible.
Additionally, it is unclear what differentiates 'logical string sequence
from'logical sequence'

6.3.1 BNF Syntax Rul es:

This is NOT BNF; it is not EBNF either, but a | ocal variation
Wiy not use the SC22 docunent avail abl e?
[ SE: use an XML DTD instead (or SGML DID; SGM. is an | SO standard) |

There are various kinds of quotes in this table.

I5. .... order in this file.
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It is unclear which file is used here.

It woul d have been npst hel pful when the notion of a block as introduced
in clause 6.2.1.1 woul d have been present in the BNF.

The notions of conbining character and preconposed character have not been
defi ned.

6.3.4

Cl. (full stop m ssing)

Cl. Two collation weighting tables..
What on earth are these?

is exactly matched by ..
VWhat is the difference between
"exactly matched', 'exactly equal' and 'equal'?

6.4 Declaration of a delta:

...14652, which uses a syntax that is conpatible with the one descri bed
inthis IS

Way having two partially overl appi ng standards?

SE: | eave 14652 entirely out of 14651. 14652 needs a total rework
anyway, if continued

...that occur in the conparison table used relatively to the Conmon
Tenpl ate Table if a fixed table is ..
The nunber of tables gets (relatively) overwhel m ng.

....as defined in 6.2.1 => 6.3.1 (two tines)

Re Not e:
It is unclear why two inprecise forns are all owed here when a precise
one is avail able also.

Re Annex A:
It is unclear what a 'comon tenplate' is.

Re Annex B:
It seens the lines containing

order _start TABLE; f orward; backwar d; f orwar d; f orwar d, posi tion
cannot be derived fromthe BNF.

It seens the |ine
copy |S014651 1999 TABLE1
cannot be derived fromthe BNF.

It seens the |ines containing sequences of <U....> cannot be derived from
the BNF as line 15 of the BNF requires doubl e quotes.

There are sone formatting problens here.

end of Netherlands conmments
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Secretariat Note: The Sweden comments are contained in docunment SC22
N2912.
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begi nning of UK comrents

UK comments on | SO | EC FCD 14651
The UK votes Yes with comments

- UK comments GB(a)-GB(b) refer to editorial issues in sections 1-6;
- UK comments GB(c) refers to a technical issue
- UK comments GB1-GB8 refer to details of the default table in section 7

General: the UK notes that M chael Everson (NSAI, Ireland) had
vol unteered to | SO | EC JTC1l/ SC22/ W20 to undertake the task of inproving
the English text, and hopes he will be able to continue that task

UK coments GB(a)-GB(b) are intended to assist himin that task

GB(a) Editorial (mainly English problens)

1. Scope para starting "Specific synbols" insert "for" after "except"

4.8 Second sentence replace "To a" with "A"
5. Second para second sentence delete "ever”

6.1.1 Note 1 replace "It is denpnstrated"” by "It can be denpnstrated"
"not typically" by "typically not" and "required" by necessary"

6.2.1.2 Note para 4 replace "to code Arabic conpletely" with "the
conpl ete codi ng of Arabic"

GB(b) Editorial (minly English problenms, but w thout a recommended
solution since the neaning of the original text isn't clear

5. Second para second sentence the usage of
characters"”

all the coded graphic

6.1.1 Note 1 "econony of means in the general case" isn't right

6.1.1 Note 2 "constitute very sensitive to interpret” isn't the correct
Engl i sh phrase, perhaps "are context sensitive data"?

6.2.1.1 "in a special way according to what is described in what
fol |l ows"??

6.2.1.1 Note para 4 "presentation fornms be coded in" is unclear

6.2.2.2 Level 4 "commopn to all scripts or the |level not specifically
bel onging to any script"??

6.2.2.2 Level 4 para 3 It is not clear what the subject "these
characters" actually is.
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BNF Syntax Rul es should be those of the approved IS and this should be
included in the References Cl ause 3
[ SE: the IS being that for SGW!!

Prefer altering position of character DZE, so it follows in the order
ZHE, DZE, Z. Rational e:

If the default order uses that, it provides for old Church Slavonic (wth
a considerable literature, over many centuries) w thout any tailoring
bei ng required.

The current order involving DZE provides only for Macedoni an, which was
established as a literary | anguage during WA'I (BGY PCGN i nfornation).

It is Macedoni an which should use a tailoring here, as tailoring is very
likely for Macedoni an anyway, due to the interchange of glyphs G acute
and K acute for DJE and TSHE respectively, but retaining the underlyiong
Serbi an order despite the glyph change.

BGN PCGN al so has the order Zhe, z, dze - a further variant ordering for
Macedoni an.

So the nore stable O d Church Slavonic order should be adopted as the
default order.

<U0342 | GNORE; <PERI S; <M N; <U0342 % COMBI NI NG GREEK PERI SPOVENI shoul d be
filed follow ng <U0303 | GNORE; <TI LDE; <M N; <U0303 % COVBI NI NG TI LDE

The tone mark PERI SPOMVENI is mis-ordered on nost occasions in both | SO I EC
FCD 14651 and the Unicode Ordering Algorithm It should follow other tone
mar ks, not breathing marks.

Here is an exanpl e.

<ULFBD | GNCRE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FBD % GREEK KORONI S

<ULFBF | GNORE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FBF % GREEK PSI LI

<ULFCO | GNORE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FCO % GREEK PERI SPOVEN

<ULFC1 | GNORE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FCl1 % GREEK DI ALYTI KA AND PERI SPOVEN
<ULFCD | GNCRE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FCD % GREEK PSI LI AND VARI A
<ULFCE | GNCRE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FCE % GREEK PSI LI AND OXI A
<ULFCF | GNCRE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FCF % GREEK PSI LI AND PERI SPOVEN
<ULFDD | GNCRE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FDD % GREEK DASI A AND VARI A
<ULFDE | GNORE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <ULFDE % GREEK DASI A AND OXI A
<ULFDF | GNORE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FDF % GREEK DASI A AND PERI SPOVEN
<ULFED | GNORE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FED % GREEK DI ALYTI KA AND VARI A
<ULFEE | GNORE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FEE % GREEK DI ALYTI KA AND OXI A
<ULFEF | GNORE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <ULFEF % GREEK VARI A

<ULFFD | GNORE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FFD % GREEK OXI A
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<ULFFE | GNORE; | GNORE; | GNORE; <U1FFE % GREEK DASI A

ELOT, in correspondence with the European Ordering Rul es Project Team
states that letters with tones but no breathing marks should foll ow
letters with breathing marks.

