IRGN2179 (IRG WS 2015 Version 3.0) Review

Title Review Feedback on Consolidated Comments &
Supplementary Information to Comments

Author Henry Chan

Date 2017/06/01
Type Individual Contribution to IRG
Issue 1

02179 UTC-02651

Henry's Comment
02179 UTC-02651 = #i] (U+241C6) / A (& ~ Bl -- E—HFRAEFEIER)

Japan's Comment
Unify with U+241C6 JH|

UK's Comment
Disagree. We do not believe that [2] and E] are unifiable components.

Henry's Comment
It is common for the middle of [E] to be written as El in print, such as:

L BN Y

G1-5046 HB1-C8SD TiI-7D2A  JOBES?  K1-752A  V2-0080
although the reverse is rather uncommon.

In the evidence provided, it is given that 02179 is a variant of A:

Fig. 1393. Zhonghua Zihai (Beijing, 2000) p. 953 col. B
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https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27065133-26e9eab6-502e-11e7-8865-d0d39ea783af.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27065160-407a4aca-502e-11e7-8793-44d2c3d5f7fe.png

To also quote from MOE Dictionary
(http://dict2.variants.moe.edu.tw/variants/rbt/word attribute.rbt?quote code=QTAyNDIwWLTAWMQ):

| ] 4 &

a0 W CEDETEETD

A
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YR ASE MR UG e e fE AE B

JHl is a variant of Yl and that the pair &l / Bl is included in (S5—#tFAFEIER) . Therefore, the
equivalence relationship between 02179 and /] is beyond reasonable doubt.

Suggested Action Item
Unify/IVD

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/1


http://dict2.variants.moe.edu.tw/variants/rbt/word_attribute.rbt?quote_code=QTAyNDIwLTAwMQ
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27065240-a853d0d0-502e-11e7-82e9-c85756cfe40f.png

Issue 2
03798 UTC-01941

Henry's Comment
03798 UTC-01941 UNIFY to # (U+891D)

UTC, HK Comment
Unify with U+891D

UK's Comment

Disagree. We think that the unification of the components & £ for U+7985 & was a mistake, and
causes problems for users when a default font shows an unacceptable glyph form. The G-source
glyph for U+891D has & on the right, so font developers will follow this glyph form when designing
fonts for PRC, but the G-source glyph form for U+891D is unacceptable as the simplified form of
U+891D #.

character.

Henry's Comment

The above problem will occur for U+20219 £ and U+2548E fi%; also, even though they occur in
Extension B. However, China has agreed to correct multiple erroneous glyphs in GE standard in IRGN
2170 (involving U+8669 and U+3B9D). Therefore, the rejection to correct U+891D in line with China's
normalized glyphs should not be accepted.

Action Item
Unify

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/2



Issue 3
00597 UTC-02810

[130.8 @%

...... - - :;;-‘._ /
00597 == UTC-02810
i N/A (UK)

UTC's Comment
Unify with U+2D227 []

2D227 Hf-ﬁ
11308 =

GZ-0581203

UK's Comment
Agree.

Henry's Comment
Disagree. £ and 2 are cognate but have different semantics in modern day. The phonetic of

U+2D227 should be confirmed to be £ instead of 2 before unification.

Action Item
Disunify or Postpone.

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/3


https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27090161-05ebef38-508f-11e7-9a2a-1b2e2faf0a67.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27065797-208150fc-5032-11e7-95a1-a60220c0a14d.png

Issue 4
03800 UTC-01942

71458
03800 i & UTC-01942
p ‘ N/A (UK)

UTC, HK Comments
Unify with U+2B304 &

om0t 7

UK Comment
Agree.

Henry's Comment
Disagree.

The pronunciation of U+2B304 % is given to be tudm, £ to be tam, and £ to be
tham/sam/sam/khugm on the Nom Foundation Nom Lookup Tool. It is hightly probable that the
phonetic of U+2B304 # is £ instead of £.

Before the phonetic of U+2B304 % can be truly confirmed, U+2B304 and 03800 should not be
unified.

Action Item
Postpone or Disunify.

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/4



https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/4
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27065880-af59497e-5032-11e7-827a-334ce903ad22.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27065895-ca47c0d0-5032-11e7-8227-3f8465af94d9.png

Issue 5
05541 UTC-02614

Henry's Comment
IVD to U+2B733 (B} ~ )? PRC Conventions prefer £ > §.

UK's Comment
Disagree. We do not think that  and f are unifiable components, and (J&EzEAKSFHL) has
separate entries for both U+4DB2 fifi and U+2A6AE #i and the two corresponding simplified forms.

Henry's Comment
The unification of F and £ should be considered unifiable for IVD. There are already many exact
equivalents encoded in URO, and many more can be encoded.

Examples of exact equivalents:
U+5189 3 = U+5184 &

U+67DF 4 = U+678F 1§
U+8043 B = U+803C §f
U+86BA 1 = U+86A6 1f
U+88A1 # = U+887B
U+9AEF £ = U+9AE5 £
U+59CC i = U+36A9 17
U+8211 &8 = U+4459 &8
U+82D2 & = U+44A3 &
U+279A6 3l = U+46C1 55
U+294FF & = U+4ACT7 88
U+5465 Il = U+20BCD 1

[..]
U+722F B = U+2DDAA []
U+7A31 f#& = U+2EOCE ]

Action Item
Unify via IVD.

