2011/03/27
Comments on the proposed changes for DR 09-0040

1. Comments for WordprocessingML

1.1 The clarification of the purpose of “hint” should be clarified.

The purpose of the “hint” should be clarified. Following is the definition of the hint (17.3.2.26), and the definition itself is not proposed to be changed at present.
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The description “which are not explicitly stored in the document” seems to be related with the font embedding. The effect of “hint” attribute is different between the cases that required font is embedded and not embedded?

According to Japanese expert, the "hint" attribute was originally introduced to specify the font slot explicitly, for the characters that multiple categories (of ascii, hAnsi, eastAsia) can include. The typical example would be the horizontal ellipsis and 3-dots leader. They are unified in Unicode but the vertical positions of the dots are different in Latin typographic ellipsis (aligned to baseline, like “...”) and Japanese typographic 3-dots leader (aligned to midline, like “…”).

1.2 The reflection of the hint attribute should be described in more detail.
Also, the reflection of the hint value should be clarified. According to the mapping table from Unicode codepoint ranges to the font slots, it seems that the hint is reflected after the mapping table lookup, and for special ranges. In addition, “eastAsia” is the only meaningful value that changes anything. According to the definition of ST_Hint (17.18.41), the value of hint can be “cs”, “default” or “eastAsia”. The reflection of the hint for “cs” or “default” should be described in more detail. Considering that typical right-to-left scripts like Arabic, Hebrew and Thaana are mapped to ascii font slot, these values are reflected before the mapping table lookup?
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1.3 The combining effect of hint and language is needed to be checked.
Checking the tables, the hint attribute can control the font slot for "General Punctuation" block completely, but some blocks are controlled by both of the hint and the language attribute. For example, "Latin-1 supplement" block is described as:
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This looks odd, because it means that Chinese environment will use different font slots for unaccented Latin (ascii) and accented Latin. It is expected for Microsoft to assure the existing implementations really do such.

1.4 The definition of Chinese language should be described in more detail
Also, the definition of "the language of the run is either Chinese Traditional or Chinese Simplified" has an ambiguity. The language of the run is specified by the lang element (see 17.3.2.20 lang (Languages for Run Content)) which has 3 attributes; val, eastAsia and bidi. It is unclear which attribute should be which value. The most popular cases would be the eastAsia attribute is set to zh-CN or zh-TW, but setting val attribute to zh-CN or zh-TW would not be possible, because the types of all 3 values are defined as ST_Lang (22.9.2.6) symply. Also the coverage of the predefined zh-XX variations should be listed. zh-CN, zh-TW are well known, but zh-HK (Hong Kong), zh-MO (Macao) zh-SG (Singapore), zh-MY (Malaysia) etc are included?

At presdent, ST_Lang is simply typed as "xsd:string", so there is any restriction about which attribute can accept what values. If there is a restriction or implicit assumption like the language like "zh-CN" can be available in eastAsia attribute only, they should be clarified for the compatibility.

1.5 “Ambiguous” in ST_Hint definition should be clarified.
Also, the hint attribute seems to be considered only when it is set to eastAsia. But the definition of the ST_Hint (2.18.47) notes as “Specifies the font type which shall be used to format any ambiguous characters in the current run.” This note is insufficient, because:
· it is unclear what is "ambiguous character"
· it is unclear when the hint attribute is reflected (before the table resolving, or after the table resolving).

If the ambiguous character means that the characters unlisted in the table, most Indic scripts will be recognized as ambiguous characters. Thus, under the east asian environment, most Indic scripts will be rendered by east asian fonts, although most users expect complex script fonts.

1.6 Example for Arabic script should be improved.
According to the table, right-to-left script like Arabic, Hebrew, Syriac and Thaana are rendered by ascii font. So, the example is noted as the English word is rendered by Courier and the Arabic word is rendered by Times New Roman, but I guess both words will be rendered by ascii font, Courier. To specify the right-to-left scripts to the complex script font slot, explicit specification by <w:cs/> or <w:rtl/> elements are required.
The example “English中文” uses <w:cs/>.
2. Comments on DrawingML part
2.1 The table should not use ambiguous category name for the scripts.

In the proposed table, there are “South Asian scripts, such as Telugu.”
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It is easy to guess that “South Asian” assumes the scripts derived from Brahmic scripts mainly used in India, but the coverage of the south asian scripts is unclear. For example, some south east asian scripts like Myanmar, Khmer require complex script text rendering. For Thai and Lao scripts, the high quality text rendering require complex script text rendering, but it is possible to show readable results without complex script text rendering. Also, Tibetan and traditional Mongolian are unclear if they are east asian or south asian. It is expected that more detailed mapping table is provided to disambiguate. Also, many right-to-left scripts and Brahmic scripts (mainly for historical script digitization) have been added to Unicode continuously, the update policy of the table is expected to be described.

2.2 The purpose of “language ID” should be improved
The table for 21.2.2.3 has a note:
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The language ID is defined by defRPr (21.1.2.3.2) or rPr (21.1.2.3.9).

It is described as:
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From this description, it is difficult to understand that the language ID specified by defRPr or rPr may change the font to render the text. If language ID changes the font selection behaviour, it should be described in here.
2.3 Example for complex script font slot should be improved.

In 21.1.2.3.1, there is a sample how to use complex script font slot, like this:
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However, according to the table included in the proposed change, the codepoints for “Sample Text” would fall into latin font slot. Thus cs font slot would not be used. Brahmic scripts (Devanagari, Telugu etc) or right-to-left scripts (Arabic, Hebrew, Syriac etc) would be better.

2.4 Example for east asian font slot should be improved.

In 21.1.2.3.3, there is a sample how to use east asian font slot, like this:
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However, according to the table included in the proposed change, the codepoints for “Sample Text” would fall into latin font slot. Thus ea font slot would not be used. A text by CJK Unified Ideographs (like “中文”) would be better.

2.5 Example for symbol font slot should be improved.

In 21.1.2.3.10, there is a sample how to use symbol font slot, like this:
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However, according to the table included in the proposed change, the codepoints for “Sample Text” would fall into latin font slot. Thus sym font slot would not be used. The text including the characters in U+F000 ～ U+F0FF would be better. However, this range is in PUA area of Unicode, so some discussion is needed to give clear example. “&#ddddd” expression can be used for the sample text?