The 1SO | EC FCD 14651 should provide a justification for the current
ordering in a coment, or even alter the ordering.
[ SE: level 4 needs to be reworked conpletely anyway. ..

Nanmi ng conventions in tables in | SO I EC FCD 14651, the Unicode Ordering
Al gorithm SYMDUWP2. TXT and the European Ordering Rules all vary.

The European Ordering Rules are nost consistent, fullest, and
recogni seably English | anguage in description

For the English | anguage version of SO IEC FCD 14651, the full form used
in the European Ordering Rules should be used, rather than any
abbrevi ated French | anguage conventions, for ease of use by those using
the tabl es.

[ SE: agree in principle |

EOR - uses sane naning conventions as in | SO 1EC 10646

<UO1DF <a; " <Dl AERESI S<MACRON"; <SVALL; <UO1DF % LATI N SMALL
LETTER A WTH DI AERESI S AND MACRON

| SO I EC FCD 14651: - uses differnt naming conventions from| SO | EC 10646

<U01DF <S6CD; " <TREMA<MACRO'; <M N; <U0O1DF % LATI N SMALL
LETTER A WTH DI AERESI S AND MACRON

Abbrevi ations are fine, but they should use abbreviations of the first
few letters of the nane elenent in I SO |EC 10646. There should be no
anmbiguity in doing this, if it is felt necessary for the colums to

al l'ign.

Columm allignnment is not required for a machi ne readabl e table, and
colum allignnment seenms an unnecessary refinenent.
[SE: it is not aligned now anyway. ..

The spaci ng and non-spaci ng versions of the sane characters (tilde, etc)
are filed differently, rather than interfiling. Arationale for this is
not given. ldeally they should be the sanme for consistency.

SE: well, this is a bit intricate. Spacing tilde should be
handl ed as a space followed by a conmbining tilde. It is just that
space is ignored at levels 1-3, so using the level 2 weight for
the conbining tilde would, collationw se, apply it to the
preceding letter, if any. Wich is incorrect! So conbining
characters applied to levels 1-3 ignored itens should thensel ves
becone levels 1-3 ignored items, and only have a | evel 4 weight.
But we can’t use the level 2 weight at level 4 straight off: the
number of digits may be different, and one nay need to shift the
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value a bit so that it does not collide with an existing |evel 4
wei ght. See N641, where such shifting information is included.

Regardi ng ordering of SPACE, in the forner versions of |1SOI|EC FCD 14651,
a toggle was forced, so that the user had to decide one way or the other
by deconmenting the relevant field. The draft standard had additiona
comrent fields to assist the user in this.

Now, however, SPACE is treated conpletely differently in the default
tables of 1SOIEC FCD 14651 and the Unicode Ordering Al gorithm but
wi t hout any conments in either case.

In the former, SPACE is ignored in filing: in the latter it is a blank
character. The latter reflects general practice in nearly all existing IT
systens, at operating system|level and in many applications: that is what
should be followed in I SO I EC FCD 14651, i.e. |1SO | EC FCD 14651 shoul d
follow Uni code Ordering Algorithm practice in SYMDUMP2. TXT

If there are differences between these two standards that are reckoned to
be a profile one of the other, there should be a justification, in
coment fields, or appropriate text in the body of the standard.

SE: space should by default be ignored at levels 1-3. No toggle
shoul d be introduced for tailoring this.

G ven that the Unicode Ordering Algorithm |SO |EC FCD 14651 and the

Eur opean Ordering Rules Project Team are supposed to be harnoni sed, sone
conventiuons are unexplaned [1] and there are unnecessary and unexpl ai ned
di fferences between them|[2]:

[ 14651] <U0041 <S6CD; <BLANK; <CAP; <U0041 % LATI N CAPI TAL LETTER A

[ Uni code] <U0041 <S6CD; <BLANK; <CAP; <@041 % LATI N CAPI TAL LETTER A

[ EOR] <U0041 <a; <BLANK; <CAPI TAL; <U0041 % LATI N CAPI TAL LETTER A
[1] (weight) [ 2]

SE: the “@version” is an old version for 14651. The UCA for mat

is conpletely different, and does not nane wei ghts.

These shoul d be explained in each case, sonmewhere in each standard. The
EOR weight is different, rather like the previous version of |ISO1I|EC FCD
14651.

In I SO EC FCD 14651, the records in the default table use <COWAT etc:
conpatibility characters are defined in Unicode but not in |ISOI|EC FCD
14651 or in |1SO | EC 10646:

Pl ease add appropriate definitions/descriptions here.

GB7. Possible errors of ordering in the default table
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Thi s apostrophe should go with other apostrophes:
<U0O55A <S27B; <BLANK; <M N; <@55A % ARMENI AN APOSTROPHE

There are possible inconsistencies in that sonme letter-1ike characters
are filed anong the letters, others are filed anpbng synbols in a separate
sequence, as below (the <S nunber show that these are all filed as
synbols in that <S order: other characters inserted on the left indicate
other characters that they mght file anbng, for consistency:

<U2108 <S2EF; <BLANK; <M N; <@108 % SCRUPLE
L B <U2114 <S2F0; <BLANK; <M N; <@114 % L B BAR SYMBOL

P <U2117 <S2F1; <BLANK; <M N; <@117 % SOUND RECORDI NG COPYRI GHT
<U211E <S2F2; <BLANK; <M N, <@11E % PRESCRI PTI ON TAKE

R <U211F <S2F3; <BLANK; <M N; <@11F % RESPONSE

\% <U2123 <S2F4; <BLANK; <M N; <@123 % VERSI CLE

oz <U2125 <S2F5; <BLANK; <M N; <@125 % OUNCE SI GN

[ Omega] <U2127 <S2F6; <BLANK:; <M N; <@127 % | N\VERTED OHM SI GN

[iota] <U2129 <S2F7: <BLANK; <M N; <@129 % TURNED GREEK SMALL LETTER | OTA
e <U212E <S2F8: <BLANK; <M N: <@12E % ESTI MATED SYMBOL
f <U2132 <S2F9: <BLANK; <M N: <@132 % TURNED CAPI TAL F

Sonme of these Latin nunbers should go with other al phabetic filing, as
i ndeed other ones do in the nmain Latin (etc) sequence, e.qg.