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/5



Issue 6
00069 UTC-02765

Henry's Comment
= J1 (U+20627) (variant, protrousion of strokes.)

UK's Comment
Disagree. Non-cognate, and stroke variation is significant.

Henry's Comments
Below is UK's evidence of 00069:

Fig. 1514. Hanyu Fangyan Da Cidian (Beijing, 1999) p. 143
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https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27068904-f5a60a9a-5044-11e7-9a39-b25b622d5966.png

Below is HYDZD evidence of J1 (U+20627):
JLe™

JL ).—: WS-

(B30 :“JL, BZERARI ULt R .”

Sho, (REED kY], FREL &
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First, the pronunciations are the same.

Second, the second meaning of 00069 is the same as the strict meaning of U+20627.

Third, the first meaning of 00069 is used as a grammatical suffix to show extent. Very likely, it is a
character borrowed for its sound.

Lastly, the top left part shape of 00069 matches the Shuowen shape of U+20627. 00069 is likely
simply another transcription of the same character.

It is likely they are the same character.

Action Item
Unify or Postpone.

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/6



https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/6
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27068941-1408b6c2-5045-11e7-9f59-d7ad34b66dc2.png

Issue 7

Character Stroke Count for §¥

il is present in the Kangxi Dictionary with a SC = 7. The radical is Dot ( ~ ). Therefore, the total SC
should be 8.

It is also counted as total SC = 8 when on top of &

pe—" g Y

However, U+4E3D in the Code Charts has an SC = 6 (total SC = 7)

= W AN AR

GO-407G T3-2740

Affected Characters as follows:

o (02746 UTC-01877

=5 109.7 e
HY

02746 HEHW UTC-01877
= N/A (UK)

e 04094 UTC-02120

21577 [utm
04094 WE M UTC-02120
= N/A (UK)



https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27069319-c884ba32-5046-11e7-8e84-7710558b8022.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27069092-c0a50476-5045-11e7-837a-8200d7ab4e2d.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27069200-5398ad1e-5046-11e7-9e38-896f023a73d1.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27069217-6dad02cc-5046-11e7-8321-2feca15c12ac.png

e 00376 UTC-01690

71187 mu
00376 Y UTC-01690
2 N/A (UK)
e 03824 UTC-02112
= 1477 m
03824 L I UTC-02112
- N/A (UK)
e (03793 UTC-01940
7% 145.7 m
03793 i UTC-01940
- N/A (UK)
e 01398 UTC-01809
F647 j'ﬂTI
01398 i1 B UTC-01809
- N/A (UK)

Action Item

Add [ to IRGN954AR with total SC of 8.

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/7



https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27069239-7f5a5628-5046-11e7-8f92-c959d25b3856.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27072637-9d4ca0b6-5053-11e7-8415-247d96ffde9d.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27072661-b5112de8-5053-11e7-87b2-b7e659314779.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27072692-d2f13dee-5053-11e7-9cc2-e74e3131f29a.png

Issue 8

Unification of =, &= and &

In UCS, there are numerous examples of 3£, 2= and 2 disunified.

There are three different etymologies for characters that contain ==.

(1) U+3694 2= (nié, handcuffs).
Examples of characters include (usually as a semantic component):

o U+57F7 $h / U+2163A % / U+21655 % / U+2065C %] / U+26383 %]
o U+5831 # / U+21648 2§

e U+776A % /U+251E1 22

o U+25216 &

o U+23582 f%

e U+20DBF &

o U+2676F fi&

o U+260A1 &

o U+26051 %
(etc)

(2) U+21D18 %= (xing, fortune)
Examples of characters include (usually as a phonetic component):

e U+200B7 Z= (alternative transcription) of 2%
e U+5548 15z / U+20D43 ¢

e U+6DAC 5 / U+23DDF %

o U+46ED 3% / U+27A2B 3%

e U+7DC8 &%/ U+2609C £ / U+260C9 %
(etc)

(3) U+7F8D % (da, small sheep)
Examples of characters include (usually as a phonetic component):

o U+5548 1 / U+20D43 1
e U+9054 #Z / U+9039 i

From the above examples, it can be shown that the shape difference between 5z, 2 and %2 is not
generally representative of a systematic semantic difference in Kaishu. In the case of Is/1/1, the



dictionary meaning/pronunciation of the characters is actually opposite to the normative meaning of
its phonetic/semantic symbol.

Actually, these three forms were never really distinguished in handwriting. It would be distinguished
by context. There is no need for multiple variants of the same character to be encoded. Trying to
map every single variant into a dictionary into UCS would only cause confusion to the exact semantic
meaning. IVD can be used for the preservation of exact shape.

