Integration Panel – General comments on “Proposal for GP for Latin Script”

	
	Topic
	Comment 
	Action

	1. 
	Schedule 
	the proposed schedule appears unnecessarily drawn out, the IP suggests to organize some activities in parallel rather than strictly serially
	Could be resolved after we figure out the capacity of the group 

	2. 
	Cross-script variants
	these should be reviewed by other panels, therefore, having an early draft will prevent delays. The IP suggests that the GP plan to generate a "maximal set of cross-script variants" early; this “maximal” set can be initially based on the MSR-2 subset for Latin, it does not have to be limited to the final repertoire right away.
	I do not undestand at this moment, needs some clarifications at least to me

	3. 
	Scope 
	the IP strongly request that the GP update the document to describe how the scope of the work derives from MSR-2, and to not make it read as if it derived directly from the set of PVALID code points in IDNA2008.The IP suggest a revision of sections 1.3 and 1.4 specifically to address which issues  (exclusions) have been taken care of by MSR-2
	Create the scope based on MSR2

	4. 
	Role of principles 
	in evaluating inclusions the GP is supposed to satisfy the [Principles]  listed in the [Procedure].
· The GP should elaborate on how the task of the GP is to verify and select for inclusion specific codepoints from the MSR-2, based on criteria that they will develop in accordance with the Principles stated in [Procedure].
· This does not preclude finding and resolving issues with the MSR-2, however the GP should not spend time to merely repeat the work of the IP in defining MSR-2.
	To read carefully the Principles and Procedutes to figure out how the task could be fullfilled



	5. 
	Role of Normalization 
	the IP finds that the document lacks awareness that because of NFC there isn't an issue related to order of combination.
· The document should recognize that IDN labels are in NFC and labels will therefore contain only precomposed codepoints (unless those are unavailable for some graphemes).
	NFC – Unicode Normaliztion Form. I, personally,  need some more reading to understand this

	6. 
	Role of diacritics 
	The document should discuss how to treat the case where inclusion of some combining code points is necessary.
· Normally, the IP would expect that the necessary combining sequences are listed individually in the LGR, instead of allowing “productive” use of combining marks.
· The document should describe how such sequences intersect with the mostly precomposed code points
	Some lingustic expert is needed to explain this

	7. 
	Diacritics 
	as outlined above, the IP views the questions of how to handle these as a key aspect of the intersection of Latin script and IDNs.
· Collect all discussion of diacritics into a single section.
	Some lingustic expert is needed to explain this

	8. 
	Handwriting discussion 
	the IP suggests that this should be removed as not relevant
	Remove discussion

	9. 
	Arabic chat example contains digits 
	the IP notes that digits are not allowed in the root zone and therefore this is at best an example of something that is out of scope by definition.
	Remove example, may be to put something relevant if that exists

	10. 
	Illustration of early document 
	The IP does not find this graphic all that helpful. There’s no need to create an “interesting” document with lots of figures.
	Remove

	11. 
	Minor comment: 
	ordering of languages by EGIDS needs to be numeric
	Correct the character of the field “order”
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