Response of IP to NBGP Proposalon Oriya(Proposal of 2018-03-30)
DATE: 2018-04-14
Overview

The Oriya proposalis an early draft. The IP reviewed the version originally communicated, dated 2018-03-02 and communicated some preliminary results of evaluating test labels. There has been a subsequent update of the proposal, dated 2018-03-30, affecting mostly the proposed WLE rules and their statement in the XML file.

As much as possible, the IP has updated the original review so it should properly reflect the changes made by the GP in the 2018-03-30 update.

This file is accompanied by a marked up version of the proposal document, containing comments and suggestions inline and in sidebar. There is also a version of the XML with some suggested edits by the IP. The GP should compare and note the differences and prepare an updated XML accordingly.
Conclusion

The IP has offered a range of comments on the LGR as so far defined. However, there are many areas in which the draft appears to be preliminary or not complete. The IP hopes that the feedback provided in this document, as well as the marked up proposal document and edited XML file, will give useful direction
General comments
	Item 
	Issue
	IP Comment
	Comments by GP

	Name of the Script: Oriya versus Odia
	The IP is conscious that the preferred Latin spelling  of the name of the language has been changed since the definition of the Unicode standard for the Oriya script.

(The abbreviation “Orya” defined in ISO 15924 is also based on the spelling “Oriya” and that script is listed there with that name. )
	In order to avoid confusion by outsiders with less linguistic or national background or awareness, the IP requests that generally when referring to the script, and in particular to the Unicode standard for it, the name “Oriya” be maintained.
	To avoid confusion, Oriya is mentioned all places as suggested. 


Comments on main document (.docx)
A marked-up copy of the proposal is attached, showing editorial suggestions and other comments from the IP.

	Item 
	Issue
	IP Comment
	Comments By GP

	Absence of formatting
	In the .docx file as submitted, the image of the various text styles has been emulated with ad hoc formatting, rather than explicitly implemented in the word processing.
	IP has partially remedied this by introducing style of title and various levels of heading. More attention to this and other formatting may be required by the GP, to ensure that it follows the intent for Oriya. 
	Formatting is done with various levels and headings.

	Background
	The proposal document devotes considerable space to discussing a general history of the Oriya language including its literature.

The IP feels that the connection of some of that information to the task at hand, that is defining rules for Root Zone TLDs, may be rather tenuous.

Perhaps the focus could be directed more closely on the development of the script (and writing system).
	Consider streamlining the background.
	Background has been streamlined

	Joiners
	The Oriya writing system makes use of Joiner characters, (at least they are present in the Oida Word list the IP has been using to verify WLE rules). While these code points are disallowed for the Root Zone, their absence may impact the formation and legibility of certain Oriya labels. Therefore, this feature of the writing system should be explained and the impact of the exclusion documented in the proposal document.
	Consider documenting any impact that users may experience from the fact that ZWJ and ZWNJ are not supported in the Root Zone.
	Included in Section 4 

	WLE rules
	The WLE rules are clearly stated. 
Unlike some of the other scripts, the Oriya LGR proposal does not provide a BNF expression for full syllables. There is certainly no requirement to provide one, and unless there is a ready source for this information, it may be difficult to provide one that is known to be correct. 

The disadvantage of not having such a BNF is that it is not possible to compare the WLE rules against it, usually something the IP would do as part of its review. So, if there is an existing source for a valid BNF description of Oriya syllables, it would be useful to supply it in section 3, 5 or 7, but if none is readily available or cannot be validated as correct by the GP, then it can be omitted.
	If a valid and correct BNF description for Oriya is available, consider sharing it.
	There is no source for a valid BNF description of Oriya syllables. 


Comments on LGR specification (XML)

The GP is encouraged to carefully review the attached XML and to decide whether to accept the deletions or to add suggested text.Note that there have been some minor edits at the level of words and expression as well.

	Item 
	Issue
	IP Comment
	Comments by NBGP

	Description
	The information provided should be focused on enabling a reader of the specification to understand and apply its salient features without duplicating the deep background on script and writing system that is provided in the main document. Description of language naming, script history, and much of the phonetics is out of scope for the XML document.
	Consider streamlining the description. The attached XML contains suggested deletions
	OK

	Missing
	Some information is missing: in order to set up for the discussion of matras, the section on Consonants should mention the inherent vowel.
	Consider adding.
Suggested additions are indicated in the attached XML by notes inside [ ].
	Done

	Special code points
	The "special" characters Nukta, Visarga, Candrabindu and Anusvara should be discussed, and the Halant/Pulli related to the VIRAMA Unicode name and code point.
	Consider adding.
Suggested additions are indicated in the attached XML
	Done

	Data section
	If "pulli" is the correct local name for VIRAMA, then it would be fine to add it after the character name in the comment (separated by " = ", as shown in the attached XML). 
	The GP to review and amend.
Suggested alias indicated in the attached XML.

	Please explain

	WLE Rules
	The WLE rules have been significantly revised from the 20180302 version.
Whereas before, some 25% of all tentative labels in a relative small corpus were returned as invalid due to failing the context rule, now that number is down to a handful (with about 1% of items failing due to being out of repertoire). 

See further details under test labels.
	
	OK

	Default WLE rule and Actions
	Default rules
In the attached XML, these have been replaced by a copy that better matches what is used in the RZ-LGR. Please retain. The differences are mainly in the comments.
	This change would make integration easier (see attached XML).
	OK

	References
	Reference numbers 0-99 are reserved for versions of the Unicode Standard in the Root Zone. 
	Change to values > 100. 
Suggested change indicated in the attached XML
	Reference numbers were updated


Review of Label Files

IPhas not received a test file. The "Odia word list" file has 20K entries, and after the first draft of the LGR failed up to 25% of all labels, the revised LGR as reviewed had only a handful labels that didn’t meet the context rules.
Test coverage is mainly good. 4 code points are not part of the test, but all 9 named classes and all 9 defined tag values are covered. However, while one context rule sees 25% of all labels failing, another rule does not have a single failure.

     1 instances of invalid context (follows-only-C-N-or-M)

     4 instances of invalid context (follows-only-C-or-N)

     8 instances of invalid context (follows-only-C1)
 145 instances of not in repertoire

All out-of-repertoire instances were due to labels containing U+200C ZERO WIDTH NON-JOINER, which is permitted in IDNA2008 if immediately following a VIRAMA, but not permitted in the Root Zone. 

However, the issues from disallowing 200C in the root zone for writing systems that normally uses this code point need to be discussed in those LGRs where that code point is commonly used in ordinary writing. It cannot be silently omitted, even if it is disallowed from the Root Zone.
Test coverage for out-of-repertoire is insufficient for regression testing (limited to the ZWJ and ZWNJ code points, U+200C and U+200D). Also, the file is too large to be used as a regression test. The IP requests the GP to create a focused test file containing a representative sample of valid and invalid labels.
Conclusion: the overall failure rate appears very low. Test coverage can be improved; the fact that one context rule was never failed together with the absence of four code points from the repertoire points to the test data possibly not being sufficiently diverse.

