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1. General Comments

The US is in favor of the change of status of this document from a
draft standard to a draft technical report, which seens appropriate
under 1SO directives, given the disagreenents within the conmmittee
regardi ng how to proceed and the | ack of consensus to meke the
docunent an International Standard. However, the conversion from

a draft standard to a draft technical report does not seemto have
been conpleted. Two i ssues stand out:

1. There are a nunber of places in the docunent where it refers to
itself as a "standard". These nust, of course, all be corrected.

Pl aces we noted were: p. iv, lines 77, and 110 (two tinmes) and

p. 3, line 268. The entire docunent should be searched to guarantee
that no other instances occur

2. While it is not unheard of for a Technical Report to contain

a conformance cl ause, and makes a certain ampbunt of sense, given

the history of this docunent, it is still unusual. Furthernore, the

| anguage t hroughout the Technical Report is expressed in terns that
express conformance: "...shall be used as...", "...shall contain...",
and so on. The nore appropriate rhetorical structure for a Technica
Report is sinply to describe and specify things, rather than

strive to sound as if it is a standard even when it isn't. To

pick a typical exanple from page 7 of the docunent:

"The FDCC-set definition text shall contain one or nore FDCC-set
category source definitions, and shall not contain nore than one
definition for the sane FDCC-set category."

That is a prescriptive specification, tied to the conformance cl ause.
The descriptive refornul ati on woul d be:

"The FDCC-set definition contains one or nore FDCC-set category
source definitions, and does not contain nore than one definition
for the same FDCC-set category."”

We woul d prefer that the text be rewitten to renove its prescriptive
character. But failing that, it would nake sense to at |east add a
prom nent paragraph to the Forward that describes the origin

of the docunent, explains why it is witten *like* a standard, but

is not actually a standard. What is there nowis just directives

boil er plate, but does not explain why the text is still witten
inits prescriptive manner and why it still has a conformance cl ause.




2. Technical Comments

2.1. p. Vv, line 126

"A standard set of values for all the categories has been defined
covering the repertoire of 1SOIEC 10646-1."

This may not be correct, depending on what is nmeant by "covering

the repertoire”. LC COLLATE, by reference to FCD3 14651, does i ndeed
provide full coverage for 10646-1 (plus Amendnents 1-7), plus

two characters from Anendnent 18. LC CTYPE al so intends to cover

the sanme repertoire, although it is difficult to determ ne whether
it is actually conplete. In any case, PDTR 14652 is insufficiently
precise in defining the repertoire to be covered, since the
"repertoire of |1SOIEC 10646-1" is constantly changi ng.

It would be helpful to refer to specific versions of the Unicode
Standard to define repertoire, rather than 10646-1 plus anendnents,
since that would be nore precise (and nmechanically checkabl e, since

a fixed, machi ne-readable data file exists for each Unicode version).
For exanple, 10646-1 plus Amendments 1-7 (or 1-9, for that matter,
since Amendnents 8 and 9 did not add characters), corresponds

to Unicode 2.0.0. But the addition of the euro sign and object

repl acenent character can be specified exactly as Unicode 2.1.9,

but does not correspond to any particular configuration of 10646-1:1993
pl us amendnents.

2.2. p. 1, line 169 in Normative References

This lists 10646-1:1993 as the normative reference. We think this
is a mstake. Gven the timng of this Technical Report, it is
clear that the reference should be to 10646-1: 2000, the

second edition. Then the specification of the particular repertoire
of that standard to be covered should be by reference to

a particular version (or versions) of the Unicode Standard,

or by reference to the nunbered coll ections of the standard

(e.g. collection BMP-AMD. 7 is explicitly provided in 10646-1: 2000
to specify the repertoire that matches Unicode 2.0.0.).

2.3. p. 3, line 270, section 3.2.1 Notation for defining syntax.

This entire syntax is unhel pful and could easily be dispensed
with if the thrust of this docunent were not to maintain
upward conpatibility with POSI X specifications. In a
descriptive specification of cultural conventions, it is
far better to sinply specify a tagged fornmat of sone sort.
This woul d all ow di spensing with the superfluous C-style
printf specifiers and "\n" line termnators, etc. Such a
format woul d be nore useful to other users of the

cultural conventions, and if properly designed could be
easily converted to XM., where it could be transmtted
and verified in standard ways.

Furthernore, use of the printf argunment specifiers in this
net a- syntax conflicts with the definition of other
simlar format specifiers for date, time, and other



format specifications within particular FDCC-set categories.
This is npost confusing in a Technical Report. The TR

shoul d describe the specification for cultural conventions
in an inplenentation neutral but clear way -- and then the
POSI X++ i npl enentation is free to nake use of printf-style
specifiers for its actual inplenentation on UNI X pl atforns.

2.4. p. 4, line 304, section 3.2.3 Portable character set.

This is conpletely unnecessary for the specification of
cultural conventions. A neutral specification would sinply
make use of the UCS identifications of characters. The
requi renment to specify the Portable character set is a
POSI X artifact that should itself be restricted to the
PCsSI X speci fications.