The following characters are the semantically equivalent to corresponding encoded ideographs, and
thus should be unified in WS2015:

e (00682 UTC-01451
Semantic Origin: 2 - handcuffs

UNIFY TO U+5709

e 00195 USAT09927
Semantic Origin: 2 (phonetic)

UNIFY TO U+5016 f&

e 00882 USAT09928
Semantic Origin: % (phonetic)

UNIFY TO U+5A5E &

e 03375 GHZR52968.20
Semantic Origin: & (semantic of phonetic)
UNIFY TO U+26525 %

o 03469 GHZR42270.04
Semantic Origin: 2 (semantic of phonetic)

UNIFY TO U+443E

e 02677 T13-2E70
Semantic Origin: 22 (semantic)
UNIFY TO U+24FF9 #f

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/8



https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/8

Issue 9
01416 UTC-02632

WS2015 v.3 Discussion Record
unified by U+2BF4A (GZFY-00688) for IVS, irg47.

F648 Joals, _ _
= ¥ IRGN2179Unified&WithdrawnV3.0
01416 _ %_ _ f f UTC-02632 unified by U+2BF4A (GZFY-00688) for IVS,
= N/A (UK) irg47.

Henry's Comment
unified with U+632C for IVS, irgd7. NOT unified with U+2BF4A (GZFY-00688).

UK Response

Disagree. It is a non-unifiable variant of U+632C, and should be encoded separately. As reported in
IRGN2108Andrew_WG2N4682.pdf, the glyph form of U+2BF4A is incorrect, and should be corrected

¥ 22, so UTC-02632 cannot be unified with U+2BF4A.

Henry's Additional Comment
According to my meeting notes, the resolution was unification with U+632C for IVS instead of
U+2BF4A (GZFY-00688).

Additional Info:

Fig. 1373. Zhonghua Zihai (Beijing, 2000) p. 344 col. B

»

i, WARE).
e EE TS

GE-4C30  HE2DIB4  T2-2F36 K2-3520 VO-3764

URL: https://qithub.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/9



https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/9
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27072853-610e054e-5054-11e7-937e-15c529f3d3f0.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27072869-6c2ab3a0-5054-11e7-916c-88ec3876dd00.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27072898-82e3e8d2-5054-11e7-8f97-3acdb553ac9e.png

Issue 10
03555 UTC-01950

WS2015v3.0 Discussion Record

IRGN2179PostponedV3.0

pending for solutions (not unified by U+82B2, G source of U+82B2 may be changed), irg47.
unified by U+82B2, irg46.

Henry's Comment

e U+82B2isused in E—HtRAFEIER and (BHAREZEFR) EEETF to mean 1E;
Keep G-source of U+82B2 unchanged.
e 03555 should be separately encoded.

UK Response
Strongly agree!

Action Item
Suggested to annotate the Code Charts with the correct semantics
82B2 —++ ++ S
wies A e &

(GE-3438 T3-2860C J14-7621
# Variant of 75 U+82B1

ook B
UTC-01950

& Simplification of & U=8305

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/10



https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/10
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27074753-a78e8f06-505a-11e7-87e1-0771cdccbed5.png
https://user-images.githubusercontent.com/8191296/27074862-01e3df1a-505b-11e7-8276-6891ecae4205.png

Issue 11
[removed]

Issue 12

+ 325

7

UTC-01204

00698

fil N/A

Henry’s Comment:
00698 UTC-01204 UNIFY TO #j

UTC’s Comment:

IDS is {1 4=%. The UTC does not agree.

Henry’s Supplementary Information:

7z and i are variant forms of the same component*. In another version of &[5 Fl[&#E& =+
—, the character #if (U+577A) is used instead:

Y& |vA] = A B0 A | 8%
16—-%:—1-,’?'3;‘[—:?938:%’
2| A | | e o |
EAENENENENICIE S 1
o AR | ) = = e
IR IR IR E
Vil Bl A &) — K oA
S A SR A E AN
49*%6%@%:&@—%@
8T E R 3| A F =
CRNEZIE JRAD AR AR
IR REAE SR s
208 | | g ] R
BB =|F| L ] B 2
¥\ 8l 3|5 2] 1
a%%$§&£@
B 3| | %48 3 | =| +
A8 = | E | | T =
Al | F @) F 2| = A
A AP AR | F| =
Ay AR RN EE

Source: http://ctext.org/library.pl?if=gb&file=58118&page=103, which is (FXEIUELE)
A SR RS -



https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u53D0
http://ctext.org/library.pl?if=gb&file=58118&page=103

*: Referencing variants of $i{ (U+62D4) from the MOE Dictionary:

- {0 ) Wit

Hedu | 2ELH | 250 | Rodn | 2880 | 24ty | 2oadn | wa

| A01534 ;}}i CE D

AR F

kAR R IR R B & % 1%

| A0a279 ﬁ D

BN ER| PR R $X

[ aos FR  EEDEIEICEED

AT

B BCRR B 2k BR[ER|ER B 2R R BR

The source quoted by MOE Dictionary has been omitted for brevity.