CD <U2180 <S2FA; <BLANK; <M N; <@180 % ROVAN NUMERAL ONE THOUSAND C D
<U2181 <S2FB; <BLANK; <M N; <@181 % ROMAN NUMERAL FI VE THOUSAND
<U2182 <S2FC; <BLANK; <M N; <@182 % ROVAN NUMERAL TEN THOUSAND

Here are Latin nunerals which are nostly in a nore predictable filing
sequence:

<U217D <S6F9; <BLANK; <COVPAT; <@17D % SMALL ROVAN NUMERAL ONE

HUNDRED
<U216E <S705; <BLANK; <COVMPATCAP; <@16E % ROVAN NUMERAL FI VE
HUNDRED

Vi <U2175~<SBC7<S79B"; " <BLANK<BLANK"; " <COVMPAT<COWPAT" ; "<0076<0069" %

SMALL ROVAN NUMERAL SI X

<U2165~<S8C7<S79B" ; " <BLANK<BLANK" ; " <COVPATCAP<COMPATCAP" ; "<0056<0049" %
ROVAN NUMERAL SI X

Vi i

<U2176~<S8C7<S79B<S79B" ; " <BLANK<BLANK<BLANK" ;: " <COMPAT<COVPAT<COMVPAT" ;: " <0076
<

0069<0069" % SMALL ROVAN NUMERAL SEVEN

<U2166~<S8C7<S79B<S79B" ; " <BLANK<BLANK<BLANK" ; " <COVPATCAP<COVPATCAP<COMPATCA
'I'D; _<_0056<0049<0049" % ROVAN NUMERAL SEVEN

<\l/JI2IlI77~<S8C7<S79B<S7QB<S7QB" ; " <BLANK<BLANK<BLANK<BLANK" ; " <COVPAT<COMPAT<COM
ZT<CC]VPA "; " <0076<0069<0069<0069" 9% SMALL ROVAN NUVMERAL EI GHAT

<U2167~<SB8C7<S79B<S79B<S79B" ; " <BLANK<BLANK<BLANK<BLANK" ; " <COMPATCAP<COVPATC
A
P<COVPATCAP<COMPATCAP" ; " <0056<0049<0049<0049" 9% ROVAN NUMERAL EI GHT

Xi <U217A~<S8DB<S79B" ; " <BLANK<BLANK" ; " <COVMPAT<COWPAT" ; "<0078<0069" %
SMALL ROVAN NUMERAL ELEVEN
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<U216A~<S8DB<S79B" ; " <BLANK<BLANK" ; " <COVPATCAP<COVPATCAP" ; "<0058<0049" %
ROMAN NUMERAL ELEVEN

Xii
<U217B~<S8DB<S79B<S79B" ; " <BLANK<BLANK<BLANK" ; " <COVPAT<COVPAT<COMPAT" ; " <0078
<

0069<0069" % SMALL ROVAN NUMERAL TWELVE

<U216B~<S8DB<S79B<S79B" ; " <BLANK<BLANK<BLANK" ; " <COVPAT CAP<COVPATCAP<COVPATCA
P

"; " <0058<0049<0049" 9% ROVAN NUVMERAL TWELVE

This character should file with 6, not with b:
<U0185 <S6F5; <BLANK; <BI N; <@185 % LATI N SMALL LETTER TONE SI X
<U0184 <S6F5; <BLANK; <CAP; <@184 % LATI N CAPI TAL LETTER TONE SI X
[ SE: but TONE SIX is not a digit |

This character should file with 2, not with s:
<UD1A8 <S877; <BLANK; <M N; <@1A8 % LATI N SMALL LETTER TONE TWO
<UD1A7 <S877; <BLANK; <CAP; <@1A7 % LATI N CAPI TAL LETTER TONE TWO

This character should file with 5, not well after Z, between WYNN &
GLOTTAL STOP

<U01BD <S917; <BLANK; <M N; <@1BD % LATI N SMALL LETTER TONE FI VE
<U01BC <S917; <BLANK; <CAP; <@1BC % LATI N CAPI TAL LETTER TONE FI VE

At the end of the default table, there is information about ordering Han
(Chi nese) and Hangul (Korean) characters: this conment reproduces the end
of the table, and inserts to mark UK comments.

<U4EQ0O0. . <U9FA5 <@EO00. . <@®FA5; <BLANK; <M N; <@EQO0. . <@®FA5 % Han

This only gives details about ordering of han characters
usi ng radical/stroke sequences. There is no information
given, even in comments, about ordering in the order of Latin
al phabet equivalents (as in pinyin in Chinese), or as kana
equi val ents (as in Japanese), or as hangul equivalents (as in
Kor ean) al though each is very conmon in East Asia.
SE: this would be acconplished by prehandling, or by (extensive)
tailoring of the table; it is |anguage dependent and irregul ar

By conparison there is sone description bel ow about ordering
hangul syl | abl es.

[ SE: but there is sinple algorithmfor this

% <UACO00. . <UD7A3 <@ACO00. . <@7A3; <BLANK; <M N; <@AC00. . <@7A3 % Hangu
% Wei ghts for Hangul syllables are built by equival ences to the janp
wei ght s.
% A Hangul tailoring for a system which does not use conbi ni ng janos
% may choose to sinply weight the Hangul syllables directly as shown
above.

However, this does not state explicitly whether the weights
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which are built by equival ences to the jano wei ghts should
follow the Hangul jamp in row 11 onwards, or in row 31
onwar ds.

% or der _end
% END LC_COLLATE

% Decomment the |ine above to create a 14652-style
% LC_COLLATE definition.

In the earlier disposition of corments in md 1998, not all UK comments
about providing an order for scripts in ISOIEC FCD 14651 were taken into
account .