2.5. p. 7, line 491ff

The definition of category body is not consistent with the
al l owance for comment |ines at any point.

2.6. p. 9, line 585

"Concat enat ed constants can include a m X
of the above character representations.”

This is just a silly idea. At the very least this should
be deprecated.

2.7. p. 11, line 677ff,

Section 4.2 LC_|I DENTI FI CATI ON

"All keywords are mandatory unl ess otherw se noted, and
the operands are strings."

This is a *good* exanple of how the specification should
wor k. This should be carried through for all the other

FDCC-set categories, so that the printf-style format
specifications can be dropped.

2.8. p. 11, line 717
"j18n:1999" ==> "j 18n: 2000"
2.9. p. 12, line 738,

the "i18n" LC_|I DENTI FI CATI ON cat egory.

"1 SO' does not match the spec for territory, which
required this to be a 2-letter 3166 code.

2.10. p. 12, line 740ff.



Update all 1999's to 2000's.

2.11. p. 13, line 795ff.

The "doubl e increnment hexadeci mal synbolic ellipses” are
a clever, but still goofy convention. They meke the
tables for LC CTYPE | ess m nd-nunbi ng, but a better
strategy is to define all such property categories hy
reference to a specified | evel of the UnicodeData.txt

dat abase, and then to define only the deltas fromthat

to satisfy the committee on certain categories that m ght
differ in usage fromthat specified in UnicodeData.txt.
This would be far, far easier to verify and to

i npl ement than what is currently provided.

2.12. p. 14, line 874ff, xdigit

It is an incredibly bad idea to allow hex digits to
have script variants. xdigit should always refer to
0..9, a..f, A .F, period, full stop. Anything else is
inviting inplenmentati on di sasters.

2.13. p. 15, line 926 map

The "map" keyword i s an unnecessary extension of the concept
of an FDCC-set. The FDCC-set is not the place that al
possi bl e rel ati ons between characters are defined. The
concept of an FDCC-set should be restricted to the

speci fication of *cultural* practices for formatting
quantities, names, addresses, and such, which are

clearly relevant to localization of software. Mxing it

all up with an architecturally unsound approach to the

speci fication of character encodi ngs and character semantics
is a very, very, bad idea. This should just be renoved.

2.14. p. 16, line 976ff,

section 4.3.2 Character string transliteration

It is no nore acceptable to have a bad transliteration
speci fication tucked away inside the LC CTYPE category
than it was to have it specified as a separate category.
In fact, it is even |ess coherent than before, when
treated as a part of the LC _CTYPE specifications of
cultural conventions. This section should be renoved, as
it has nothing to do with the specification of cultura
conventi ons.

By the way, if this is included in the Technical Report, it
is quite likely that it will be widely ignored by those

i mpl enenting transliteration (outside the POSI X conmunity
at least), and will just nmake the conmittee | ook silly.

2.15. p. 18, line 1091.



<U3200>. . <UFAFF> is not the correct
range for ideographic characters in UCS, in whatever
version.

2.16. p. 19, line 1108ff "i18n" LC_CTYPE category.

Once again, for the Technical Report to try to define all this
is an incredible waste of tine and error-prone. Now that

14652 is a Technical Report and not an International Standard,
the allergy it has previously shown towards referring to

the industry standard inplenmentation of these properties
shoul d be shrugged off in favor of a nore useful and

accurate approach.

We have not tried to | ocate *every* error in these tables, but
some exanples will show the problem

For the "upper" category: 01A6 shoul d be added; 01C5, 01C8,

01CB, 01F2 should be renoved (those are titlecase, not uppercase);
all the | PA extensions should be renmoved (the | PA snall-caps
letters are notionally | owercase, and should not be included

in the "upper" category); 03D2..03D4 should be added;

the range <UO3E3>..(2)..<U03EF> has the wong start point --

it should be <UO3E2>, ... and so on.

On p. 21, line 1315,
the CIK unified ideographs range starts
at the wwong point. It should be 4E00, not 4EO1

On p. 22, line 1369,
the cntrl range is <UOO7F>..<UOQ9F>,
not <U0077>..<U009F>.

For the "punct" category on p. 22, this departs very strongly
fromthe Uni codeData definition of punctuation. "punct" here
i ncludes currency signs and m scel | aneous synbol s as wel

as true punctuation. This should be justified or corrected.

2.17. LC _CTYPE category (continued)

By the way, the consistent use of UCS designations to refer
to characters in the "i18n" LC_CTYPE specification puts the
lie to the useful ness and requirenment for 14652 to define
and nmake use of the bizarre repertoiremap of section 6 of
14652 (p. 62 ff). Consistent use of ASCI| characters as

t hemsel ves, a judicious use of a few other synbolic nanmes
for the few other characters explicitly referred to in

ways where that would help (e.g. for exanples for

collation, etc.) and use of UCS synbolic nanes for everything
el se would be far, far preferable for this Technical Report,
to the way it currently stands.

2.18. p. 28, line 1848

"This ordering is used by regul ar expressions..
al so as the collation weight to be used in sorting."



