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Introduction
This is a response by ICANN Integration Panel (henceforth IP) to Proposal for a Cyrillic Script Root Zone LGR, submitted by the Cyrillic Generation Panel (henceforth GP).
Although the proposal is presented as "final", it was in fact transmitted without test labels or an XML file. What has been submitted, however, appears very well constructed.
Procedural point on value of incomplete submission
In order to use many of the tools we have for reviewing proposals, such as mechanically verifying that they are proper subsets of the MSR, or comparison against other data sets, the IP needs to have a machine-readable version of the LGR, and also a set of test labels; including labels known to be invalid under the proposed LGR.
Now, in order to allow progress to be made, and with no variants other than cross-script homoglyphs and no WLE rules defined, the IP decided to reverse-engineer a sample XML specification and then to base its analysis on that file.   This file is being shared with the Cyrillic GP who may use it in any way to assist the GP in creating an XML specification to accompany their next submission.
However, it would save the IP some effort, if the Generation Panels would consider no draft "complete" without being accompanied by a formal specification of the LGR according to RFC 7940.
Other procedural points on style of submission

1) The references in the main repertoire table should be replaced by numbered references, e.g. [106] to match the XML. See sample Cyrillic XML prepared by IP. The links can then be provided below in the references section.
2) As noted, the XML is lacking. In order to run standard review items, an XML file was required. It was possible to build one from the tables in the LGR as submitted. The IP has submitted this file to the GP, thereby giving an example of an XML satisfying not only RFC 7940 but also the IP’s formatting requirements. If the GP could review it and complete the descriptions where indicated, this would avoid multiple review cycles that might be motivated simply by formatting errors.
3) An HTML version (which is just a much more readable file with the content of the XML) is also attached. (The IP generates such files mechanically from the XML).
Other substantive points on style of submission

1) Section 5.4 “Code points excluded” refers to a number of “Rules”. It appears that these should be identified with the “Exclusion principles” listed in section 5.2. If this is the correct interpretation, they should be consistently referred to as “principles” or “Exclusion principles” for clarity.

2) It would be preferable if the GP could state more explicitly which languages it did in fact review, and which are, finally, supported by this LGR.

In point 6 of section 5.2, it is treated as a case for exclusion if a language has an EGIDS rating higher than 5 (i.e. 6 or above). Absent any additional information this would seem to imply that languages with EGIDS 5 or below will have their script characters included in the LGR. In general, the policy for the Root Zone LGR project would be to cover languages with a score of 4 and below (unless it can be shown that they are not commonly written with the script). Conversely, for languages with a value of 5, a review would have been undertaken to determine whether they warrant support in the LGR based on specific information. (This was followed, e.g. in the LGR for Arabic script).	

In this LGR, it is not clear which languages where actually considered and which are finally supported. When it comes to support of such border-line (EGIDS-5) languages, the IP would expect a brief discussion of the facts found and the reasoning behind any decision, with citation of evidence. Factors might include a much higher population, an established educational role, for some languages. These may outweigh the bald EGIDS assessments given by SIL Ethnologue. Formal status of languages may also be weighed up, as well as actual vitality and literacy in use. Whatever the case, the argument needs to be made.	
This pertains only to languages that are used as criterion for including a code point and are not considered EGIDS level 4 and below. Conversely, if a code point for a language of EGIDS level 4 and below is excluded, the IP would expect this to be discussed, if briefly, but with specific details given.
Specific inadequacies or obscurities in proposed repertoire 
In section 5.4, the status of the following code points from MSR-2 are not clearly substantiated.
1. 04ED SMALL LETTER E WITH DIAERESIS : No reference is supplied. Perhaps the LGR could refer to https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kildin_Sami_orthography