A list of characters containing % are listed as follows:

U+53D0 7z: Kanxi / Hanyu Dazidian: variant of X

U+39DE % variant of $izbased on evidence of i in MOE Dictionary
U+47E6 #%: variant of g based on evidence of g in MOE Dictionary
U+2209B fi%: unverifiable; G4K-sourced character; original sources could not be found
U+2342A #%: TF-sourced character; pronunciation same as f¥
U+24923 #%: TF-sourced character; pronunciation same as i
U+2595C % variant of Z€ according to Hanyu Dazidian

U+25FC8 4% variant of 4z @MOE Dictionary, HYD and Koseki
U+26B5E % variant of % @ HYD

U+296BF gk variant of ik @ MOE Dictionary, HYD and Koseki
U+2989A Ef: variant of B @ KX, MOE, HYD, Koseki

h)
U+2C4B2 %Zé TC-sourced character; pronunciation same as fA

PR
U+2CAC6 ﬁ : TD-sourced character; pronunciation same asgh
U+2CF74 {,.Q: variant of {£ according to SAT Database

u+2D71ER : used in name of person in SAT database or as a phonetic transcription; meaning
could not be verified.

U+2D805: variant of &= according to Mojikiban

2D805
JMJ-057548  USAT-05952

U+2DF7D: variant of $4& according to SAT Database, which is variant of ZX according to PRC
F—Ht AR, Koseki & HYD

2DF7D
&

m 108.5
USAT-00269

U+2EOBA: variant of #}{ according to Mojikiban 3t A4 « FH2IC L A 5E#HE” with remark “# 54
HRF
2EOBA

A 1155
JMJ-059983

U+2E2DF: variant of #{jff according to footnote in SAT Database.
Hy
2E20F Wk

USAT-01944



U+2E3DF: variant of J; according to footnote in SAT Database. The next character was %5, so a

possible phenomenon of a “4H{L”
2E3DF :E"

it 1408
USAT-03904

To summarize, in majority of cases, /& component is a strict variant of £. In 2 cases it is
equivalent to X, which is a property also shared by z itself. In 2 cases the source of this

character could not be verified, and in 1 case there were multiple sources to show that it was a
“corruption” of another similar shaped component.

Therefore | think there is enough evidence to regard 7 as unifiable to .

In fact, this rule is regarded as a normalization by ROK in IRGN2154:

}32-:&[8094;35%;3(%)],
m-ﬁ[Bom 1278a;3(2)),

m-%/i[m 04;218a;4(A)),

;&_7&[51 12;133d;4(R)],

same above.

83 | & X

m-%[m 02;271b;6()],

m-&[AZ73;16a;3(W)],




Conclusion:

Based on the above evidence(s), | believe 00698 UTC-01204 should be unified / IVD to
(U+577A).

Affected characters:

00698 UTC-01204 unify/IVD to 3K U+577A
00861 USAT90292 unify/IVD to i U+59AD

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/12



https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/12

Issue 13

B 154.14
04035 HE E”E
UTC-01167
25

Henry’s Comment:

04035 UTC-01167: more evidence? (E=%2) no | H & exists yet.
UTC’s Comment:

The UTC does not agree. The supplied evidence is clear.

Henry’s Additional Comments:

J& is a strict transcription of the character which is more popularly written as “2” in modern
times. The evidence from Grammata Serica Recensa shows only the transcripted form and not
the original Oracle Bone or Bronze or Seal Script:

(8% )2

so it is possible that UTC-01167 is an incorrect transcription of a certain character, or the
character has completely vanished in medieval and modern usage so no modern transcription
exists.

If possible, the original source that this transcripted character was based on should be provided,
so the transcription can be verified.

Nevertheless, given the historical significance of Grammata Serica Recensa, unless the original
oracle/bronze/seal sources show clear evidence that this character has been horribly mis-
transcripted, the character in its current form is still worth encoding.

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/13



https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u8CD4
https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/13

Issue 14

+ 32.12
00777 EHEOR i%
UTC-01219
= N/A
+ 32.11
00765 EHEAR jﬁ
UTC-01217
= N/A
Henry’s Comment:
00765 UTC-01217 UNIFY WITH 00777 UTC-01219 (keep 00777).
UTC’s Comment:
IDSesare .+ -EH/Rand |+ ~EHK. The UTC does not agree.
Henry’s Additional Comments:
The sources provided by UTC are as follows:
Fig. 128: (FI#A52) 747, Page 817 [UTC-01217] Fig. 130: (AAs2)#—, Page 2512 [UTC-01219]
s A -
VA a:bu .

®E e, A

——
——
e -

Given the evidence provided by the UTC, it is rather obvious from the context that they should
be referring to the same person, and thus be the same character.

A Wikipedia article shows that according to (HHE#%) , the name of the person is £, If this
can be confirmed by any expert familiar with the members of the Ming dynasty imperial family,
then the two corrupted forms (UTC-01217, UTC-01219) should be unified to ¥# (U+365E) (via
IVD).


https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF1
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF1
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u6728
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF1
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF1
https://192.168.8.2/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u6728

(BHE$%) can be found on HHULif9TRT FESEEE S WHSTHT BAE 8% - RHEEERAESE - 5B
ER}JE:

