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03348 IN=} Glyph error move to glph
)‘ H X error set
| c
03864 T~ Glyph error move to glph
} 1 error set
| c
07109 — Wrong glyph? The upper left part may be the same as that of move to glyph
.j_l_. U+05B7C. error set
| 5 -c&kp
05271 E‘ﬁ‘jj Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| C(K1123.33)
03348 = Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
_X detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
. 2 mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| C(2fy00228)
03864 A7 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
S| mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| C(zjw00154)
22235 —_—— Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
?Z detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
=EA=EA mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| IMK66147
07109 %}’ﬁ: Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i ﬂ mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| KP1-3E09
J]Lj- Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
‘| 2 detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
. 4% mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| KP1-441D
,“-. L. Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
‘/ | _] detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| KP1-5108B
13987 i Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
HEd detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| MAC00007
13863 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
f@ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| MAC00008
12429 N Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
‘k% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| MAC00009
07122 » Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
ﬁﬁﬂ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| MAC00012
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18184 - Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
FH detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| MAC00013
15747 N Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
lﬁz detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| MAC00014
07097 " Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
ﬁ,é detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| MAC00015
21045 n Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
#t detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| MACO00016
12634 o, Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
1= detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| MAC00017
02940 =t Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
Jﬂj] detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| TC-3828
17509 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
o mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| TD-305F
11282 ==} Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
*Jﬁ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| TD-5D4B
21759 5 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
FH detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| TD-662C
11369 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
1: detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| TD-6B33
13335 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| TE-4B3A
23857 = Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
/% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
ARE mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| TE-4B44
00293 AW Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
A detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00001
04029 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
[llm detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00004
00062 ﬁ\:l' Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
I detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00006
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09409 J» Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
*:I‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
- | mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00042
17816 —3= Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
FH:‘I detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00048
21476 I Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
—t* detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00052
00228 D Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00087
09465 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
1:[3— detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I B mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00088
02560 rhy Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
I detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00090
14848 = Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
%H’j detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00095
22954 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
E% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i L mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00096
22700 Ao L, Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
HH_ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I s mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00097
06332 I'_II'I Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
i]&l:[ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i 4 mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00098
14526 f — Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
- detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
It mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00101
22164 I=T=» Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
i k detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
{ mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00105
11756 %4 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
y detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00106
15723 s Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
j‘i detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTCO00111
10402 1:" Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
ﬁ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00113
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09408 11 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
1’!‘ J detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00114
23863 a1 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
Iﬁ_ITJ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
- | mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00117
00080 7:‘ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
I *I detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I e mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00124
11760 = Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
&ﬁ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00126
02738 44 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
2}[' detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
L - mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00127
02607 e Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
?q—— detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00128
00695 = Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
— detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I S mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00130
11118 . Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
*ﬁ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00131
10927 : Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
*@ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00132
11586 s Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
;fé% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00133
07673 L] Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
/,{_‘}H_ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00134
08827 I Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
Bl B mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00137
14402 \IIJ—- Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
- % detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00138
14354 \ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
§ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i S mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00139
00099 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
Ihlh] detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
- | mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00140
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08056 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
IIIE{ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00141
08266 A= Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
- - detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00144
14392 \IIJ—- Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
- ﬁ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00145
12720 5;"' Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
”_I J mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00146
05371 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
I@ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00147
11936 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
. mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00148
09351 i Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
o detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
A, mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00149
18982 £ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
l_‘% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00154
24220 — Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00157
06354 - Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
= mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00158
20366 -l Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
[I‘_%ll detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
L TH mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00159
07898 I Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
:"."‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
| =) mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00160
09917 J- Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
[ Ij'i detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00162
10941 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
*{]‘]l detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00163
06649 ;{;,‘:d Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
e mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00164
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11702 S o Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
gﬁ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
R mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00165
12677 v [ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
’ &FH:_‘[‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i"l + mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00170
12732 1$_- Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
Lt detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I J"I‘_'F"" mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00173
14553 o tE Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
/£ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
| Il mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00176
14475 < l" [ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
S detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
- A mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00177
14052 i Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
]_I: * detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00178
15714 1 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
%‘i‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00179
16172 T Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
% EE!'(‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
o mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00180
14503 {,. Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
iﬂ}{ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
; mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00182
16551 é. EP Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
\l’ = detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
L 3{ mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00184
14813 ! Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
I I;il::" detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I dvip L mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00186
17072 : Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
{L’I}E detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00187
09926 [J_[ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
rf”j'i detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00188
09928 (28] Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
Lii detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
L mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00195
19413 _5.7’—;' Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
= detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I ) I n mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00201
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19499 S Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
:% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00202
19927 = Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
HQ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
A mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00204
09920 = Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
]I-.E:i detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00206
21253 oty Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
ﬁé& detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i . mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00207
22222 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
E detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00209
23158 1= Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
e detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i -"‘-jt' mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00214
11663 '-; ' Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
@ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I I"'r mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00218
08095 £ Iy Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
——— detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
Jl Ll- mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00219
14606 |- A Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
() Hﬁ! detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00221
16639 J ":': Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
%_ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i = mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00222
22663 - Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
é:ﬂ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00223
06589 j—- Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
B detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i El mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00224
03509 L Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
J—‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00225
09343 =[» Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
%(‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00226
07478 H’\ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
"L_.l_. detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
- | mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00227
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11461 — Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
*[:—'g‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
- | : mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00228
11553 Jr Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
,k%; detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00229
11253 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
H l_[ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
. mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00230
12725 ! Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
i F—lﬂ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i i'r J mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00232
15440 [HEE Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
L'E!:? detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00235
03043 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00236
23205 - Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
%E detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00237
15421 b J*: Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
¥§ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00238
16133 A Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
Ej:f detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I -L EL mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00239
02786 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
El‘l detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00241
18545 = Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
*' detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
R mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00243
06682 b Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
"'"I"t"' detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00244
17224 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
Hﬁé detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00251
07663 L . Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
il detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00253
16364 A =3 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
_{ Z} detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I - mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00254
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03573 7 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
I [—'l detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I ] ] i’ mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00256
01441 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
’[ﬁlﬁ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00257
02608 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
ﬂ IJ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00259
03263 I-:J»:‘ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
‘I‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i l:I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00261
08245 ﬁ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I I I ] mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00262
07172 -;IE Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i J mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00263
22455 P . Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
u E detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
| =N mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00265
08241 = | }‘]’ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
JI-_? detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i lj mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00266
08242 = Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
}I-_?{]J detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00267
09231 e |2 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
JI‘ = detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i —L“- mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00269
09318 L8 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
Jﬁ!’(l detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I ’ mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00270
10156 {, Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
JT"}{ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00272
07533 A= Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
I;‘{E[‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00274
07601 I I Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
;:E detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00276
07720 | I Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
B, " detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
Y mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00277
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06423 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
J:Hé‘é‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
- | 44 mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00280
13639 W Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
Eji detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00281
10169 | Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
jjjl'l.‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00282
08882 IJ-“ [ I Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
JEY A detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00283
17693 - Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
- I ™ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
| Te— mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00284
07461 ﬁ" o Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
;‘EP detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i 'Pr‘-jl mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00286
07462 tj‘-rj,, . Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
l[','}' detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
'P u?t mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00287
03683 Z 1 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
I I E detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
H mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00291
16890 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
;[i#—‘ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I = mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00294
12462 ¥ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
¥ % detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i a‘l mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00296
06850 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
ﬁl}l;i detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00297
08804 5 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
" detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
B mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00298
18605 - Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
- detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00300
06472 ?31"5,- Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i _-[':_-IT mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00301
15627 J}_{;[II Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
ﬂf\.'ml detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
- | mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00303
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02318 i Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
| L detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I ' mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00304
06636 -H Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
KH: detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
- | mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00305
05644 ¥ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
iIt detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00306
09931 3= Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
j'ig detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00308
10131 i Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
iﬂ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00311
21969 . Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
l}é detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00312
16346 r—N Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
ﬂiﬁ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00313
17374 3. Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
HJ}{ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00314
20686 -1. Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
lﬁz detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00316
19826 r [ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
J_ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
- mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00317
00047 _ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
Z‘_I—‘- detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I AN mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00318
20735 v Bl Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
LE detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00319
17370 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
H§ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00320
18432 ¥ - Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
@. detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
= ks mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00321
13526 I - Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
,I: EH detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I / mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00322
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24355 I Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| UTC00325
05132 == Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
z%. detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4435
06541 & Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
y detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4534
06653 B87 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4546
0v467 - Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
*ﬂ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-462E
07496 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
3 detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4635
07670 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
=] detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4672
08456 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
LS mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4763
08463 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
| S mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4768
08464 =+ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
H detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
LS mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4769
08467 ﬁ Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
- detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I SN mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-476A
08468 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
L mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-476B
08469 v Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
L detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
| mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-476C
08470 B Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
E detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
L mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| \V04-476D
10253 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
N detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I M mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4A33

Page 12




“EXcnor
Kxindex
Radical

StrokeFstroke Nolsource

Gly Nol

Notes

Comments

11339 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
1:% detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4B44
11421 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
*E‘tﬂ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| \V04-4B54
11504 = Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
*lﬁ] detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4B61
11658 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
ﬂ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4B65
11720 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
ﬁﬂ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-4B6F
14603 Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
ET detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| VO4-4E7A
18991 —Fpn Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
mrﬁj detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-5379
19174 ) Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
w detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
i mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| \V04-5437
22075 BaTf Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
;Eﬁ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
I mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-5658
23460 ﬁ-’-’-— Glyphs listed below are still unclear and/or too small to examine the
‘ﬁ*ﬁ detail. They all should be removed from Extension C1 candidates as
m mentioned in the item #4 of Mr. Sekiguchi's post on 21th July.
| V04-5775
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