The intent of this sentence is unclear. Wat is the
effect on pattern matching if collation weights *are*
explicitly specified? This item nust be clarified.

2.19. p. 29, line 1888

"This value is el sewhere referred [to] as
the COLL_VEIGHT MAX Iimt." (also on p. 33, line 2081)

Where is this el sewhere? Either specify the el sewhere, or
drop this non sequitur

2.20. p. 31, line 1964

"l ower than the coded character set val ue"

Since this is tal king about a *synbolic* ellipsis here,
should this be lower in the sequence of synbolic nanes,
rather than |lower in the *coded character set value* ?

2.21. p. 31 ff., general

All this specification of *how to assign weights and dea

with the IGNORE's, and so on should be left to 14651, and
acquired in 14652 by reference. This discussion here is

just inviting inconsistencies in inplenmentation. The appropriate
scope for 14652 is to specify the additions to the LC COLLATE
syntax over and above 14651, i.e. specification of limts

on nunbers of levels, introduction of the synbol - equi val ence
keyword, and use of the copy keyword.

2.22. p. 32, line 2014.

"A <comment _character> occurring where

the delimter ";" may occur, term nates the collating
statement.”

This is a *good* exanple of the way the entire text of the TR
should be witten. This is descriptive, and does not resort
to the prescriptive "shall" when describing a format.

2.23. p. 34, line 2121 Note.

This claimis not generally true. It depends on what type of
deconposition is done. This claimis for canonical deconposition
Clarify the text if this note is to remain.

2.24. p. 35, line 2203 Fand B, and B and P

The way these "and"s are used here, this claimis very difficult
to parse and understand. This should be broken out to explicit
singl e statenents about what terns are nutually excl usive.



2.25. p. 36, line 2226 ".

.and shall be present in the source FDCC- set
copied via the "copy" keyword."

This is not required by 14651, and should not be, because it
restricts tailorings unnecessarily. The point is, that a

<col l ati ng-synbol > has to be defined before it is referred

to by a reorder-after statenent, but there is no reason why
that definition has to come froma particul ar FDCC-set copied
via the "copy" keyword. If this is POSIX-specific stuff, once
again, the inplenentation details should be el sewhere, and not
in the neutral specification of FDCC-sets for cultura

conventi ons.

2.26. p. 37, line 2293, section 4.4.12.1 section reordering statements

This syntax extends the syntax of 14651 for this statenent type.
That should be explicitly pointed out and expl ai ned, since it
is not going to be the expectation of those using the TR

2.27. p. 38 ff., "i18n" LC_COLLATE category

The long list of collating synbols is not needed here. This
conpletely duplicates the list present in the 14651 common
tailorable tenplate, but with the introduction of just

four collating-synmbols: <BLANK>, <CAPI TAL-SMALL>, <SMALL- CAPI TAL>,
and <BOTH>. The introduction of <BLANK> is not necessary.
That is the result of an error in the 14651 table for two
entries, where "<BLANK>" should be corrected to "<BASE>".
The other three are sinply unexpl ai ned additions by the
editor. And even *if* they were needed for sone further
purpose, the correct specification for 14652 is sinply to
specify the 3 additional collating-synbols, along with

any desired synbol - equi val ences, rather than duplicating
the rest of the list in 14652.

2.28. p. 53, line 3277 ff. "i18n" LC_MESSAGES

Wy is "[+1]" and "[-0]" suggested as the default

definition for yes and no in the "i18n" LC MESSAGES cat egory?
"[1]" and "[0]" might make some sense, though "y" and "n
woul d be better, given the status of English as the

i nternational |anguage. But at the very |east, the

m nus sign on the zero makes no sense and shoul d be
renoved

2.29. p. 53, line 3237, Section 4.9 LC_PAPER

Paper size conventions certainly are cultural conventions,
but there is a m smatch between what the requirenments should
be for specifying these cultural conventions and what is
presented here.

For the U. S., for exanple, paper size conventions are



"letter" (8-1/2"x11") and "legal" (8-1/2"x14"), whereas
for the U K, normal printing paper is A4 (210mm x 297nmm) .
In addition to the netric series defined in DIN 66008,
there may be other local traditional sizes not defined in
terms of the nmetric system as for exanple, traditiona
sizes used in book publishing.

A specification for cultural conventions should allow the
expression of all this, and not attenpt to reduce everything
to one height and one width expressed in nmllinmeters (which
won't even be accurate for U. S. paper sizes, by the way).

This FDCC-set category seens to be, instead,

anot her inplenmentation-driven category that could be used
transiently to convey sone "l ocal e-based" information to

a printing process through sonme APlI. Effectively, the

FDCC-set is being conceived of a one gigantic C struct

for storing anything an application mght ever conceivably

need for cultural adaptability for access to an APlI, rather than
as a "specification for cultural conventions”, which is

nom nally what this Technical Report is about.

2.30. p. 54, line 3262, Section LC_NAME

This entire specification is very weak and basically usel ess.
The list of keywords provided is Wstern-centric.

