IP feedback on Latin LGR 
(re Proposal of 20180910)
DATE: 2018-09-24
Overview
This feedback document comments on the set of documents distributed with the Latin LGR proposal of 2018-09-10).
1.	The Repertoire has been updated from that dated 2018-0525, based on discussion with the IP. At this point, the IP has no specific further input on repertoire (except as noted below in comments on Section 5 and subsections).  
2.	In response to a request from the Latin GP, the IP attaches a paper with general considerations on the selection of code points to be variants. 
IP-Comments-Latin-Variants-02.docx 
The variants listed in the request are not part of the proposal and at this point entirely hypothetical. The IP will not attempt to adjudicate individual cases of hypothetical Latin variants. The GP is free to make its own decision on variants and if the rationale appears sound (and there are no other obstacles such as Root Zone consistency or the Principles) the IP will sustain it when reviewing the proposal. In the meantime, the Latin GP may find the attached general considerations helpful in selecting candidates or in formulating the rationale defending their selection (or in defending a position to forego defining certain types of variant).
3.	More specifically, the IP attaches a paper with comments on particular sets of variants proposed by Latin GP, giving reasons to accept or to cast doubt on the proposals. 
IP-Review-Latin-Variants-0.3.docx
Hence, specific variant sets are not discussed in this feedback document. Furthermore, IP has not listed or commented on any variant sets proposed by the Latin GP that entirely agree with variant sets defined in the existing deferred LGRs for Armenian and Cyrillic.
4.	The IP submits in this feedback document a set of comments on some specific issues. The proposal document itself (.docx) does not appear to require further mark-up from IP at present.
5.	In addition, the XML file is now considered explicitly for the first time.
6.	There is no file of test labels.
Conclusion
The IP notes extensive areas that remain work in progress. 

The repertoire appears to be taking shape nicely, and the cross-script variants proposed, while in need of refinement, constitute a solid starting point.
The question of in-script variants requires some principled decisions by the GP; the IP will be available for additional discussion during the ICANN63 meeting, if the Latin GP should find that helpful.
A test file is missing.
The IP is looking forward to an updated draft addressing these issues and the comments raised herein or the attached documents.
Comments on main document (.docx)

	Item
	Issue
	IP Comment

	
	The IP thanks the GP for its response to its queries on repertoire proposed in May 25th, 2018.
2018-09-10-GPResponse –to-IP-comments-onFirstReport.docx
	In general, the level of evidence offered in individual cases appears adequate.


	§2.
	“only code points included in Maximal Starting Repertoire, Second Version (Referred to simply as [MSR-2] in the following) were considered.”

This sentence needs to be updated to [MSR-3] (as the current work is based on MSR-3). Also, [MSR-3] is used like a citation; a matching reference for [MSR-3] should be supplied in the References section.
	Please update and provide a reference for [MSR-3]

	§5.3
	“The table below lists the code points recommended for inclusion …”
Perhaps this should better read “proposed”, given that the GP is creating a proposal and not a recommendation.

	Consider revising this and any similar text elsewhere in the document.

	
	In the table there are two cells where the serial number is shaded in gray for no reason that IP can discern. (177 and 179 for code points U+1EA7 and U+1EAB used for Vietnamese)
	Please either provide an explanation or  remove shading.

	
	The language references provided for the code points appear to be intended to be exhaustive rather than focusing on a single “index” language. 
If that is the case, the references appear to be incomplete, for example:
(a) A GRAVE (item 39) or U GRAVE (item 63) are used in French.
(b) serial items 143, 144 and 145 have more references cited than languages listed.
These are only examples, ere may be other cases.
	Please double-check the language annotations and references for completeness and consistency

	§5.4
	Code points not included in MSR2
At this point, MSR2 is a historical footnote, while the final LGR proposal will be archived indefinitely. Please consider, whether future readers will need this information.

Most of it duplicates the data in the preceding table.

(See also the following comment).
	Consider revising.

	
	The Latin LGR contains these three code points not in MSR-3

U+1E13 
U+1E4B 
U+1E71 

These three code points are d, n, and t with circumflex below, which, together with l with circumflex below are needed for Venda (1), a statutory language of South Africa with >1million L1 speakers (and with a budding Wikipedia containing 266 articles in that language).

An updated MSR would be required to allow these, however, the Latin GP did not request the IP to release an MSR-4 with these. The IP would need to have a formal request from the Latin-GP for these, but on first review there does not appear to be any obvious reason to exclude them; all sources agree that they are used for that language; the EGIDS status is (1) and there's definite evidence of online usage. (Incidentally such usage includes English language sites, such as YouTube spelling the native name of the language with the d-circumflex below).

	IP requests GP to include a proposed extension to MSR-3, to produce an MSR-4, that includes these code points.

	
	The following list summarizes the sequences from the Latin LGR that allow specific combinations for six combining marks that are not separately listed in the LGR.

GRAVE
0300: Sequence (1EB9 0300)
0300: Sequence (1ECD 0300)
ACUTE 0301: Sequence (1EB9 0301)
0301: Sequence (1ECD 0301)
TILDE 0303: Sequence (0067 0303)
0303: Sequence (0072 0303)
0303: Sequence (0268 0303)
0303: Sequence (0289 0303)
MACRON 0304: Sequence (006E 0304)
DIAERESIS 0308: Sequence (006E 0308)
0308: Sequence (0254 0308)
0308: Sequence (025B 0308)
0308: Sequence (025B 0331 0308)
CEDILLA 0327: Sequence (006D 0327)
0327: Sequence (006F 0327)
MACRON BELOW 0331: Sequence (0061 0331)
0331: Sequence (0065 0331)
0331: Sequence (0069 0331)
0331: Sequence (006F 0331)
0331: Sequence (0254 0331)
0331: Sequence (025B 0331 0308)
0331: Sequence (025B 0331)

Of the writing systems contributing to that list, Nuer (4) is responsible for about half of these.

	It would be useful if GP included this list in the next version of the proposal, this clarifying the effects of the policy of including only pre-selected combinations.

	§5.5
	As result of the recent discussion with the IP the GP decided to not include certain code points that were in earlier drafts. These, and the rationale for their exclusion are only documented in an informal discussion document.

As this was the result of specific findings, it might be useful to document some or all of these explicitly as part of the discussion of excluded code points in the LGR proposal.
	Please consider adding this information to the proposal



Comments on LGR specification (.xml)

	Item
	Issue
	IP Comment

	
	An XML was submitted earlier by Latin GP but too late for IP to consider it with the May proposal. 
	Hence this is the first IP comment on a proposed Latin XML.

	
	XML line 350: repeated reference 151 (should be 154 per document page 17) 
RFC7940 states “It is an error to repeat a reference identifier    in the same "ref" attribute”.  
	Please fix on line 350



Comments on Test Labels

	Item
	Issue
	IP Comment

	
	As yet there is no test label file.
	Please supply.

	
	
	