[¥ Hanji_book - Geogle Chrome — [m] X
J 9

@ hanchi.ihp.sinica.edu.tw/mglc/hanji_book?1#1047450248~0211001~DD125MSL0023000577

t-H | _T-H |
b e e g 2 w| ® E ¥ 5 & LU ST N
%Eﬁ:%?ﬁﬁﬂ‘aﬁﬂza WL TETE 2l = » ¥ £ & E 1-3}{ At L ?1—
# T RIEEGER EXE #l o 4 4 @ & v ¥ L = & B
FEFNEEEESRENRETE ;’ ow R AT W K 8 s o A A
FERFELEATAFEMES B . ;F; * ;ﬁ; r:; ‘;’ TEARE S 3 : & F 7:.%
= ! = o § = 4 B - LI - 7 ]
BoomEsEACM TEEm HI IR E R
ZLEMEBUECHEZUEES rllsles 2 2 2 5 % 4+ & 2 5 =
FiFE—BEER R I mELERE F|lg 5 & 435 % o om 4 W 2
HEERERSeEETYESE ’;3? o ;., F & A »ég j _; :: j_ +
o g = = 3 ES] SR AT 4 : 3 e & A
Eﬁ%ﬁﬁfiff%%ﬁgﬁi | 40 ik % Wkom o8 Loy A i A4
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Issue 15
Multiple Glyphs were withdrawn by the submitter but were not reflected in the Working Set:

- 00123 UTC-01423: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00130 UTC-01318: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00138 UTC-01391: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00296 UTC-01326: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00345 UTC-01329: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00348 UTC-01330: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00475 UTC-01337: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00524 UTC-01421: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00542 UTC-01338: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00560 UTC-01339: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00561 UTC-01369: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00662 UTC-01342: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00814 UTC-01345: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00827 UTC-01372: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00857 UTC-01353: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00863 UTC-01355: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00866 UTC-01441: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00871 UTC-01354: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00874 UTC-01356: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00898 UTC-01358: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00933 UTC-01437: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00938 UTC-01362: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00953 UTC-01367: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00966 UTC-01368: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00969 UTC-01363: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 00970 UTC-01366: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01152 UTC-01428: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01186 UTC-01349: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01194 UTC-01371: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01319 UTC-01314: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.



- 01320 UTC-01373: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01331 UTC-01374: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01336 UTC-01387: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01493 UTC-01390: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01520 UTC-01377: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01533 UTC-01341: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01703 UTC-01442: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01721 UTC-01379: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 01850 UTC-01384: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 02187 UTC-01378: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 02193 UTC-01386: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 02333 UTC-01388: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 02387 UTC-01480: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 02446 UTC-01400: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 02541 UTC-01392: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 02563 UTC-01457: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 02641 UTC-01399: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 02684 UTC-01393: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 02843 UTC-01396: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 02936 UTC-01397: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03026 UTC-01398: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review; SC - 21.
- 03332 UTC-01401: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03349 UTC-01402: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03355 UTC-01403: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03384 UTC-01405: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03487 UTC-01406: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03670 UTC-01404: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03679 UTC-01411: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03774 UTC-01412: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03775 UTC-01413: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03835 UTC-01415: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03969 UTC-01416: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 03981 UTC-01418: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.



- 04685 UTC-01424: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 05061 UTC-01425: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 05094 UTC-01408: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
- 05222 UTC-01350: Withdrawn by submitter in WS2015v2 - IRGN2155 UK Review.
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Issue 16

There are multiple normalization issues with the Zhuang characters submitted by the Guangxi
University. Such as, f& should always be changed to £ on the left side, but they are not in the
Zhuang characters. In many cases, the evidence submitted is in the correct normalized form, but
the font provided by Guangxi University is not.

Once they are coded,

it is very troublesome to change the representative glyph. Therefore, it is

suggested that Guangxi University normalize the Zhuang characters properly before their

submission.

01594 G_Z3561201:
01618 G_Z3551104:
04883 G_Z0721301:
02445 G_Z1402302:

with the 6th stroke.
05239 G_Z0211201:
BE

03354 G_Z2231201:
Bh

00315 G_Z3842301.:
BE

04621 G_Z2382304:
7.

00065 G_Z1652501:

left side & does not follow PRC conventions - should be a 2 not f&

left side & does not follow PRC conventions - should be a 2 not f&

Does not match PRC conventions. Compare with Z.

Does not match PRC conventions. Second stroke of £ should not be joined

Does not match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be
Does not match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be
Does not match PRC Conventions, last stroke of left component should be

Does not match PRC Conventions: The third stroke of X should be E, not

Does not match PRC Conventions: The last stroke of k7 should be £k, not

f%; or the structure should be changed to enclosure.

00264 G_Z4291302:
00523 G_Z2042303:
be %

00629 G_Z2302202:
be %L

00534 G_Z1592101:
B

00536 G_Z0811201:
2.

00659 G_Z1831401.:
be %

Does not match PRC Conventions: last stroke of top left component should
Does not match PRC Conventions: last stroke of top left component should
Does not match PRC Conventions: last stroke of left component should be
Does not match PRC Conventions: last stroke of left component should be

Does not match PRC Conventions: last stroke of top left component should

01147 G_PGLG2017 doesn't match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be

I .

03527 G_Z2181407 doesn't match PRC conventions; last stroke of left component should be #¢.
01149 G_z3112502 doesn't match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be %.
01150 G_Z0431401 doesn't match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be %.
03665 G_Z1501101 doesn't match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be 2.
03805 G_Z1202503 doesn't match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be EE.