Leaving this to tailoring, as indicated in comment GB18 in the

Di sposition of conments, will not be satisfatory as it is anticipated
that many applications and inplenentations will rely on the default table
of 1SO | EC FCD 14651: GB 18 sai d:

GB18. All script identification and order will now be
entirely left to tailoring with sinplification of the syntax
and by the sane occasion of the table.

The UK considers that a reasonably predictable order should be inplicit
in the SO I EC FCD 14651 defalttable, and that |eaving script order
entirely to tailoring is insufficient.

Thi s extended comment (ref. GB9) proposes a rationale, describes such a
tabl e, based on other standardisation work in I SO TC46/ SC2, makes a
conmparison with UCS, and appends the UK's earlier concern in earlier
comrent s.

Such ordering was inplicit in earlier drafts of 1SO|EC FCD 14651, as
noted in the earlier comments by the UK (see UK comments, section 3.A 2.
Order of scripts) but is no |onger specified in any single area of

| SO | EC FCD 14651.

- As there is currently no national recognised standard or
convention which says where users can expect to find specific
scripts in a nmultiscript listing (increasingly likely as UCS gets
adopt ed and gl obal business increases), and

- As the default order in ISOIEC FCD 14651 is likely to be taken
as _the_ prefered order, as there is no other avail able guide,

the order in I SO I EC FCD 14651 should be rational and predictable to
users, without reference to other standards, such as UCS, with which many
users may be unfamiliar, and to which they may not have access.
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The order should al so account for the likely repertoire of |1SOIEC
10646-1: 2nd edition and Uni code version 3.0, which incorporates
anendnents to | SO | EC 10646, which are likely to be confirned at the
March 1999 neeting of |1SO | EC JTCLl/ SC2/ W32 in Fukuoka, Japan.

GB9. 2. Proposed script order in I SO NP 15921: Generalized conversion
met hods, suggested for adoption in I SO | EC FCD 14651

The order below gives (a) priority to scripts used in official |anguages,
broadly simlar to the order in UCS (ISO | EC 10646 and Uni code). There is
a broad West through East order, and within that (where relevant) a
broadly North through South order, with (b) non-official scripts added at
the end of that sequence, in a simlar West through East order.

This order is also being adopted in the early drafts of | SO NP 15921:
General i zed conversi on nmethods, being devel oped in | SO TC46/ SC2/ WE8:
Transliteration and Conputers.

(a) Scripts used in official |languages (at country |evel) *

1 Aneri cas/ Eur ope: Latin

2-5: Europe: G eek, Cyrillic, Ceorgian, Armenian;
6: Near East: Hebr ew,

7: West Asia/North Africa: Arabic;

8: Nort heast Africa: Et hi opi c;

9: Sout h Asi a: Devanagari ,

a-d " Bengal i, Gurmukhi, Gujarati, Oiya;
e-h: " Tam |, Telugu, Kannada, Mal ayal am
i: " Si nhal a;

j: " Thaana;

k-n: Sout heast Asi a: Thai, Lao, Myanmar (Burnese), Khner;
o-p: Inner Asia: Ti betan, Mongol i an;

g-s: East Asia: Kor ean, Japanese, Chinese.

(b) Scripts used in official |anguages bel ow country |evel *
by minorities within countries, and in religious/historical texts

t-u: Anericas: Cher okee, Canadi an Abori gi nal Syl | abi cs;
v-x: Europe: Ogham Runic, dagolitic;

y: Near East: Syri ac;

z: East Asi a: Yi (Sout hwest China),

Not es:

* Country status is taken at the year 1999, and based on the l|ist of
countries recogni sed by the United Nations at that date.

_end of UK comments;
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begi nni ng of USA comments

Susan Bose
For the US P-nmenber JTC 1/SC 22

The US National Body votes to Di sapprove the Second FCD Ballot for ISOIEC

FCD 14651, Information technology - International String Odering and
Conparison - Method for Conparing Character Strings and Description of a
Common Tail orabl e Ordering Tenplate [ SC22 N844]. Pl ease see coments
bel ow.

Its vote woul d be changed to YES if the follow ng changes were nade.
The main goals of the UTC and US position are to ensure that

(1) Major collation inplenentations (POSIX, Java, Sybase, etc.) that
currently produce satisfactory international orderings for Unicode can be
conformant to | SO 14651, and

SE: Well, some mnor updates nmay be needed, for the data tables at
| east .

(2) The proposed Uni code Standard Col lation Al gorithm (UCA), which pays
close attention to the special requirenments of Unicode conformance, can be
conformant to 14651. The specification of the UCA can be found at
http://ww. uni code. or g/ uni code/ reports/tr10/
<http://ww. uni code. or g/ uni code/ reports/tr10/> .

| SE: agree (but the UCA shoul d not be i mune to updates)

TECHNI CAL conment s
The main changes that the UTC requires of 14651 can be sumuarized as:
A. Levels

Conf or mant 14651 i npl enentati ons nust not be required to support nore than
the first 3 levels. (They are free to support nore than 3, but not required
to.) It is not at all clear fromthe current conformnce clause how nmany
| evel s a confornmant inplenmentation nust support. To address this concern
meke the followi ng changes:

SE: This is a major problem The extension to support nore than 4
levels is not well-defined. Indeed it is not defined at all!

Any extension to nore than 4 |evels should not be counted as
conformng to 14651. That’'s not to say that such an extension
cannot be a good idea, it's just that it’s NOT defined, and trying
to define how to do such an extension does not seemjustified for
14651. And decrease from4 to 3 levels, ok, but ONLY IF it is
defined in 14651 how that is to be done. Just deleting level 4 is
not acceptable. The weight data for level 4 nmust then be used at

| evel 3 instead.

a. On page 5, 6.2.1.1 Assunptions. The statenent that "The nunber of levels

can be extended in the tailoring phase by the end-user." should be nodified

t o: "The nunber of |evels can be extended or reduced in the tailoring

phase."” (Note also rempval of the red-herring use of the term
"end-user".)

