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Edwin F. Hart

SHARE Editorial Comments on DTR 15285, Version 1997-07-04

1. The document needs to use a consistent style for presenting the jargon (terms used by SC 2 and SC 18.  In some sections, the terms are italicized; in others, they are enclosed in quotation marks.  Either italicize the terms or use quotation marks consistently through the entire document.

2. Section 4, Character and glyph distinctions

In paragraph 1, sentence 1, the sentence is malformed.  Restore the text of the original sentence found in the January, PDTR text:

The character and glyph definitions in clause 3, which were taken from ISO/IEC 10646 and ISO/IEC 9541, were developed independently and contain terminology that requires explanation.

3. Section 4

Consider moving the last paragraph to section 5.2 after the second paragraph on glyph selection.

4. Section 5.1, Character and glyph domains

Change Figure 1 as follows

a. Remove “Optical” from “Optical Character Recognition” to comply with the previous Japanese comment on character recognition.

b. Correct the spelling of “Substitution”.

5. Section 5.2, Composition, layout, and presentation

a. Consider updating Figure 2 to show three processing areas, which use character information, or glyph information, or both.  Identify the area of overlap that must be aware of both content-based character information and the appearance-based glyph information.

b. The following sentence from page 7 should be moved to the Introduction section because the concept is far too important not to include in the Introduction.

The necessity for glyph selection, not its complexity, motivates the creation of this operational model for characters and glyphs.
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Proposed Replacement for Figure 2

6. Section 6, Glyph selection

Bullet 4, correct the right quotation mark and add a space between the shape and “are”.  In the second paragraph, add a space between “ALEF” and the character and correct the left quotation mark.

Figure 4, add the glyph for the other Lam-Alef ligature.

7. C.3.2, Character to glyph mapping table

The requirement in the last sentence appears to be overly stringent. 

The glyph identifiers used in a character-to-glyph mapping must be the same as those used in the associated font resource. 

If the mapping does not produce identical glyph identifiers, then at least the glyph identifiers produced by the mapping need to be mappable by an explicit method to those used in the font resource. For example, whether my font calls a glyph ‘U017c’ or ‘zdot’ instead of ‘zdotabove’ or ‘afiiixxxx’, it shouldn’t matter.  Although using the current glyph identifiers as indices into the font resource have avoided this, the possibility is always lurking. 

8. Annex C and Annex D concerns

The font models in Annex D use both processes and data structures to render characters into glyphs.  The previous Annex (C, Glyphs) describes the data structures in sections C.3.1, C.3.2, C.3.3 and C.3.4.  Logically, description of the data structures may be more closely related to the font models than glyphs.  Consider moving these descriptions to Annex D.

9. Annex D.1, Coded font model

Consider renaming the “Coded-Font Model” to the “Character-Coded Font Model”.  All fonts are “coded” in the sense that they use code indices to access the glyphs they contain.  The big difference for the “Character-coded Font” is that the index code to the glyphs, rather than being a glyph identifier logically different from the character code, is identical to the character code.

10. Annex D, Font models

The reader of Annex D would benefit by having a table to summarize and compare the three font models.  The following table is one possible example.

Table 1.  Comparison of Font Models

Characteristic
Coded Font
Font Resource
Intelligent Font

Glyph Selection Process
(character-to-glyph mapping)
None
(1-to-1)
Yes (1 Process)
(1-to-1 or M-to-N)
Yes (2 Processes)
(1-to-1 or M-to-N)

Font Structure




Index to Glyphs
Code Position in Character Code Table
Glyph Identifier
(private or registered)
Glyph Identifier
(private)

Glyph Metrics and Shapes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Character-to-Glyph Mapping
No
(implied by character code position)
Yes
(external to font resource)
Yes
(in font resource)

Additional Data
No
No
Feature Selection,
Layout Transformation

11. Annex E

Annex E gives several examples of mappings.  Consider adding examples to ensure that all of the following cases are covered:

· 1 character maps to 0 glyphs (e.g. spaces of various sorts, etc.)

· 1 character maps to 1 glyph  (e.g. most Latin letters, Han ideographs)

· 1 character maps to 2 or more glyphs (e.g. compatibility Roman numerals decomposed and rendered with individual glyphs)

· 2 or more characters map to 0 glyphs (e.g. sequence of format codes)

· 2 or more characters map to 1 glyph  (e.g. combining sequence rendered with preformed glyph; Hangul jamo sequence rendered with Hangul syllable font, etc.)

· 2 or more characters map to 2 or more glyphs (e.g. typical case for Indic script rendered with high-quality font with conjunct glyphs, where rendering logic may map on a syllabic basis)
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