This is a good exanple of a category that should be

reorgani zed to *first* provide a discursive |isting of

nanme formatting and sal utation conventions in different

cultures, before trying to invent a syntax to make it

machi ne-readable. Otherwi se this is "standards-fishing"--

promul gati ng a standard syntax in the hope that it may

be sufficient and i nplenentable, but in the absence of

evi dence of use or enough data to denpbnstrate its appropriateness
to the field of application.

2.31. p. 54, line 3298 %m Middle names

It is unclear whether this is intended to be one string
associated with potentially nultiple nanmes. If so, this
shoul d be clarified. Also, what is the relationship between
the potentially nultiple names of %n and the apparent
single initial letter of WM "Mddle initial"?

2.32. p. 54, line 3200 %p Profession.

This is also unclear as to intent. Does this, conbined
with the "i18n" LC_NAME category value for name_fm
imply that "Lawyer John C. Smith" and

"Assi stant Manager at MDonal d's Janes T. Peabody" are
valid formatted names?

2.33. p. 54, line 3274 name_gen

The exanpl e given for the use of Japanese "-sam" as a



salutation is incorrect. While it is true that "-sam" is
not gender-specific, it is not appropriate "for al
persons”, and certainly not in all contexts. Furthernore,
it is an honorific, and not a salutation, since it cannot
be used i ndependently of a nane.

2.34. p. 55, line 3305

"The va[lu]e may be stored in the database
with the person information."

What dat abase? Once again, this specification is referring

to some uncl ear context outside the scope of the document,
with the inplication that this is designed for sonme particul ar
i npl ementati on, rather than standing i ndependently as a
specification. Either delete the reference to "the database"
or make it clear in this docunment what is intended by it.

2.35. p. 55, line 3318 name_fmt specification

This is essentially just a mask definition for a format.

It would be better stated explicitly as a mask, rather than as a
printf style format string. And there is nothing gained

by use of the synbolic nanme "<p>", rather than just "p";

this just clutters the specification and nakes it hard

to read.

The sanme comment applies to the format masks for
LC ADDRESS pos.al.fnt (p. 56, line 3400), and the
LC TELEPHONE tel _int _fmt (p. 57, line 3443).

2.36. p. 55, section 4.11 LC_ADDRESS

There is no justification for why the LC ADDRESS cat egory,
whi ch shoul d be focussed on specification of cultura
specifications for addresses, is cluttered up with a bunch
of keywords related to | SO 3166 country codes, notor
vehicle country codes, |SO 2108 | SBN codes, and | SO 639

| anguage codes. Once again this |looks |ike a case of
tossing in the kitchen sink, rather than designing the
category appropriate to its usage. Al of these superfluous
keywords shoul d be renpved fromthe category. If an

FDCC- set needs to specify any of this information, it
shoul d be el sewhere, and not just tossed into LC_ADDRESS
for no apparent reason.

The Rationale for this category in Annex B does not
di scuss this, either

2.37. p. 57, section 5. CHARMAP

As we have indicated before, specification of a CHARMAP
is conpletely out of scope for cultural conventions.
This is just a bad design that continues the way POSI X
deals with inplementation of character set encodings.
There is no good reason for the 14652 Techni cal Report



on the specification nmethod for cultural conventions to
be continui ng and expanding on this bad design. It
shoul d be renoved. (See further comments on the Annex B
Rat i onal e bel ow.)

2.38. p. 58, line 3502, <escseq>

Even with the exanple now provided on p. 61, this

expl anation for <escseq> is still alnost inconprehensible.
The sane applies to the discussion of operands for

the <include> keyword on p. 59, which also refer to

"the g-set or c-set to be defined' and the "range

of characters in the referenced charmap”. This is

anot her reason why this entire section should be dropped
fromthe TR

2.39. p. 60, line 3593 ff.,

"The encoding part shall be expressed as..."

Even if this is specified for upward conpatibility with
exi sting POSI X practice, it is ridiculous in this day
and age to be encourage the use of octal or decinal

in the specification of character encodi ng val ues.
Hexadeci mal is clearly the radix of choice, and should
be encouraged by the technical report. The others should
be deprecated.

2.40. p. 61, line 3625 ff.,

"Exanpl e of using |1SO 2022 techni ques"

These exanpl es do now provi de enough information to be

able to make a guess at how t he CHARMAP keyword "<escseqg>"
is intended to be used. But the exanples also illustrate
the reason why this entire CHARMAP section shoul d be
renoved fromthe Technical Report. This is an inplenentation
format for extension of the POSI X architecture for

character set encoding definitions, rather than any

i nformati on useful for the specification of cultura
conventions. Anyone wanting to understand the structure

of these character encodings would be far better off going
to the easily available (and far nore conplete and accurate)
book by Ken Lunde on CJKV Information Processing. And as

for cultural conventions, this section of CHARVAP (as wel

as the subsequent one on REPERTO REMAP) just get in the

way and confuse the issues.

2.41. p. 61, lines 3661, 3662.

If the CHARMAP section and exanples stay in, at the very
| east, the exanple characters used shoul d be |egal
assigned characters. The comment says "the character
codes are only exanples", but in fact <U0365> and <U0744>
are not valid, assigned characters in the version of
10646-1 normatively referred to by the Technical Report.