SE: (agree to renoval of the term ‘end-user’)

Tai l orings that change the nunber of |evels nust give the entire
tabl e, and cannot be considered to be a ‘delta’. For the purposes
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of 14651 exactly 4 levels (with well-formedness restraints on how
they are used, so at nost 3 of the levels need be stored) is
sufficient. Those who wish to have different number of |evels my
of course do so, but should not claimconformance to 14651. W
can allow for 3 levels in 14651, but ONLY if the (redesigned!!)

|l evel 4 data is used at |level 3 instead.

b. Add the follow ng | anguage to 6.2.1.1

"Conformant inplenmentations of 14651 nust support at |east three |evels.
They may support nmore |levels, but they are not required to for confornmance.
In the absence of such support, fourth and higher level information can be
i gnored."

SE: increasing the number of levels is NOT defined, and |I cannot
see how to define it well, wi thout giving conplete tenplate tables
that have nore than 4 levels. | suggest not defining it, but

avoid this altogether, and regard nore than 4 |evels as not

conf orm ng.

B. Position

Conformant 14651 inpl enentations nust not be required to support the
position designator. (They are free to support the position designator, but
not required to.) In addition, the text followi ng the paragraph in 6.2.2.2
starting with "Generally" is informative, not normative, and does not

bel ong

in this section.

SE: the ‘position’ nmethod should be replaced by a redesigned | eve

4 and informative annex Q Canada will probably want to be able

to say “backwards” for level 4, to closely approximte their

current ordering. Arguing that “position” must be supported
because one “nust” support exactly the current Canadi an
specification is not viable. The current specifications in 14651
is far fromthe current de facto Swedi sh specifications for
ordering. Canada cannot be the only one insisting on a particular
speci fication even though there is no absolute cultural need.

To address these requirenents, nmake the foll owi ng changes:
On page 5, 6.2.1.1 Assunptions. The sentence starting "The user shall take

care that,..." should be omtted. It is very strange in that it normatively
requires a user to "take care that...", but what they nust take care is
t hen

expressed as a conditional with a protasis expressed as "so that the |ast
| evel may processed [sic]". The whole sentence is an inconprehensible
adnonition as it stands. Wat we want is a clear statenent that the
standard

does not *require* special processing at the last |level, but does *all ow
it (see below).

SE: the last |evel SHALL be processed in EXACTLY the same way as
all the other levels. There is not sufficient justification to do
anyt hi ng special at the last |evel

In 6.2.1.2, change "A specific property” to "An optional property"

In the first paragraph of 6.2.2.2, change the condition to read:

"If there is an order_start entry that does not use the position value at

Il evel mof a block, or if there is no order_start entry, then the formation
of subkey level mis done in exactly the sane way as the above-defined
formation. O herwise..."

Add the follow ng | anguage to 6.2.2.2 after the paragraph starting
"During"
"Conformant inplenentations of 14651 are not required to support the
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position value. They may support this value, but are not required to for
conformance. I n the absence of such support, the position value is
i gnored."

d. Split 6.2.2.2 into two parts. The new part 6.2.2.3 would begin on the
bottom of page 6, just above the paragraph starting "Generally," and should
be entitled: "Ceneral interpretation of each level in the Comopn Tenpl ate
Tabl e".

e. Inthe new 6.2.2.3, delete all but the first sentence in the paragraph

| abel ed "Level 4". That woul d di sconnect the interpretation of Level 4 from
whet her or not keys are constructed for Level 4 using the position
mechani sm

f. Move the paragraph followi ng the "Level 4" paragraph (starting "In the
table, this behavior is...") up into 6.2.2.2 after the note about forward
and backward scanni ng.

g. Move the new section 6.2.2.3 into sone other place in the standard. It
is
i nformative, and should not be part of the normative clause 6
SE:
1. Scope
1.1 In scope
1.2 Not in scope [thing related, but not included]
2. Conformty
3. Normative references
If possible, ONLY
a. 10646-1.2000(7?), i.e. revision 2,
b. Unicode 3.0, and
c. 8879: SGWL (or XM, if possible)
Definitely not 14652, nor 8859.
4. Synbol s and definitions
4.1 Synbols
4.2 Definitions

5. Data table format for Annex A

[the format is normative for Annex A only]
5.1 Multiple Ievel weights for collation itens
5.2 Well-fornedness restrictions
5.3 [ XML DTD, and expl anati on]

6. Reference nethod for conputing an ordering key
Det ai | ed expl anati on on how the key is conputed by the
reference nethod. [the ordering inplication of this
method i s normative; not the key computation itself]

6. Collation based on ordering keys for strings

6.1 Prehandling before conputation of keys
Presence of prehandling phase is normative, no
particular prehandling is required

6.2 Ordering of strings based on ordering keys
[collation; conparison at |evel]

7. Tailoring of the weight table

8. Docunentation requirenents
[3 or 4 levels; actual (tailoring of) table format used;
actual synbolic weight nanes used, if any]

Annex A: Common Tenplate Table [in XM./SGW format; the
ordering inplication of the data is normative; the
format is not normative, nor are the weight names used]

Annex B: Tutori al

Annex C. Preparation

Annex D: Thai (Nxxx)

Annex E: Tailoring exanples, and sone exanple ordered strings
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[all rmust be based on the data and nanes in Annex A]

E. 1 Possi bl e Canadian tailoring

E. 2 Possi ble Swedish tailoring

E. 3 Possi bl e Japanese tailoring [l ength marks...]
E. 4 Possible Thai/Lao tailoring [char swap...]

Annex F: [SE suggested annex Q
Annex G Bi bl i ography

C. Backwar d

Conf or mant 14651 i npl enentati ons nust not be required to support the
backward desi gnator at any |evel but level 2. Moreover, conformant 14651
i npl enentations are not required to have anything but a gl obal backwards
switch (e.g. that all weights at a particular level are either uniformy
forward or backward). (They are free to support the nultiple |levels of
backwards, and fine-grained directionality [on a per character basis], but
not required to.) To address this requirenent, add the follow ng | anguage
to
6.2.1.2:

"Conformant inplenentations of 14651 are not required to support the
"backward' scanning direction at any level but level 2. 1In the absence of
such support, the scanning direction is treated as if it were 'forward' at
every level but level 2

"Conformant inplenentations of 14651 are also not required to
support different scanning directions for different blocks. In the absence
of such support, if any block has a backward scanning direction for any
| evel, then all blocks are considered to have that scanning direction at
that level."

