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I have a few personal comments on the proposed draft amendment 1 and some questions.


The first question is how will ISO/IEC distribute the actual amendment?  For example, will ISO/IEC (a) distribute text similar to what is in N 970, or (b) distribute replacement pages, new pages to be inserted, and notices of deleted pages?  As a user of technical documents that are frequently revised, I have found the (a) style distribution to be much, much more difficult to use than the (b) style distribution.  If WG2 has any voice in the matter, I urge the (b) style distribution because it is usable where the (a) style is almost unusable, particularly with a substantial number of changes.  If the ISO/IEC policy is for the (a) style distribution, I would recommend that WG2 identify usability of amendments as a concern and that WG2 ask SC2 to raise this concern to JTC1.


The second question is on the ordering of the high surrogate and the low surrogate in the character stream, which should come first?  Is this another big endian or little endian issue?  I personally think that the high surrogate should come before the low surrogate but I want to be sure that others have considered this.


For Amendation 1, I recommend these changes: 


1.	delete definitions 4.34 and 4.35 and move them to section 8.  (ISO/IEC 10646-1:1993 defines the zones in section 8 but not in section 4.)


2.	for the two definitions, 4.34 and 4.35, change the words “characters coded” to “code positions”


3.	define the terms “high surrogate” and “low surrogate”


4.	for 4.36 and the “surrogate” definitions derived from 4.36, change the word “characters” to “code positions”


5.	using lower case (small) letters for “high half zone” and “low half zone” in the definitions and throughout the amendment


6.	renumbering the definitions to insert the new terms in alphabetical order


For Amendation 2 on page 1 of the document, I recommend this change: 


1.	change the “The planes which are reserved . . . .” to “The planes that are reserved . . . .”.  The word “that” is required in this context.


For the new Annex, I recommend this change:


1.	assign a letter different from “M” because Annex M is already assigned.


For X.2, I recommend these changes: 


1.	use typographic quotes (201C, LEFT DOUBLE QUOTATION MARK and 201D, RIGHT DOUBLE QUOTATION MARK) instead of vertical quotes (0022, QUOTATION MARK)


2.	under item 5, replace “power-of” with “exponentiation”


For X.7 I will first note that I found this to be a valuable addition.  I recommend these changes:


1.	After the first paragraph, I did not understand the purpose of the encoding example that used UCS-4.


2.	In the second paragraph, change “or are not interpreted at all” to “or are interpreted as unrecognized characters” for consistency with X.6.


3.	For the third paragraph, change the last word “systems” to “implementations”.


4.	In the first bullet, insert a comma after “i.e.”.  (Actually, to help those people to whom English is not the native language, I would suggest that English abbreviation be avoided.)


5.	In the second bullet, insert a comma after “e.g.”.


6.	We might consider one other option where a UCS-2 system is aware of UTF-16 so that it does not recognize any of the characters, but guarantees integrity of the pairs.  I strongly disagree with having a Weak UTF-16 that does not guarantee the integrity of pairs.  If a system implements UTF-16, it shall guarantee the integrity of the pairs even if it supports only a subset of the characters that are encoded above the BMP using UTF-16.  (Perhaps “guarantee integrity of the pairs” is a better wording because of positive phrasing versus “not guarantee to prevent separation of pairs”.)


7.	Under the (U), change “a null subset” to “no”, and change the semicolon to “and”.  This would read:  “Interpret no pairs and do not guarantee integrity of pairs”


8.	Add a new item:  “(A)  UCS-2 systems aware of UTF-16: Interpret no pairs but guarantees integrity of pairs” and add an example for this item at the end.


9.	Under the (W), change the semicolon and following text to:  “but do not guarantee integrity of pairs”.  (I will again voice my disagreement with defining such systems.)


10.	Under the (S), change the semicolon and following text to:  “and guarantee integrity of pairs”.
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