TCA Response to Consolidated Comments on IRGN2269 WS2015 v. 5.0

TCA will update 9 glyphs:

SN 1 Unicode Pdam2.2 Update Note

02044 U+30714 0714 o Yz Match the glyph in
e T@ /F WS2015 v5

02472 U+3088F 3088F El Match the glyph in
. WS2015 v5

02970 U+30A4D 3%@ zﬁ Correct by TS(=9), insert
R el space between K & .

02972 U+30A4F 30A4F Jfﬂ Match the glyph in
T WS2015 v5

04250 U+30EE4 30EE4 j"zjtl

% 1603

Modify “3%” shape

h)

[N
[Esayyis

04265 U+30EF3 BgEEI;S %l:;‘ 3 Modify“iw” shape
04292 | U+30FOD | 30FOD % EL Mo dify“—:',\_,, chape
04296 | U+30F09 | 30F09 i? ) ﬁ,: Mo dify“'i’»” hape
04298 | U+30F0B 30F0B T‘éj %ﬁ Modify“-:"\-” shape




1. Unification

SN
SN1 Glyph 1 2/UCS Glyph 2 Comment Response
U+2457 2457C f = f Disagree.
”19{ C 4 807 ] 9% 9( H% 1.02338 and 02339 should not be unified.
T13-2D60 U+24DA LCS2003 GHX-0692 04 .TE-'HEE ACCOt’dIng to The MOE’s Dictionary Of
1. 5 24DA5 5 Chinese character variants, 02339 was not
;L[}I U+253C ~ a7 J |77§ ; IK ) [;_ included. And cf. U+270BE & U+270F2
2 ' ' o 270BE i et
GHZRA2545.08 UCS2003  GKXOTT425  TE4BSE -
02333 N - ; ) W 140.16 J';FL‘]\ e l;_r_bi"{:
02339 2?302 % }"J_‘ /KJ;[{ UCS2003  TF-6623
wme N R HA 270F2 Thiz T
UCS2003  GKX-082428  TE-425A W 140.17 Fjlﬁ }%
S.1.5.b,S.1.5.c UCS2003 G4K
cf. UCV #337 2. 02338 should not be unified with
137 Jﬁ Jﬁ' U+2457C. U+24DA5. U+253C2.
== U+25049 25049 —Ea: [g % Disagree. Cf. U+8CAB & U+27D57, same
111 m 184 J[TL 0Tl T situation but not be unified.
GHZR52716.02 UCS2003  GKX-0793.10 Te-332D
02603 | FH S15b Ve B EHEEHEHBRH
171 cf. UCV #83, #182 G131 (BIBRS TISDB  0MS KR Viees
T13-2E78
- - 27D57 =
182 [=] CRERN = |
ﬁ -H:ll I!} II ] UCS2003 'E:?
= U+6C23 BC23 [f= [f= [S= S= = No UCV can be found.
01929 %'H! Rhae ﬁ_%h %H 1~ ﬂ?’h ﬂ Component of the two glyphs are different,
T13-2C4A . GI4678 HBI-AEFO T1-5634  JO-5DEE one is 7, and one is 3£.
1.5.¢c
= 01933 —y Cognate glyphs with a single overshoot. Agree.
01934 5| Keep 01933 (T13-2C4D)
T13-2C4E T13-2C4D
U+23C7 23C75 2 LR L No UCV can be found.
<1
01937 ;’J:* 5 xme IR K 7K
T13-2C50 UCS2003  GKX-0803.08

762528 5153, S.1.5.i




SN

SN1 Glyph 1 2/UCS Glyph 2 Comment Response
N U+6CA7 BCA7 N 23CC1 AN No UCV can be found.
x’é U+23CC * 854 {/B\ * 85 { ™ { T
01982 | 113-2¢62 1 |
G0.3257 UCS2003  GKX.0819.07  TE-2C5A
S.15.4a,S.15.
QE' U+23CE 23CEE Y1 N = Disagree. Cf. U+2C509 & U+2EQFB, same
/ E 7 856 ‘/l:[ (l /1 situation but not be unified.
01969 T13-2C58 CS2003  GKX-062306  T6-323A 2??8? %?‘ QEQESB e
1 / GZ.JW-UJSEO JMJ-058242
s
v0-3833 S.15b
ﬁ;’» U+6D81 LNV, 70 72 7 No UCV can be found.
02021| {1/ R (VAU VA {/
T13-2C6D G5-5552 HEDDA  T3-3221  JABEST G 1 5 j
“‘E U+6EA5 GEAS A e ST e Disagree.
h
/I~F 7 8510 ,{ } % :}l?? Yg ?% UCV is two part different
02031 | T13-2C78 G0- E-‘-*- HB1B7C1  Ti-B467  JO-SET0  KO-5D2A
|53 ‘Fﬁ EE)
S.1.5.b,S.15.i cf. UCV #68
== 02061 == Cognate glyphs with an extra stroke. No UCV can be found.
02037 | /E1 /=
T13-2C75 T13-2D21
AT 02049 NI The evidence suggests that the actual shapes of the two Disagree. The right part of the character is -
;’* f7§ characters are only different in contact of strokes. TUAR(U+TATC) and “i~3f(U+5BA9)
02050 | T13-2C73 T13-2C72 {K €- {1 £{_ Es 'H( = respectively.
L LSS AN NS ~. T
:JE U+240F 240F9 YR JEE 2 P2 No UCV can be found.
- o R
T13-2D31 UCS2003  GKX-086204  TT4EID
02139

S.1.5.