To the note at the end of 6.2.1.2 starting "In |ISO|EC 10646-1,
ArabicO add the follow ng text:

"However, the Unicode Standard does proscribe the |ogical order of
all characters, including Arabic and Hebrew. | nplenentations confornmng to
the Uni code standard will not use the backward scanning property.™

[Note: the current description of per-block backward and forwards
support in 14651 does not serve the goal it was designed for. Since
| anguages and scripts share a great many characters in conmon, a choice of
either forward or backward will cause those commopn characters to disrupt
t he
order within text of the other direction. For exanple, suppose Greek is
ordered forwards, and French backwards. If digits, for exanple, are forward
then they disrupt the French accents. |f they are backward, then they will
di srupt the Greek accents.

Even going to a forward, backward, neutral nodel, as in UCA Version
2 will not work. No matter which heuristics are used to assign the
direction
of the neutrals, sonetimes the choice will be incorrect.

M xi ng bl ocks of different direction is not well supported in
i ndustry practice. Mst inplementations of POSI X do not support it, nor
does
Java. Forcing these inplenentations to revise without solid justification
is unwarranted. However, as long as inplenentations are not forced to
i npl enent mi xed scanni ng directions, the current |anguage can renain.]

[ SE: | have no magic solution to this either. |

D. Uni code conformance
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| SO 14651 nust pernmit a conformant inplenentation to do the
fol | owi ng.

(These are required for confornmance to the Unicode Standard.)

D.1. Treat canonical equivalent strings as precisely equal in
orderi ng.

D.2. Perform Thai/lLao-style character reversal (see UCA Step 1).
SE: This appears to be fairly easy to incorporate as a tailoring
of the table (maybe slightly |engthy).

D.3. Exclude irrelevant conbi ni ng marks when | ooki ng up matches
for contracting characters (see UCA Step 2).
SE: allowed for by prehandling and “any nmethod resulting in the
same order is acceptable”
D. 4. Exclude unsupported characters froma collation ordering, or
cause themto be sorted in Unicode code point order.

Items D.1 through D.3 are probably covered by section 6.1
However, to ensure that they are, these three items nust be added in Notes
as exanpl es of conformant inplenentations, with the follow ng | anguage:

"Note: to allow confornmance to the Unicode Standard,
conf or mant

i npl enent ati ons may

a. Treat canonical equivalent strings as precisely
equal in ordering.

b. Perform Thai / Lao-styl e character reversal

C. Excl ude irrel evant conbi ning marks when | ooki ng up

mat ches for contracting characters.
For nore information, see Unicode Technical Report #10."

D.4 is comonly inplenented as UNDEFI NED i n POSI X and ot her
standards. It nust be included so that inplenentations working in | ow
nenory
environnents that do not need the full default collation rules can use a
smal | subset, and have all other Unicode characters sorted by code order
To
fix this problem meke the follow ng changes:

In 6.3.1 rule 23, add the text " | UNDEFINED' to the end of
the line.

At the end of 6.2.2.1, add the text:

"If there are no tokens corresponding to a character of the
i nput string, then the character is undefined. Undefined characters are
sorted with respect to defined characters as if they were at the position
UNDEFI NED in the Tenplate Table. (If there is no UNDEFI NED token in the
table, then the table is interpreted as if there were one at the very end.)
The ordering of undefined characters with respect to other undefined
characters is not specified by this standard.

Note: there are two common treatnments of UNDEFI NED
characters. The first is to sort among themas if their |evel-one weight
di fferences were based upon their UCS character code. The second is to sort
themas if they all had the same |evel -one weight, and their second-I|eve
wei ghts were the same as their UCS character codes."
SE: This does not appear to necessarily cause any difference in
or der.

E. Stability:

The data for both UCA and 14651 nust be updated to the |evel of
symdunp-2.1.9.txt on the SC22/ W&20 server (incorporating all of the
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i ndi vi dual changes that the US would be asking for).
[ SE: and further changes to | evel 3 and 4! |

No further changes to other parts of 14651 that would substantially
affect the current nmmjor collation inplenentations are acceptable to the
urc
or the US national body. In particular, the default data for levels 1, 2,
and 3 used by 14651 nust be consistent with the UCA data (though perhaps
not
in the sane format). The data was synchroni zed; this nust not diverge due
to
bal | ot coments.

SE: They should of course remain “synchronized”. Still changes to
Il evel 3 and 4 are requested by SE in order to correct problens
with the current table data.

F. Speci fic Technical Conments

Section 6.3.3. is not well defined. Rule 12 (reorder_after) nust
state what the relationship is between the table Iines (X) between the
entries and the tailored line containing the synbol defintion (S). That is,
suppose we have the follow ng rules:

<UA> <Al>; <A2>; <A3>; <A4>

<UB> <B1>; <B2>; <B3>; <B4>
o

<UX>  <X1>; <X2>; <X3>; <X4>

<UY>  <Y1>; <Y2>; <Y3>; <Y4>

We want to tailor that table by adding a reordering rule:

reorder-after <UX>
<UX>  <X1>; <X2>; <X3>; <X4>
<UY>  <Y1>; <Y2>; <Y3>; <Y4>
reor der - end

VWhat does the normalized output (14) look like? According to the rules, it
coul d be:

<UA> <Al>; <A2>; <A3>; <A4>

<UX>  <Al+1>; <M N2>; <M N3>; <M N4>
<UY> <Y1>; <Y2>; <Y3>; <Y4>

<UB> O

O it could be

<UA> <Al>; <A2>; <A3>; <A4>
<UX> <Al>; <A2>; <A3>; <Ad>+1
<UY> <Y1>; <Y2>; <Y3>; <Y4>
<uB> O

Bot h of these operations nmight be required for a tailoring, but the rules
11
and |2 do not distinguish between them Moreover, the rules do not say what
is the effect on UB-does it have the same |evel distinction with the |ast
of
the new line(s) that it used to with UA?
SE: This is inconprehensible for several reasons:

1. reorder makes sense only for weight declarations, since al

wei ghts nust be decl ared before use
2. “+1” on a sequence of weights does not nmake sense.
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3. the order of the actual data |lines, after the weight
declarations, is immterial, as long as they are not
conflicting in content (that they happen to be sorted in
the reviewed tables, is only a matter of review ng
conveni ence).

To address this problem the followi ng (or equivalent) change nmust be made.

