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According to IRGN2220 the IRG Meeting #48 recommendations,: IRG member’s
chief editors and other individual reviewers should submit their review comments to
the IRG Chief Editor before Sept. 1st, 2017. Henry submits his additional review
comments on TCA’s characters at Oct. 13th, 2017. TCA recommends that if a huge
review document is to be submitted, need to be provided two weeks before the
meeting, because there is a need to have sufficient time to check the documents. And
thanks for the work of Henry.

In the document, Henry pointed out that some characters are the “error” glyph of other
characters. We hope Henry can provide a clear definition about “error” glyph to IRG,

which we don’t think the characters from (fEF]F¥H4E) , (SEXFHE) , (R
FEREAF ), (EREFIZ) and so on are the “error” glyphs, which were mentioned by
Henry again and again. The TCA’s submitted characters are needed to use for
academic purposes, for life or for government requirement. These characters have
been used for a long time, we disagree with the comments to define that they are the
“error” glyphs.

The following is the TCA’s response to Henry’s additional review:

2.1 101921 DISAGREE. We will withdraw the decision on 02722. SAT
01921 & has submitted five characters which “[A” is the component
| LA =

into WS2017, such as USAT05638 s, USAT05640 w‘

N 3l Ei
USAT06094V5iT0509'1, USAT06095 USATOB095 , USATO07069us:morss

(duplicate character with 02722/T13-2F23); UTC has

[

submitted one, such as UTC-03126 v, \We support to encode
these characters like T13-2C48 and T13-2F23 strongly.

02722 | I LE;L' ] ] ‘ UNIFIED in IRG #48
i




2.2 | 05084 DISAGREE. No rules.
05084 ‘ ‘ i ‘ ‘ | Unification | Reconsider IVD to § (U+66FE) or & (U+66FD).
= Discussion Record:
not unified to U+66FE/U+66FD 2/F, irg4s.
2.3 | 02723 DISAGREE. We have explained the reason to disunify at IRG
02728 #48.
02724
03996
02723 |:[ Unification IVDto H.
02728 E Unification VD to E.
— Prior discussion record:
not unified to U+76F4, irg48.
2.4 | 03995 AGREE.
.03995 .Uniﬁcation | 4765
%24 % 15312 %% %::::
T13-3126 GKX-120321  T35837
Unify with U+4765.
3.1 | 03528 OPPOSE STRONGLY. The characters which own the different
shapes can’t be unified.
03528 o Unification 6716
R oo IR AR AR AR
T13-3056 GE-2038  H8DB3 13-3648 05820
Unify to fiii. It is possible that the missing strokes are due to misprint or taboo.
3.2 | 03543 DISAGREE. i & ** are NUCV as Henry said. We suggest
e )
re-encode H-8EFD /7 according to NUCV.
03543 efrefr Unification Consider IVD to U+827E.
827E ~H~ -+t +f H- FE
e Ve TR
GO302C HBI-ABE3 T1-4864 06768 KOB4S V16455
2F994  Yu gop3 e ki ek b Bk
WMs TR Tl 7‘7—‘ ﬁ- ﬁ 73‘ /j
H-8EFD CO3TIC HBI-AADA TH4FD D437  KO-6838
3.3 | 03763 OPPOSE STRONGLY. The characters which own the different

shapes can’t be unified.




03763 Unification 76C7
ﬁ L 084 ﬁ ﬁ
‘ T13-3070 \ GESAB T80
2504B At A

axie I Il
ucs2003 T6-332C
Unify to & (U+76C7) or Z (U+2504B).

Tﬁﬂ
And | |iSVariant of FBZ:EJ

" &, is variant of _é

3.4 | 02718 DISAGREE.
02718 E’ Unification 517? E_ E E_ E E_ E_
TI:}*;?\ ) ;3;;‘ H;F:E\:J T/lflg'l\& Jﬁ]\;‘ wRZME‘.f‘) N{\(:E
Unify H. 1y can be transliterated to =—/\ or .
3.5 |02309 OPPOSE STRONGLY. J[\ and 7~/ % own the different
shapes. It’s too unfriendly for the end users when they are
unified via IVD.
02309 |~ . Unification 795E > S s - =
JIEE e fHOFH RO R
I13-2D59 G0-4971  HB1-AFAB  T1-572E JO-3F40 KO-6364 V18121
2564D
40 i T 7
UCS2003 GHZ-1002507  T4-2A68
IVD to 7 (U+795E) or i (U+2564D).
3.6 | 03542 DISAGREE. unify to Y (U+827E)
U lis avariant of T Al not T (U+827E)
03542 N Unification | Should be UNIFIED TO 3£ (U+827E)
Reference 03604, 03546
1'|_:1>$ﬁ;\ o ';Fi
3.7 | 02789 DISAGREE. The right-side component of the

character(02789) is “i--—2<”, not “Z£”. Not in UCV#371 rule.