03961 G_Z2582201 doesn't match PRC conventions, fourth stroke of left component should be
.

03974 G_Z1412404 doesn't match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be fz.
05311 G_PGLG3052 doesn't match PRC conventions, fifth stroke of left component should be
k.

02577 G_Z1432204 doesn't match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be %,
02581 G_Z2782104 doesn't match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be %,
02328 G_Z1602601 doesn't match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be %,
03144 G_Z3651201 doesn't match PRC conventions, last stroke of left component should be %,

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/16
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Item 17
00346 G_Z1841301

G 71841301 /%
(EEFFI) BT A E%

B om, )

geih [kei’] @ug,

#~umw, Baenz

ae geih gwn manh.
WS T, @115, AT~
zw, Cungj mbou.
geih mbouj caz. 7(;”41;
R,

The J1, (U+51EO) is the phonetic, not J[ (U+20627). The character 00346 cannot be changed to
use J1 (U+20627). It should use J1, (with hook).

The presence or absence of the hook is not a location variant form issue. Refer to U+28972
where the hook is present even when the component is situated at the top:

28972 L IJu
UCER0E GHZI8418205 TE-HO55

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/17
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Issue 18

The following submitted Zhuang characters do not use components that are considered standard
by PRC. PRC may wish to say that Zhuang characters are not expected to be normalized.
However, Ideographs used by Han languages and dialects may use the same character, if such
evidence is discovered, then those characters will likely be unified (or VD) with the Zhuang
characters. Then, the existing Zhuang glyghs will need to be modified to use the PRC
normalized form, creating lots of problems for existing fonts.

Therefore, it is wise to normalize the glyphs to use the PRC normalized form first. If the explicit
form in the dictionary wish to be preserved, IVD should be registered after the normalized form
IS encoded.

00980 G_Z3951603: Consider normalize the right hand side to 5& (U+5152) instead of 4t
(U+2B918).

G_7Z3951603 fH
(EHFFI) BI0STAEREoR

FH (. ‘ B ()

. )

00224 G_Z2281101: Consider normalize to 7 as ‘& is not a normalized form.

G_Z2281101 1%
(EHFFR) BoosTAERBI%

8w i'

evo Tkio'l sziram

02271 G_Z2302301: same as above:

G_7Z2302301 &
(ERFFR) B20TARR

W88 o, g e
e (49)




04111 G_Z1231301: The phonetic of the character is 7s (tim1). It should be normalized to 7

G 71231301 %
(ERFFR) B128M AR Ros

PRl (i, A

diem[ti:m' ] 35 ),
B (ME) ., ~¥,

The confusion of >K and ,(’» for 7% is common:

A02222 ;E;E;

)

ARF

)

ML 7,]“\ /J\ \r'J\

}?J% A02222-002

SEEE Kk -09- 12

X
)

i)
BE | (RsEFFA - AH) -

(EWAETE - B8 - &H) -

00739 G_Z1191201: same as above; duplicate of &5 (U+2135E)

G 71191201 1%
(ki) BLomAREE2%

12:31€ D)
demh[te:m® |4, g =

R &z ~3, Aeu baj

fwngz hawj vunz demh

3




03110 G_Z4442201: 7 is not the PRC normative form. Consider normalize to 7%.

G_74442201 %
(EHFFR) BTS2

Tl (06, . W)
saez [fai’ ]&%EW]W\

%B{J j : ?’ 331 ’ﬁgm’\’o
Lieb duk ma San cae7z

03187 G_Z0671501: =& is not PRC normative form. Consider normalize to .

G 70671501 1%
(Ertb i) SBosTH AR5

BB o m.ow R
ft. B i)

ceiz [eei®] B
m~, guh ceiz. pypm




05030 G_Z3621104: £ is not the normative form. Consider normalize to .

G_73621104 £&
(EHFEI) B MARE 15

M o om pel

. #%)
ndok[do: k" 1gs,

03008 G_Z3271501: %¢ is not the PRC normative form. Consider normalize to %%.

G 73271501 #%
(EHFFI) BT TR ESK

FR| mik [mik'] g, m
WR#g~, Seiq gaem
cix baenz mik. py

Please also refer to IRGN2154 ROK Normalization Rule 5-1:

Vo This type is various
ga-)’.ﬁrmaw;z??c;a(ﬁ)]- form of 4.

1_‘_’ ™ ™ . - =
51 |54 | B(#) & [b104,0872;1(F), | 2 isfrom Bk

“ﬂ:‘ % —A change to X
H]
warn - M [A289:424d:9] or X.




03140 G_Z4491201: & is not the PRC normative form. Consider normalize to #f.

G_74491201 &
(EHFFH) BUTER B2

ozl .
# (==, &, )

sat [Qa:t’ Jw C ety
",
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Issue 19

M 87.7
02315 CURHE Jﬁﬁ?
T13-2D5B
24 N/A
T13-2D5B

= B 4o

The left hand side is not Claw JT\ but .y (/). Jf (U+6091) is already encoded.

According to Kangxi, {Hi is the variant of {fii, which is synonymous with .