6.3.1, rule 32. Change to:
reorder_after_entry := "reorder-after

target _synbol at level ' digit+
6.3.3 rule |2. Add:

" The reorder entry effectively inserts lines X through Y between existing
lines A and B, producing the new ordering <A, XOY, B>. The level of the
reorder-after statenment determines the level of the differences between A
and X. The level of the difference between Y and B is the stronger of the
old difference level between A and B and the new di fference | evel between A
and X. For exanple, suppose we have the following lines (where Bl != Al):

<UA> <Al>; <A2>; <A3>: <A4>
<UB> <Bl1>; <B2>; <B3>; <B4>

O

reorder-after <UX> at |evel 2
<UX>  <X1>; <X2>; <X3>; <X4>
<UY> <Y1>; <Y2>; <Y3>; <Y4>
reorder-end

wi Il produce the normalized result equivalent to:

<UA> <Al>; <A2>; <A3>; <A4>
<UX> <Al1>; <A2>+2; <M N3>; <M N4>
<UY> <Y1>; <Y2>; <Y3>; <Y4>
<UB> <YI1>+1; <M N2>; <M N3>; <M N4>"
[ SE: WHAT????; +22?? +1?2?? M Nn?2??.

It nmust be clearly stated that a reorder-entry also *renoves* the lines
from
where they used to be.

In addition, the followi ng text nust be added at the end. "The
reorder-entries nmust be processed in order during nornalization, otherw se
incorrect results will be obtained."

The rule 13 also unclear in that it doesn't discuss changing the actua
nunerical values of the weights. Yet the assignment of nunerical values to
wei ghts doesn't occur until 15, If the assignnent is not done in the
reordering, then the subsequent assignment of weights would defeat the
purpose of the reordering. This nust be clarified.

G Uni code Reference

G ven their inportance in the devel opment of this standard, and the
fact that the vast mpjority of 10646 inplenmentations are in fact Unicode
i npl enent ati ons, the Unicode Standard nust be referenced in Section 3, and
Uni code 2.0, TR #8, and DTR #10 nmust be referenced in the Bibliography.
SE: to reference a DRAFT TR shoul d not be done in the final
version of 14651, especially not if a nore recent version is then
avai |l abl e.
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EDI TORI AL Comment s:

A The BNF rules in 6.3.1 should be supplenented by a textua
description of the fornmat. The well-fornedness conditions can be

i nterl eaved

with the textual description for clarity.

SE: Those BNF rul es should be replaced by an XML DTD. The well -
fornmedness constraints should be as stated in N641 (in coments)
pl us statenents on ‘declare before use’

B. Exanpl es nust be added to 6.3.3 to nmake the requirenents clear, as
above.
C. Change the explanation in 6.3.1 BNF Syntax Rules to fully describe

the notation (e.g. Aho and U | man):
"<® refers to ternms not defined in this BNF syntax, and assune
general English usage.
e refers to literal characters
(9 used for grouping
XY mat ches the token sequence X followed by Y
X | Y matches either X or Y tokens
X* mat ches zero or nore repetitions of X
X+ mat ches one or nore repetitions of X
{X} mat ches one or nore repetitions of X"
| SE: please refer to I SO 8879 (SGW) i nst ead. |

D. Certain wordsnithing needs to be done for clarity and accuracy. Take
the introduction al one:

* Sentence #2 is untrue-that is not the only purpose; others are

menti oned bel ow.

* #4 is has an incorrect reference "English" is not a "past approach”

* The | ast sentence of para#2 is incorrect-one does not "achieve
chal | enges"; one might "overcone thenm, if that is what is neant.

* "result discrepancies" nust be changed to "discrepancies in results"
* "excell ent" sounds |ike blowi ng our own horn too nuch.

A full list would take too long to conpil e-marked-up copies will be brought

to the Pennsyl vani a neeting.
SE: Alot of word-snmithing needs to be done; see also the Irish
coments, and the revised TOC above.

I ntroduction, page iv, first paragraph

a) The neaning of the word "universal" is anbi guous here. It perhaps
inplies that there nmay be other non-Universal properties which are not
retained during tailoring. Does this paragraph intend to indicate that al
scripts have these properties, or does it mean that the particul ar val ues
of

these properties as defined for each script is commpn to all users of the
Common Tenplate Table, if they are not tailored? One can presune the
latter,

but it should be nore clearly stated. A suggestion nmight be to change
"retaining universal properties for other scripts" to "retaining properties
al ready defined for other scripts.”

b) Thi s paragraph seens to be saying that the purpose of this standard
is to inprove on collation algorithnms based only on binary coded character
values. If this refers to the use of the binary coded val ues wthout
associating a weight to those values, then the next comment about English
wi th uppercase characters only and no punctuation, being an exception,
makes
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sense. However, it is a rather weak statenent, given that even the sinplest
collation algorithns generally apply sone weighting scheme. A suggestion
m ght be to sinply delete the renminder of the paragraph beginning with
"The
pur pose of such a mechani snd'

I ntroduction, page iv, second paragraph

In the first sentence "this is one of the magjor flaws that affect
portability® it is not clear what "this" is referring to, or what is
"flawed". A suggestion might be to conbine the sentence with the
parent hetical remark: "That different prograns use different ordering
specifications is a significant problemreducing portability between
countries and between applications."

Section 1 Scope

In the first paragraph "A sinple nethod of reference® delete "of
reference", as the nethod is for conparing not for referencing. It is
understood that this standard is defining a nmethod which can be a reference
for international ordering.

In the last bullet in this section, delete the final 2 words "to order” in
"A cont ext -dependent ordering which would require conplex transfornmation of
data to order."

Section 2 Conformance

The requirenents inposed by the second paragraph are unclear. |In the |ast
sentence "and how t he conpari son nethod they use If different” the "1" in
"if" should not be capitalized. There should be a comma after the word
"use".

Section 4 Definitions

4.6 delta- change "relatively"” to "relative"

4.8 graphi ¢ character- change

"To a graphic character normally corresponds a glyph." to
"A graphic character nornmally corresponds to a glyph."
4.9 | evel - This definition is anmbiguous as "depth" is not

defined. The author should provide a nore neaningful definition

The word "token" should be replaced throughout the docunent
by "weight", unless the definitionis in error.