At the least, make the effort to use assigned characters.

2.42. p. 62, Section 6 REPERTOIREMAP

Once again, we object to this ridicul ous REPERTO REMAP
whi ch does not belong in 14652. It should be renoved.

The justification on p. 63 keeps getting longer, but is
no nore convincing than before. The *concept* of a
repertoiremap is prior art, but the whol esal e extension
of that prior art to include thousands of the editor's
whol e cloth inventions can hardly be characterized as
prior art. It is sinply an exanpl e of dogged persistence.

At nost, perhaps 100 or so of these synmbols beyond

the range of Latin-1 characters have any useful ness.

The rest are just the result of a nediocre concept
extended at | east two standard devi ati ons beyond t he
range of reasonabl eness. Why woul d anyone want to

use the symbol "<W; ?J>" instead of "<ULFAF>" to

refer to U+1FAF GREEK CAPI TAL LETTER OVEGA W TH DASI A AND
PERI SPOVENI AND PROSGEGRAMMENI ? Or "<_./>//>" instead

of "<U25E2>" for U+25E2 BLACK LOWER RI GHT TRI ANGLE?

The silliness of this REPERTO REMAP, which takes up nearly
one quarter of a 114 page Technical Report, is illustrated
by its inconpl eteness. After inventing 2318 of these
symbol s, the editor apparently ran out of gas, and didn't
extend themto cover Georgian, Thai, Lao, or any of the
Indic scripts. He included synbols for conpatibility
Arabi c positional shape characters, but not synbols for
conmpatibility fullwidth ASCII or hal fwi dth katakana
characters. Why? And it is conpletely unclear how this
mechani sm woul d be extended, except by nore arbitrary

and nearly random string assignnments, to cover the
repertoire of Unicode 3.0 (with 1165 Yi syllables and

630 Canadi an Abori gi nal Syllabics syllables, just to nanme
t he nost problematical).

2.43. p. 64, line 3823 - 3848

The introduction of these "<a8>" .. "<z8>" synbols
here is problematical. First of all, these are intended
for use with LC COLLATE for tailoring of the table from
14651, but that is not explained here or anywhere.

Second, the particul ar assignnments of these synbol

wei ghts to particular Unicode characters is invalid

in general. There is nothing that ensures that U+0252
is going to be the "last A" in the commopn tailorable
tenplate table. This could be affected either by a
revision of that table or the addition of new characters
to 10646 that get incorporated into the table. It is

i nadvi sable in any case to tie a hack for tailoring
Latin characters to particul ar Uni code val ues. The
proper way to do this is to introduce "<a8>", etc.

as collating-synbols in LC COLLATE and then introduce
the appropriate tailoring with reorder-after statenents



based on a particular version of the 14651 table.

2.44., p. 92 Annex B (informative) Rationale

The entire Technical Report now is informative. Restructuring
t he docunent as a Technical Report should nove nost of this
material into the main body of the text. There is no
rhetorical reason why it should be separated off in

an annex, since it provides explanatory material that

is often needed at the point where concepts are introduced.

In particular, the LC_MONETARY Rationale (B.1.4) is a
better start toward what the Technical Report *shoul d*
contai n about nmonetary formatting than the definition
of the LC _MONETARY category itself.

2.45. p. 92, line 6183

"an | SO'| EC 10646 system that has
defined 16-bit bytes may..."

There is no reason for the docunent to be obtuse about
this. No Unicode (or 10646) systeminplenents 16-bit
characters by defining 16-bit bytes. "Byte" in the

i ndustry has an unshakeabl e neaning of an 8-bit quantity.
It is only character standards diehards who keep insisting
that "byte" is variable width and refers to the width

in bits that a character is encoded in. The entire

i ndustry has chosen the other route, and neasures data

in bytes, which is a fixed-size quantity. The days when
bytes did differ in size on different nachine architecture
are |l ong gone.

2.46. p. 93, Section B.1.3 LC_COLLATE Rationale

Most of this discussion is out of scope. It is arguing
about 14651, rather than providing the particulars for
the rationale for the LC _COLLATE category.

247.  p. 94, line 6286

"The syntax for the LC _COLLATE

category source is the result of a cooperative effort

bet ween representatives for many countries and organi zati ons
working with international issues, such as Uni Forum X/ Open,
and 1SO, ..."

If this rationale is to contain all the general discussion
about collation weighting and contents rel evant to 14651
rather than just the discussion of the specific keywords
for the LC_COLLATE category in the FDCC-set, then why

is not the Unicode Consortiumon that list? Either add

it or remove all the out-of-scope discussion of 14651-

rel ated issues fromthis rationale.



2.48. p. 95, line 6315

"It is estimated that the Technica

Report covers the requirenents for all European | anguages,
and no particular problens are anticipated for Cyrillic

or Mddle Eastern scripts."

First of all, it is not PDTR 14652 that covers these
requi rements, but FCD3 14651 that does. PDTR 14652 sinply
provi des the netasyntactic shell to incorporate the

14651 framework inside the LC COLLATE category.