Action Item:
Unify/IVD to U+6091.
https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/19



https://henrychan-pc/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://henrychan-pc/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://henrychan-pc/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u752B
https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/19

Item 20

Owing to IRGN2211 Section B Item 3 “One-0ff corruptions found on tombstone carvings”, the
following characters should be rejected (or unified):

SN / Source / Treatment / Reason
02854 T13-2F48 IVD RS R R~ 4

02286 T13-2D55  IVD J# W3 4
02270 TE-6F6B IVD [ R A
02246 T13-2D4B  IVD IH [ty
02821 T13-2F42  IVD W BT 4
02812 T13-2F3F  IVD % WA 4
02804 T13-2F3D  IVD & WA 4
02734 T13-2F29  IVD & &R A
02750 T13-2F2F  IVD & WA Hr 4
02154 T13-2D32  IVD % JE RS
02088 T13-2D27  IVD % TR Hr 4
02086 T13-2D24  IVD % TR 8T 4
04289 T13-3138  IVD i [ A
04299 T13-313C  IVD ## JE R
02073 T13-2D25  IVD RS
02574 T13-2E49  IVD & (BRI
02061 T13-2D21  IVD & IRIER R =
01948 T13-2C54  IVD #; MR Hr 4
02564 T13-2E48  IVD & JERE T
02557 T13-2E42  IVD & MR Hr 4

01931 T13-2C4C  IVD GHREHIFHi 4R
01933 T13-2C4D  IVD GHREHIFHi 4R
01934 T13-2C4E  IVD GHREHIFHi 4R
01929 T13-2C4A  IVD & (e B
02448 T13-2D79  IVD £ R IHIR A



02453 T13-2D7A  IVD E R EM R F

02437 T13-2D76  IVD i\ W BT 4

04003 T13-3128  IVD ([T Yl

03968 T13-3124  IVD 44 WA Hr 4

03803 T13-3075 IVD & WA Hr 4

03777 T13-3074  IVD %L BT 4

03490 T13-304F  IVD §# (RAERR I

03594 T13-3063  IVD % Rl

03593 T13-3062  IVD & IR R+

03367 T13-3044  IVD 2 JE RS A

03522 T13-3054  IVD #j (a7

01949 T13-2C53  IVD R HIF

02642 T13-2E5F IVD %% R RIS 3 4, missing stroke
02644 T13-2E60 IVD %% R A5 3# 4, protruding stroke

03610 T13-3068 IVD 28/ & CFHEER

02036 T13-2C71  IVD il BSOS TFHHR
04000 T13-3129  IVD E G YR
02845 T13-2F47  IVD i# AT R
02225 T13-2D45 VD % AT YR
02097 T13-2D2B  IVD & Y )
02598 T13-2E51  IVD 9% SA TR

https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/20
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Iltem 21

_______ A
00198 A AR /f
UTC-01573 (UK)

Henry’s Comment:
00198 UTC-01573 = {i5/{A, corrupted form of f5U+20207 /{E5U+20266

UK’s Comment:

Disagree. UTC-01573 is a variant form of U+5BBF 45, but U+20207 {{ is a variant form of
U+5919 5, so they are different characters and cannot be unified.

Henry’s Further Comments:

B\ is often exchanged with 75 in old Hanzi. Furthermore, the phonetic of 7 is {/ (stricter
transcription -- f&). The fact that the source says 00198 should be read as “U+5BBF {5 does
not necessarily contradict that 00198 can be unified with {%U+20207 /{EU+20266.

Refer to the following source by Chinese University of Hong Kong
(http://humanum.arts.cuhk.edu.hk/L exis/lexi-mf/search.php?word=%E5%AE%BF):



https://7.122.79.233/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://7.122.79.233/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF0
https://7.122.79.233/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF1
https://7.122.79.233/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF1
https://7.122.79.233/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF4
https://7.122.79.233/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u2FF4
https://7.122.79.233/unicode/fonts/gen-m.php?name=u4ECC
http://humanum.arts.cuhk.edu.hk/Lexis/lexi-mf/search.php?word=%E5%AE%BF

}J_, AEH B14A GB2312 4362

) BT v B +A—H DUASEHS 3026.1
@ = Matthews 5498 #FF AIB 2005 1560
EFEATE (—F) 09385 (THR) 1006 SR AB 404 316
HREHE .
. & i 215 BT o) it Xid
N3 (BB S (BEEHR) HoAil
=¥ BfE i
LAl
- n ~ =]
" =1 212 - S0 404 - - 313
) e BE THEEE
8 Lkt e M- o EEE - AR BE5OZF - [ EEET) (161/148) >~ &
(REERD HES zavl] 25,3 & B bz g B i 12| BEE =%
™ 436 =t 4 = & Eid & %= bl TIE B =
s 458 EZ » = & £ 1 & A & HE = =
i
PR TE, M (HOBRWE T T AL - SALEENEL - T BHIRETLEEZE Bl T, - BRPBEAKE - BRES EREE  EeEE -
T4

|¥ T AEEFE b - S0fE T |%T£?£L%F’\JEJF$£W@ EERZIFE - RE - NEERPHES TE.  BREGER TEL - BEREE - THZEAE - BRI, - (37
[ B - T . BT ¢ TFLEERE - Ik - KRt - £ TEEE- E{ﬁﬂﬁ : B (@) ZAM—ESS  BEDE  BESRE - kRSB 7B
DA (EED) RSN - TR - EBESEE - R, FARERE - L8 S[FURTEE ERES - GIUGEAREYE B U TEN - 0 EEL - e SEETE
I TEE, - R SREEDEEa NG -