04C2 SMALL LETTER ZHE WITH BREVE: It is substantiated with “Rule 5” (presumably: Principle 5: “The generation panel lacked sufficient information on the usage.”). However, the note states that the language in question is no longer written in Cyrillic (with a time-out in 1996). 
This letter was included in the Second Level Reference LGR for the Ukrainian language published by ICANN as an optional code point (“for extended use”). It would be good if the Cyrillic GP could comment on this; which would help resolve any perceived differences between the second level and the root zone.
2. 04CF SMALL LETTER PALOCHKA:  The IP is surprised that 04CF SMALL LETTER PALOCHKA is excluded, since it is widely used in provincial and educational languages. For example, Wikipedia [Palochka] notes that it is used in several languages with EGIDS value of 4 or smaller, for example Adyghe 2, Chechen 2, Avar 3, Dargwa 4, Ingush  4, Lak 4, Lezgian 4, Tabassaran 4, as well as Abaza 5, and perhaps Kabardian 5.
It would be useful if the GP could give a more detailed account of the facts found and the reasoning behind a decision to exclude 04CF.
3. The following code points from MSR-2 are neither included nor listed as excluded.

Block: Cyrillic Supplement 
0525 CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER PE WITH DESCENDER (per Unicode encoded for Abkhaz, which is an included language other places. 

4. The following three code points are all omitted from the repertoire:

0450 ѐ CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER IE WITH GRAVE
045D ѝ CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER I WITH GRAVE

These are all accepted in the ICANN second-level characters, the first two for use in Bulgarian and Macedonian. However, in Bulgarian they are only marginal – i.e. “available for extended use”. But in Macedonian, the first two were requested for addition to the Unicode standard with the following evidence for their use: http://www.unicode.org/wg2/docs/n1323.pdf (10MB). There may nevertheless be a valid reason for treating these differently in Unicode compared to the Root Zone LGR.  If so, these differences should be described in the LGR proposal.

The IP notes that the Cyrillic GP counted a native Macedonian speaker among the experts. It would preferable if the specific facts and detailed reasoning behind the decision to exclude these code points could be briefly described (e.g. in section 5.4) in addition to listing the number of a principle.
A brief note, if that should be appropriate, might be placed directly into the table, otherwise, some note could be provided in text following the table.
Assuming that the decision for exclusion is the correct one, it would seem that for items 7 and 8 in Section 5.4 (p. 10, bottom of the table) the principle cited should be 4, which refers to "technical signs only" or, instead, it might be noted that these code points do not meet the inclusion criterion.
Armenian homoglyphs
The IP notes that the LGR does not include as cross-script homoglyphs the code points 0448 CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER SHA and 04BB CYRILLIC SMALL LETTER SHHA which are mapped to Armenian code points in the Armenian LGR. (See the confusables table in the LGR document for visuals and the Armenian code point values). 
Note that based on the prescriptions in [Procedure] the integrated LGR will contain the union of all the variants defined in the individual script LGRs.
Other homoglyphs
The table in Section 6.2.4 lists code point 04CF SMALL LETTER PALOCHKA, though it is not part of the repertoire; perhaps the LGR document should annotate that fact. It may be acceptable to leave the entry in the table for documentation, in case some other zone is found to include this letter. As noted above, there are other reasons to be doubtful about the omission of this character.
Editorial points
Delete "where" from item 7 in section 5.2, on page 5, line 6 from bottom.
Conclusion
The IP’s general impression is that this is a well-constructed LGR, which is a serious contribution to managing use of the vast Cyrillic alphabet within the Root Zone.
However, in keeping with the following statement from Section B3 of the [Procedure]:
“The generation panel will provide its output in a single, complete format that is specified by the integration panel and adopted by the ICANN community, and which allows for efficient review and integration (possibly through the use of tools). The output must further satisfy the logical requirements stipulated in section B.1.2, and be accompanied by detailed rationale and background for the decisions made in creating the various elements of the output.”
the IP kindly requests the GP to provide the missing files and to provide some of the essential rationale as itemized above in this document.
The IP looks forward to receiving a new version of the full LGR, which will address the various points made above.
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