Secondly, 14651 *does* cover Cyrillic, Arabic, and Hebrew,
as well as the rest of the scripts included in Unicode 2.0,
so there is no reason to make this inprecise statenent
about antici pations.

2.49. p. 98, Section B.1.3.3

Sanpl e FDCC-set specification for Danish.
line 6485: The synbol "<SPECI AL>" is not defined.

In general, the introduction of the particular synbols
needed for this Danish collation specification should be
done *here*, and not in the "i1l8n" LC COLLATE category
definition on p. 38 and in the "i18nrep" REPERTO REMAP
on p. 64.

2.50. p. 103, line 6753.

"It is expected that National Standards
Bodies will provide specifications."”

This seens a rather forlorn hope, given a bad format
nmetasyntax in the first place.

And why insert a plaintive cry for other NB's to do the

wor k, instead of just digging into the | BM G een Book
di scussion of Date Format as a starting point?

2.51. p. 103, line 6762.

"The internationalization working
group is devel oping an interface..."”

Who? What internationalization working group, affiliated
with whon®? This is not nade clear in the docunent.

2.52. p. 104, Section B.2 Character Set Rationale

This rationale is conpletely unconvincing as a rationale
for including the CHARMAP nmechani smin the Technica
Report 14652.



In particular, the claimthat the "charmap was introduced
to resolve problens with the portability of, especially,
FDCC- set sources" should have been addressed sinply by
using 10646 (i.e. Unicode) as the *reference* character

set for the Technical Report. This is the obvious solution,
as taken by the HTML and XM. standards. This approach allows for
a source docunent to be represented in any character encoding,
but it is interpreted *as if* it were converted to the
reference character set, i.e., the UCS. In fact, nost

i npl emrentations will *actually* convert the source docunent
to Unicode, to sinplify their parsing/lexing engines.

The sane approach shoul d now be taken towards all such
speci fications, including that of 14652, now that the UCS
is areality. Continuing to fob off this old nodel of
"source portability" from POSI X on new standards and
technical reports does a disservice to those who are trying
to understand and inplement them Instead of assisting in
source portability, it really only succeeds again and again
in unnecessarily inmporting all the conplexities of |egacy
character encodings into standards and technical reports
that have nothing to do with the details of character

encodi ng.

2.53. p. 105, Section B.3 Repertoiremap Rationale

"The repertoiremap was i ntroduced to make FDCC-sets
i ndependent of the availability of charmaps."

Once again, this entire argunent woul d be obvi ated by maki ng
the UCS the reference character set for the docunent. Al

the conplexity of CHARMAP and REPERTO REMAP woul d be

pushed off to where it belongs, in POSIX inplenentations

of the technical report, rather than in the technical report
itself.

Techni cal Comments re Section 4.5 LC MONETARY

We consider the specification in section 4.5 to illustrate the
nature of the technical problens endemic to the TR s entire
approach to the specification of cultural conventions. The

nmet asynt ax provi ded for LC_MONETARY is designed to be an

ext ensi on of existing POSIX inplenentations of currency formatting.
However, the extensions are:

A. Over-elaborate in terns of particular paranmeter specifications.

B. Insufficiently precise to be well-defined or to avoid undeci dabl e
cases of conflicting paranmeter specifications.

C. Result in specifications of cultural conventions for nonetary
formatting that are inconprehensible to the human reader, but
rather are designed to facilitate a progranmers task of
parsi ng out paraneters and setting a nunber of bool ean settings
in a |local edef inplenentation

D. Have a "data nornmlization" problemforced by insisting that
a single FDCC-set nust have *two* nonetary formats specifiable--



one for the "local" currency and one for the "international"”
currency. This is the Unix euro hack. It seriously conplicates
speci fication of cultural conventions by pushing the euro
probl em onto the procrustean bed of the single locale. This

is another sign of inplenmentation considerations driving a
conpl ex and uncl ear specification, rather than considerations
of clear and sinple exposition driving the specification

We consider the third problemto be particularly egregious, since it

means that registered FDCC-set's will be effectively inconprehensible

in the registry and be unmai ntai nabl e by visual inspection. This is
likely to result in duplicate, overlapping, and/or m staken registrations,
where the formatting intent of the human trying to produce these

FDCC-set definitions may not match the behavior of the inplenentations
usi ng them

The problens can be illustrated by exam ning the "i18n" FDCC-set
definition proposed for LC_MONETARY, and then by giving another
exanpl e where the mnd flows freely, posing an outl andi sh case

to see what the netasyntax allows (and thereby what it *requires* of
i mpl ement ati ons).

LC_MONETARY
% This is the 14652 i18n fdcc-set definition for
% t he LC_MONETARY cat egory.