FEXLE Eo g (S5 5306 "FREN). - BrEIRRER - NEARL - & "ELFOR SERAL  MIEF|FTEEEZ T[BFIFEEEFETE. 0 T[EF]
HE L BAL L ‘EE H TR FEEEE |OEHE | THERES@)TEMATERGEEE .  BRESER(EUL - EFREHEER - TR - TE. ESEEEE 4 TR
fE TER. IS (S =1 P O e ¥ (REE- BY ¢ THRERERE. ARER TE S -

EEEEAERE - (LETED - AR 628 THEEEEEE)ES - JEUE)FEE) - HE)REE) - | EEEEHINERE - 607

Please note that the presence of the ~~ does not affect its meeting; the form with or without is
found in Oracle Bone evidence and also Jianbo Wenzi.

Given that,

(1) fAU+20207 and {& U+20266 are variants of U+5BBF 1 (per CUHK source)
(2) U+5BBF 75 is variant with U+5919 &\ (per CUHK source)

(3) U+5919 J3 is variant of {fU+20207 and ffU+20266 (provided by UK)

(4) 00198 is variant of U+5BBF 15 (provided by UK)

(5) 00198 is virtually indistinguishable with U+20266 {#, (and very likely referring to the same
Oracle Bone/Old Hanzi glyph)

| conclude that 00198 should be unified with U+20266 {5 .

https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/21
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Item 22
Possible Transcription Error:
00063 UTC-01316

IRGN2155CommentsToIRGN2107 (Chen Zhixiang)’s Comment:

Fig. 4. A Cancovdance fa Fascicle Three of the inscriptions from the Yin Ruins (1985) p. 18 m It Iq not a accurate
d >

5

488 ERFEA: EEM T
ﬁ should be

transcribed to

transcription.

S HE U+2009400 or

4 | UTC-01316

U+2AAT2 ;I_' .So

b
W 18 U+2B85C

i 1s the

transcription of

Henry’s Comment
- WITHDRAW, reference IRGN2155CommentsToIRGN2107, OR
- unify to U+2B85C

UTC’s Comment:

Disagree. Character is attested in two separate sources, and the right-hand side components are
not unifiable.

Henry’s Additional Comment:

The value of encoding erroneous transcriptions already identified by the Chinese experts should
be justified. E.g. the “A Concordance to Fascicle Three of the Inscriptions from the Yin Ruins”
is so academically significant that its error forms should be encoded as is, in similar respect to
the Kangxi Dictionary and/or Hanyu Dazidian.

URL: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/22
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Item 23

There are a large number of characters where the U+2EBC has been replaced with the full 4
radical. IRG should consider to allow encoding these characters as IVD as there are 500+
characters with U+2EBC. Variants using [A] on the left are sufficiently rare in modern usage.

It is suggested that only I\VD if [A] on left; disunify if [A] is at the bottom. Zhuang characters in
particular should be studied on a case-by-case basis because [A] may play a phonetic part instead
of semantic part. Those with A on the bottom have been included for completeness.

00282 USAT08988 IVD £ [A vs U+2EBC

02178 USAT08962 IVD 3¢

02670 T13-2E6E IVD H

03390 USAT06462 I\VD f/.: text indicates /. as phonetic; [A] vs U+2EBC
03392 USAT09914 IVD Hf1: A vs U+2EBC

03393 USAT06266 IVD 5: A vs U+2EBC

03395 USAT08303 IVD HE: A vs U+2EBC

03397 USAT10232 IVD #f: A vs U+2EBC

03403 USAT05646 IVD F: [A] vs U+2EBC, top % (ref: F5~75 // 04335)
03405 USAT90295 IVD K/R%: Al vs U+2EBC

03407 USAT08919 IVD 7H: |4 vs U+2EBC

03411 USAT06030 IVD %: A vs U+2EBC

03414 USAT08746 IVD BH: A vs U+2EBC

03416 USAT90297 IVD Ji: A vs U+2EBC

03419 USAT06375 IVD fifi: [A] vs U+2EBC; IDS: [ AT

03420 USAT10231 IVD f&: A vs U+2EBC

03422 USAT06361 IVD &: A vs U+2EBC

03423 USAT08968 IVD fi: A vs U+2EBC

03426 USAT06768 IVD J5: A vs U+2EBC; (B ~ = Il 5 ~ 3 1 & ~ 55 1 55 ~ B 1] 85 ~ % /]
7~ 1%),SC - 6

03437 USAT07202 IVD it A vs U+2EBC; SC =9

03463 GHZR10093.03 IVD &

03470 USAT90298 IVD fi&



URL.: https://github.com/hfhchan/irg-ws2015/issues/23