Col | ating synbol and collating el enent should be change to
collation synbol and collation el enent.

The difference between ordering key and collation elenent is
not clear fromthe definitions.

"preparation": speaking of the actual source strings being
nmodi fied here and in 6.1.1 is worrysone-it is copies of the source strings
that are nodified, if anything.

Section 5 Synbol s and abbrevi ati ons

The last 2 sentences in the first paragraph can be worded
nmore grammatically correct and "covered" can be clarified by changi ng "Wat
is being referenced is a graphic character, independently of its coding,
and
any character set whose subrepertoire is taken into account in I SO I EC
10646-1 is covered in this way." to "This is a way to reference a graphic
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character, independent of its coding. Any character set whose
subrepertoire
is taken into account in ISO|EC 10646-1, is included in this specification
by this nonenclature.”

Section 6.1.1 Preparation of character strings prior to
Compari son

In the first paragraph, will the reference to tel ephone-book
ordering be universally understood, or should the specific problemreferred
to in this exanple be brought out?

In the second paragraph, the words "but not both" should be added to the
phrase "An application conformant to this international standard shall at
the m ninum prepare the string so that sequences using either conbining
sequences or using preconposed charactersQ'

In Note 1 of this section, renpve the extraneous
characters affected by a diacritics,”

a in "preconposed

Section 6.2.1.1 Matrix of n lines O

6.2.1.1 "matrix of nlines. Nis the nunber of characters in the repertoire
used. "

This woul d exclude nultiple characters sorting as 1. Also, "matrix" is
unclear; what is nmeant? It is also not really a "transformation table"
What

it isis a nmapping table from character sequences to collation elenments.

Section 6.2.2 Key conposition and

Section 6.2.2.1 Formation of subey level 1 through (m1)

SE: levels 1-4; generalization to nore than 4 levels requires a
full new data table, so that a sensible generalization of the

wel | - formedness rul es can be foll owed, and should not be done for
14651; no separate processing of level 4 is acceptable, though the
data for level 4 nust be conpletely revised.

This section is very unclear and nust be nmade nore preci se and woul d
greatly

benefit froman exanple. In particular, references to directionality are
made with respect to string processing, levels and characters and is hard
to

understand. Stacking is described but unstacking is left to the reader's
imagi nation. In particular it is not clear when to unstack

For exanple, in the second paragraph after the parenthetical remark, it
states: "and the new direction is backward" it is not clear how nany
attributes of the algorithmare affected. The character has the property of
bei ng backward, this changes the direction of the current level i, and

nm ght be presunmed to also affect the scanning direction of the input
character string, which is described as initially forward in the first

par agr aph

If we understand the proposed algorithmcorrectly, it would benefit the
specification to state clearly:

1) That scanning of the input character string is always forward thru the
| ogi cal sequence of the string.
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2) That reaching a character with a backwards property changes the current
direction of level i fromforward to backward, and conmences stacking of
position and token.
[ SE: no, it conmences “stacking” of weights. |

3) That reaching a character with a forwards property when the current
direction of level i is backwards, changes the level's direction to
forwards and commences unstacking, with a description of what is involved
in

unst acki ng.

SE: well, it takes the stacked wei ghts and appends them
(“backwards’) to the (current) end of the key being conputed.

Section 6.2.2.2 Formation of subkey |evel m

SE: no separate processing of level 4 is acceptable, except that
it too may be ‘backwards’ (for Canada; it is doubtful if anybody
el se wants that).

The first sentence should change "uses" to "use
The first paragraph begins with discussion of order_start_entry which is
not

yet introduced . This should be characterized and the subsequent reference
to having or not having a position, expanded upon for clarity. The
significance of using the table as-is versus changing it in accordance with
frequent market practice should also be clarified and the alternative
behavi ors of the ordering described. An explanation of why the Commpn

Tenpl ate Tabl e does not follow frequent market practice night also be

of f ered.

In the second paragraph, the sentence "When the character is not assigned
at

level min the table, it is ignored for the formati on of subkey |evel m and
no pair is concatenated." M ght be better noved to the end of the

par agr aph,

so the subsequent sentences cannot be perceived to be part of the condition
"when the character is not assigned at |evel ni.

In addition, this paragraph is the first indication that a character n ght
not have entries for every table level. There should be sone discussion of
this and its inpact on behavior of the ordering.

The first sentence in the description of level 4 states: "This |eve
represents the level common to all scripts or the | evel not specifically
bel onging to any script.” W do not understand what this neans. How and why
is this level different fromthe other |evels?

In the |last paragraph of this section, it is stated: "In the Conmpn
Tenpl at e

table, definitions of these characters for level 1 to 30'. W do not

under stand which characters are referred to by "these characters”. Perhaps
the author should state: "In the Conmon Tenplate table, characters that are
assigned values at level 4, are exclusively assigned to level 4, and are

i gnorabl e, and have no val ues assigned, at l|levels 1-3.

It might inprove the readability and understandability of the

speci fication,

if the actual description of the Commpn Tenpl ate table was noved out of
this

section to the later section on the Cormon Tenplate table and if the
information in |evel 4, about the formation of the level 4 or level m
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subkey, was included with the first 2 paragraphs of this section
descri bi ng
the key fornmmation.

Section 6. 3. 4.

The first paragraph can be sinplified considerably to:
Two col lation weighting tables are said to be equivalent if any conparison
of strings using those tables results in the sane ordering.

Section 6.4 Declaration of a delta

In the second paragraph, conformance is described as declarable if a fixed
table is used by the application. Can an application conformif it does not
meke use of a fixed table anal agous to the Comon Tenpl ate table?

Al so, the term "conparison table" is not defined. Presumably this is the
name for the transformation table used with the conparison nethod and this
shoul d be stated or clarified. Also the word "rel atively" should be
"relative" in this instance.

In the first bullet, there is a reference to direction values being
dependent on witing systens. Earlier, the specification pointed out that
scanning direction is in fact independent of the direction of witing, so
this may be confusing and ni sl eading to readers.

In the first paragraph after the 4 bullets, the sentence beginning with "In

cases where the applications has® should be changed to "In cases where the
applications haveQ'.

end of SC22 N2911
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