%

i nt_curr_synbol
currency_synbol

non_deci mal _poi nt ", >
non_t housands_sep "
non_gr oupi ng -1

positive_sign
negative_sign

int_frac_digits -1
frac_digits -1
p_cs_precedes -1
p_sep_by_ space -1
n_cs_precedes -1
n_sep_by space -1
p_sign_posn -1
n_si gn_posn -1

%
END LC_MONETARY

O k., but what does this nean? It apparently is an attenpt to provide
a vanilla default that effectively does nothing except specify that
"," is the decimal separator. But rather than being conceived in
terms of a visual international currency format that woul d make any
sense whatsoever, it is conceived in terns of the inplenmentation of

| ocal edef, with values to match variable initializations in that
program (null strings, unused values undefined). But if you think in
terms of actual formatting recommendations, this inplies that

the currency nunmber 1000 woul d format as:

"1000"

(or possibly "1000,0" or "1000,00" or ..., since frac_digits in not
speci fied!)



But the negative value for a currency nunber -1000 would *al so* format as:
"1000"
(or possibly "1000,0" or "1000,00" or ...)

We don't think it was the intention of the editor of 14652 to reconmend
that positive and negative currency values be formatted exactly the
same, but that is the inplication of this LC MONETARY definition. So

an unreasonabl e default has crept in, sinply because thinking in terns
of program paranmeter initialization for setting values in a cryptic

nmet asynt ax does not lend itself to specification of real formats that
woul d nmake sense as defaults or recomendati ons.

By the way, there is a definite technical problem which *nust* be
addressed to even make the specification conprehensible. The nmeaning

of -1 as an argunent value for int_frac_digits, frac_digits, p_cs_precedes,
etc. through n_sep_by_space, is not defined in the TR So as it stands,

the LC_MONETARY definition is anomal ous. It doesn't mean anything to

have a negative one nunber of fractional digits to the right of a

deci mal separator, for exanple.

Now for the overperni ssiveness and i nprecision of the netasyntax
suggested. Let's consider the case of Lower Slobovia. Lower Slobovia
used the tugrik as its local currency until the end of 1998, but

had an unpl anned currency reformstarting earlier this year. Things
being rather chaotic in Lower Slobovia, the currency reformdidn't
conplete until 1999-09-16, when Lower Slobovia officially declared the
sl obovik as its currency and established the conversion rate of

1 slobovik for 9 tugrik, suggested by the court astrol oger because
the King of Slobovia has 9 daughters. Now since Lower Sl obovia
derives nost of its incone by rather shady noney-I| aundering, they
have adopted the USD as their international noney formatting
convention. This tends to obscure the conversions back and forth
fromdollars to sloboviks (or tugriks). Lower Slobovia has chosen

to register the foll owing LC_ MONETARY specification to refl ect

their local cultural conventions:

LC_MONETARY

% This is the official Lower Slobovian fdcc-set definition for
% t he LC_MONETARY cat egory.

%

valid_from ; "19990916"

valid_to "19981231";
conversion_rate 1;9

int_curr_synbol " USD$"; " UsD! "
currency_synbol "<tugrik>"; <sl obovi k>"

% For <tugri k> substitute U+20AE.
% For <sl obovi k> substitute U+2445 (chosen to honor the

% King of Lower Slobovia's sartorial style)
non_deci mal _poi nt e
non_t housands_sep "6"

% The use of "6" as a thousands separator was dictated by
% the king's astrologer for its felicitous sound, but has
% proven quite profitable when foreign conputers unfamliar
% wi th our conventions msinterpret it as a digit when

% par si ng out tugriks and sl oboviks.

non_gr oupi ng 1;2;3;2;1

positive_sign o



negati ve_sign e
int_frac digits
frac_digits
p_cs_precedes
p_sep_by_ space
n_cs_precedes
n_sep_by_ space
int_p_cs_precedes
i nt_p_sep_by_space
int_n_cs_precedes
int_n_sep_by space
p_sign_posn

n_si gn_posn

i nt_p_sign_posn

i nt_n_sign_posn

%

END LC_MONETARY

O -

WEARNROORR

The inplication for valid fromand valid to is that the tugrik was valid from
"t he beginning of tinme" to 19981231, and that the slobovik is valid from
19990916 to "the end of tinme". (The netasyntax for valid fromand valid_ to

in fuzzy on this point, so this is just a stab at what it might nmean to

make use of those inplicit infinities when defining nmore than own currency

in the LC_MONETARY specification.) What an inplementation will do when

faced with a currency formatting for a date in between is unclear --

but perhaps that is o.k., since Lower Slobovia was in a state of financia
chaos at the tine, anyway.

O k., now let's see what happens to the currency val ues when we

use this definition to describe a noney-Ilaundering operation that

had a credit of a little over 2 billion tugrik last year (2,000,600, 609
to be exact) and then had to enter a negative value in the books for
the sanme anount today. When you work it all out, the fully formatted
currency strings conme out to be:

Posi tive anpunt in 1998:

Local format: "(260600660066069?0000 <tugrik>)"
Internat format: "- USD$ 260600660066069?0"

Negati ve anopunt today:

Local format: "<s| obovi k>+ 2622628869566?566666666"
Internat format: "262262886956676+! USD'

Is this absurd? Well, of course. But it is *allowed* by the current
speci fication. That neans, in principle, that inplenmentations of this
speci fication have to be able to produce garbage |ike this without
choki ng on various bizarre conbi nati ons of paraneters. And | egions

of progranmers are going to be scratching their heads over such things
as what to do with the fourth character of the int_curr_synbol which
"shall be the character used to separate the international currency
synmbol fromthe nonetary quantity" when int_p_cs_precedes specifies
that the currency sign goes to the *right* of the nobnetary quantity
and int_p_sep_by space specifies that a *space* is used for
separati on. Hmm



To avoid this kind of nonsense, a usable specification should be

constraining the all owabl e values for paraneters and not all ow ng any

possi bl e conbination in the forlorn hope of not offending the Lower Slobovians
when they finally come to register their cultural conventions and find that
their systemwasn't accounted for by sone constraint on all owed

val ues.

