1. Unification

China Responses to IRGN2155 Review Comments
Part 1 Hanyu Da Zidian Characters

se comme Comment Responses
9 char 1 seq 2 char 2 comment P
1 nt type From
SAT Disagree
339 unifica May be
H”-L U+43CE N ] y May be unified, according to IVD.
4 | GHZR42193.09 tion unified? -
But the shapes are too different.
unifiable J Disagree
with May be unified, according to IVD.
034 ) 2680E HA HA > |unifica
%{( U+2680E| v % H%j\( 1 . U+2680E as But the shapes are too different.
66 GHZRA2968.01 UCSAN3  GKNDS3428  TA-5265 tion .
minor stroke
difference?
unifiable J Disagree
with May be unified, according to IVD.
034 J]% KC-07122 253;3% ! H% unifica| KC-07122 But the shapes are too different.
78 GHZR42279.03 (C]K F) KC-07122 tion (C]K F) as
minor stroke
difference?




035
15

GHZR53142.25

U+269ED

269ED

513510

e

UCS2003  GKX-1007.23 T7-3178

unifica
tion

unifiable
with
U+269ED as
similar
shapes?

Disagree

& and O are different.

035
16

s
=

GHZR53142.26

U+821A

821A @%
13613 E

G5-626F

ﬁ% ﬁ% E% Egunifica

H-ADBA T3-5A79 J1-5673 K2-5

tion

unifiable
with U+821A
as similar
shapes? no
existing
disunificatio
n about the
component

&

Disagree
May be unified, according to IVD.
But the shapes are too different.
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GHZR10101.05

U+445E

445E

ik 136.10

a5

G5-3127 T3-524B

unifica
tion

unifiable
with
U+2AAEF as
similar

shapes? The
component

once been
used in only
U+2AAEF

(K5-0153)

Disagree
May be unified, according to IVD.
But the shapes are too different.




unifiable | Disagree

2E5DA with f May be unified, according to IVD.
L 147.2 M]J-058724 But the shapes are too different.
038| i |JMJ-0587 22 lunifica ;S clonnecte ’ p
21 | Gquznosis |24 (CJKF) saco ‘-ﬂiﬁl = & w1 tion or crossing
Ll 147.18 é %
G1-3858 HB1-C858 T1-7D28 J0-6B37 KO-4E) Stroke
difference?
SAT Disagree
408 i unifica| May be
Eﬂ: U+8DES8 = ) Yy May be unified, according to IVD.
5 GHZR73944.08 tion unified )
But the shapes are too different.
J: unifiable J The evidence is wrong
with
U+28622 as The right one at the page of 4153:

minor stroke ﬁ
difference? =] Iﬁ o
043 N 28622 ‘i & |unifica

15 j% U+28622) = @ g tion SAT:

W 16~17m 4153

™
n “ _iﬁil‘ﬂ" il i@."""ﬁ‘i"{-( TRM-E®) R AR, T
. 28 16~17H 4153|

May be unified, according to IVD.
But the shapes are too different.




K Disagree

different structures

043 Eﬁ E ﬁ‘ unifica ﬁﬁ

1L U+250B9 = Unifiable ?
73 | GHZRG3834.04 OTL. tion radical of HIL jg B, butradical of
OTl. js L.
2. Attributes
comment Comment Responses
seq1 char 1 comment
type From
T, UTC [The radical in Hanyudazidian is
l.
£L a. Change radical to 47({{) and SC to 1. The character has no absolute
00071 < U( Radical |b. There’s too much space in the middle, they meaning. We don’t know that the
GHZR10060.06 should be closer. relationshfp between it and {(.

So we don'’t agree to a.
Agreetob

01215 SC SC=5 H Agree

I
GHZR42433.14 Reference: page 26, IRGN1113:
05513 SC should be 5.
0227.271 vidence: the i art &
61 iE ‘ (Eu+d50|53) hass ::rgk:sl._"ns
]l:'\ 5 | 0 |China{CYY00211) KXIndex is 0325.120.
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01581

=

GHZR31624.03

72
=
8 | 3

SC

8—7

Agree

02321

Al

GHZR42184.13

87

SC

SC=10

Agree

02712

1L
9 T2
i

GHZR52755.05

108
m
13 3

SC

SC=14

Reference: IRGN1864:

Stroke count of the component “E2” (U+08207) was set 14.

agree

3. Font Design

seq1

char 1

comment

type

comment

Comment From

Responses




00443

—F—

-

(o)

GHZR10069.13

Font
design

The glyph
matches the
evidence, but
does it follow
PRC
conventions?

3

;

-

UTC

-~

is [J(U+2000D) which is a variant of £ (U+4E16).

Ht FR—E

At (AR - AHHERD - “ i, R FHadkth..
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Fl“f” ( HEM T4 - +3) . “ o R “ %" .

01020

R

GHZR10435.13

Font
design

The glyph does
not match the
evidence
R
R

UTC

ACCEPT




The glyph UTC Itis correctly designed
matches the
evidence, but

Font does not follow
01334~ . PRC
design .
conventions
GHZR31515.06 ({(L

X




03468

fik

GHZR42268.10

Font
design

all existing
glyphs
including

similar

component are

designed to use

X rather than
71 B

(U+6B70), &

(U+3484), O
(U+20F7C), O
(U+2185F), O
(U+2256C), O
(U+22849), O

(U+2369F), O

(U+24597), &
(U+6F80, %
(U+453C), &

(U+8B45), O

(U+27D19)
is this glyph
correctly
designed? this
is the first

The pronunciation of Z2/f8/-- is se.

fitk

But GHZR42268.10 is a variant of fi§ ndo.
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™

TET

GHZR74152.02

16

=

E

162

3

Font
design

The lower part
of the right
component

should be I_l

instead of

If the
font design is
changed, the SC
will be 15.

Evidence:

h

CHANGE THE EVIDENCE




4. Evidence

5. File name error

SN1 Image 1 SN2 Image 2 Comment Comment Com Responses
Type ment
From
04015 File name error The evidence file name and bitmap file name H The evidence file should be updated
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do not tally with the source reference

GHZR73882.14.
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