02789 AL, Unification Should be Unified to U+77CT7.
Eﬁi Refer to UCY #371

371 - unifiable 22

P s
2< 2X
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3.8 | 02031 No objection.
02031 i Editorial This character should have been concluded to be unified to j# (U+6EA5) by
I~ oo | UCV rule #88 within IRG #47. It should not be pending IVS research for IRG
T13-2C78 #47 to 5 (U+6F19) and it should not be unified to ;% (U+6F19) either.
3.9 | 02270 AGREE. Horizontal extension.
02270 || Unification
2D9ED -
i o e IHE
s KCO5172  USAT-02020
Unify to B (U+2D9ED).
4.1 | 02462 AGREE and support to do that strongly.
02462 Disunification | Do not unify to 02465. Although £ and [ may be considered variants, 02465 is the derivati
I simplified form of i, while 02462 is the corruption of i (I5). 02462 and 02465 should be m
back to the M-set in WS2015.
T13-2E21
5.1 | 03408 DISAGREE. The glyph should match the evidence.
What Henry talking is another character ~* ﬂ , the
character is a variant of 1-;%
03408 Normalization This character is not actually /< but a variant of 1.
ﬁ The top part is semantically 7, which is the classical form of 3.
[13-304B Consider normalize to =51 H to avoid the confusion of structure.
5.2 | 03550 DISAGREE. The glyph should match the evidence. If Henry
or other reviewers want TCA to normalize the glyph, please
provide the evidence which shows the glyph is iUy, We
don’t want to create a new character without any evidence.
03550 Normalization Bottom part may be normalized to Y\ instead of .
g_IL[_I Same as above.
T13-305D
53 |02229 DISAGREE. Refer to the evidence, we marked the error

glyph. It’s from (BRI F-074R - 25 V- <5704 ) see the original
source:

j"i A01564-011

HEEE Kk -09 - 13

[ BlsEER)

By -

A

(REE¥E A RT) I (FEE
(from the
MOFE’s Dictionary of Chinese Character Variants G EE} (BB ) )

However, the correct evidence of 02229, please see Fig. 1.



http://dict.variants.moe.edu.tw/main.htm

02229

Misdesigned The four dots for fire should be centered under z&

*i ghyen, The four dots is an error "unsimplified” form of "—" and the onginal "—" repeated
T ]{; 3[]\4_ Attributes (Radical, | ahove it again. Therefore, the four dots should not stretch the whole character
- i’ SC, TC)
Radical = 64 5, SC =10, TC = 13.
54 | 01954 =
WK A
- | v
ik
i~ 37)
1| A
(A
. A<
AGREE. We will update the glyph. I
01954 Misdesigned glyph | This character is currently in the “Postponed” set.
:: ji / Normalization
£
T13-2CH6 Cansider changing glyph to follow the Kaishu form ust
5,5 | 03526 AGREE. We will update the glyph to match the evidence. Like
A}
HE
03526 Misdesigned glyph | Design of i_ does not match TW conventions and does not match evidence.
5.6 | 01973
. IDS Change to [T § &=
SN
/
T13-2C60
57 | 02719 AGREE.
T13-2F22
AGREE. IDS change to [':KH
5.8 | 02650 DISAGREE. Radical keepitto H
Radical | Radical ||| 47, SC = 5.
<| <3 This character is a variant of ;7 U+6CC9. Radical of 2 U+6CC9 is water
T13-2E65 7+. so 02650 should use radical stream J[].
59 |03334 No objection.

174

T13-303C SC=7

The character is a variant to 9._, radical should be #14 —




Radical | Radical — 14: SC=7.

E [ : Character is a variant of % so the two dots do not belong to the top
T13-303C radical but are a deformation of the first two strokes of 4.
5.10 | 03337 DISAGREE.

The character is a variant of " }$J » Radical should be

Radical | Radical 109 . The character is a variant of 2 (U+776A). Refer to the

% radical of 2 (U+776A):
776A

ot EFEE
5.11 | 03413 DISAGREE. Please see the two new pieces of evidence(Fig.
2&3).

it is used for a name of one kind of traditional Chinese
Medicine, so the radical should be #130 [A.

Radical | Radical 74 moon B, IDS= T HE.

HE According to the evidence, it is a variant of f=. [ and 5 radical are often
[13-304C interchanged, so it can be determined the correct radical is 5, not [].
5.12 | 03636 AGREE. The radical should be #37 X » SC=12 » FS =1
e Radical | Radical #37 #;, SC =12 F5=1.
%E This character is likely a #&{t from #H## to use % component instead of
T13 'i{:il" 7 radical. Therefore, we should use the -& component for choosing the
o radical.
6 P p nieason || WVE are against the comments
e g'ile;?m"ce on this part strongly. The
characters Henry mentioned
04723 »;};— Unification ,t I » slvph
a (Reference aren crror” glypns as we
o) know. We oppose to unify
04294 8 Unification them by any ways at this
=, (Reference .
only) moment and disagree to add
these cases into UCV. It’s too
04277 [? Unification .
(Reference unfriendly for the end users to

only)
not encode them as the

separate characters.

BTW, what’s the matter of the
comments on 04729, 04723,
04294?
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