It would be far, far better to specify in detail the *actual *

cultural conventions for currency formatting, with a clear nethod

for *describing* those conventions in detail. The |IBM G een Book
(August 1994, pp. 11 - 19) does so already in great detail in a far
nore useful format for inplenmenters. That actual nunmber of conbinations
in use is far, far less than an unconstrai ned netasyntax such as

that of section 4.5 of PDTR 15642 allows. A better approach would

be to sinmply define a hierarchy of:

A. Unsigned positive nunmeric formats.
B. Positive and negative signed nuneric formts.
C. Currency sign placenents in A and B

D. Alist of known |ocal currency signs with their country
association and relation to official international banking
si gns.

From that, any conpetent software designer can create a mechani sm
for formatting and parsing currency strings that is adaptive to

| ocal cultural conventions. And it can be related to the TR s
speci fication of values for A, B, C, and D above, so that

one inplenenter of A:2;B:3;C. 1;D:Pts can relate that to another

i mpl enentation of the sanme format.

But PDTR 14652 is attenpting something quite different -- it is
attenpting to *standardi ze* the Son-of-POSI X specification for
LC_MONETARY to support portable inplenentations of |ocal def for
Li nux.

It is our opinion that the two goal s--clear and effective
exposition of cultural conventions versus extension of POSIX
mechani snms for portable inplenmentati ons on UNI X systens- -
are effectively at odds, and that the technical quality of
PDTR 14652 is suffering fromm xi ng of inconpatible goals.

M nor Techni cal Coments re Section 4.5 LC_MONETARY

p. 41, line 2616 and |line 2621

The definition of "the beginning

of time" and "the end of time" is not clear here. As a cultura
convention, these should just be UNSPECI FIED. It is then up

to inplenentations to decide what to do about that. A reasonable
option, of course, is to equate UNSPECIFIED tinme with either the
first possible or |last possible "tine" value in a machine

i npl ementation of time, but that is platformspecific in termnms
of actual dates that get associated with those val ues.

p. 41, line 2622ff.



The convention for using two integers

in a specification of conversion rate also seens inplenentation-driven,
rather than designed for clarity. If a conversion rate is set

at 1.86301 (not at all unusual as a possibility), why should not

a cultural specification be able to use "1.86301" to express that,
rather than 186301; 100000 ? This has to do with avoiding

float parsing conplications on Unix rather than with clarity

of specification.

3. Editorial Comments

1. p. iv, line 84 cultural ==> culturally

2. p. iv, line 104 become ==> becones

3. p. iv, line 116 backwards ==> upward (cf. usage on p. 1, line 137)
4. p. iv, line 117 particulary ==> particularly
5. p. 2, line 221 Change final quotation mark to "."
6. p. 4, line 290 represent ==> represents

7. p. 10, line 652 indicate ==> indicates

8. p. 20, line 1167 does ==> do

9. p. 29, line 1883 reorder-sections-after ==> reorder-section-after
line 1884 reorder-sections-end ==> reorder-section-end

(This mstake is made many times on subsequent pages. The entire
docunent shoul d be searched and all instances fixed. See, for
exanple, p. 33, lines 2075, 2089; p. 37 nmultiple tines, etc.)

10. p. 29, line 1888 referred as ==> referred to as
11. p. 30, line 1925 replace-after ==> reorder-after
line 1934 (sane mistake -- search entire docunent)

12. p. 30, line 1941 " specified by its place.” Add
inthe list of collating statenents.” to the end of
the sentence.
13. p. 31, line 1962 ellipsises ==> ellipses
14. p. 33, line 2078 & line 2084 col _wei ght_nmax ==> col | _wei ght _nmax
15. p. 33, line 2097 with the ==> within the
(Sane error on p. 34, lines 2136 and 2157)
16. p. 34, line 2155 collating-synmbol-2 ==> coll ating-synbol -1
17. p. 36, line 2236 on ==>in
18. p. 55, line 3305 vaule ==> val ue

19. p. 56, line 3391 start ==> starting



20. p. 58, line 3512 added the ==> added to the
21. p. 90, line 6091 done ==> nmde

22. p. 90, line 6129 introduce ==> introduced
23. p. 91, line 6132 elipsises ==> ellipses
Editorial Comments re Section 4.5 LC _MONETARY

p. 41, line 2601 "is taken" ==> "is inplied"

p. 43, line 2680 For consistency, "int_curr_synbol" should be
i n doubl e quot es.

end of docunent