‘195, Je® Jﬁ;
cf. NUCV #294
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SN

SN1 Glyph 1 2/UCS Glyph 2 Comment Response
U+7078 7078 / No UCV can be found.
T13-2D33 G03E44 HBIABEZ T14B25 03564  KD4F38  VISD6F
02159
S.15.¢c
Characters with this component are unified/postponed in
IRG #49.
——a U+722A T22A = = No UCV can be found.
N NN 1N N1 1N
02305
T13-2D57 GO-5T26  HE1-A4FE  TI4557  JO-445E  KOTOS0  VI-SE4A
S.15.i
{in U+80B0 80B0 S \ ., Disagree.
\d B 1304 H j'., Hk H}\ Although the left part is a variant of JJ
T13-2D6A C5.4ET2 T3-2A52 K2.5521 (meat), it is not easy to link with ] because
SH= cf.UCV #21 it is written like 5J, so it should not be
02393 .’ The evidence suggests that the left part is a variation of J] unified with U+80B0.
UK-01584 similar to the top of % (or &P4-02; in IRGN2225).
18/5; 20/9; 21/14; 39/32 ¥R <|3R.
I\ U+73CD 73CD /N W T/\ In No UCV can be found.
¥ J U+73CE iws 12 E’«fo ff} If’/ Iff? JI'?-*
T13_2 |::j_,|"l||'l'|i G0-55864 HB1-ACC3I  T1-5246 JO-4449 KO-7252 V1-5F25
73CE F— Fr
e 7 O W 7
GE-3334 H-FBD7 T3-207E JO-605F K2-4TE5
02453 IRGN2133 does not explain why the evidence is identifiable
as X ; we could not find the discussion record.
5 #’ Bh fl\imRE
m & LY kY
ff U+24934 24934 - No UCV can be found. See the new evidence
02457 E 965 fi | _~._ from (&fHE) Vol. 6, the glyph match the

T13-2D78B

UCE2003  GHZ-B0018.21 H-3C56

evidence.
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SN

SN1 Glyph 1 2/UCS Glyph 2 Comment Response
The evidence shows the dot at just right side on E;
IRGN2133 does not explain why the evidence is identifiable
as E.
200 AN
= D <
EE | Ur2AEF 2AEF4 = Disagree.
7 4 T 9.9 = These two characters have different sources:
T13-2E28 TD402¢ § 1 5 3 02480 is the variant of =%, and U+2AEF4 is the
02480 o name. Unable to prove that the two glyphs are

cognate.




SN

SN1 Glyph 1 2/UCS Glyph 2 Comment Response
I%% U+74A3 T4A3 i_j;r% fg R },ﬁ% ]ﬂ% No UCV can be found.
02491 L R 7& JT% PX 2R
T13-2E2E G16761 HB1BFSE TI7143  JM3TEIC  KO-5130
S.15e
T13-2E36 and H (U+7528) are non-cognates. I request to Keep be unified
disunify them.
T13-2E36 is the transcription of the original form of )&,
an
which the glyph of the Bronze script is and it’s
not related to H. On the other hand, the glyph of H is
. These two characters have different sources, so
~ it's not well to unify them.
U+7528 | G0-5343 | Ihave found out T13-2E36 was used on 72{#(02266), />
02153 l:t| (G, H, T, | HB1-A5CE | FZ2}{1(02411), f&# i} (02478) and so on.
M JK,KP, | T1-466E | (ps)s] 75 i g SCRE B L), P. 3
T13-2E36 V) J0-4D51 | peprmsry 4 o) = A FA4 @ B{EUD, ik GO TR GRE) 1 D BF (
K0-6944 E 5 G5 4 (i B, FI/E () B0 (o) $k
KPO-FACE
V1-5F48
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SN

SN1 Glyph 1 2/UCS Glyph 2 Comment Response
+- shownas bellow, the IDS should be changed to “iii] ]
+”as well, and the radical should be “32 ", SC= 2, FS=3.
% U+7537 7537 ;.% 9.% % % According to
= 1022 73' “IRGN2269IRG_Working_Set2015v5”, “not
02542 T13_2E3{: - G0-2450 HB1-ABEB T -4B2E Jo-4348 KO-517B Vi-5F4D unified by U+7537, 1rg47 uniﬁed by
S.15. o _ U+7537, irg46.”
Seemingly disunified in IRG #47 but we could not find the
record
)@ U+24C3 24C30 == == Agree.
L\ 0 m 1024 JTC }T\ 02549 is unified with U+24C30.
T13-2E3E | U+24C3 UCS2003  GKXOTE026  TE-327A
02549 2 24C32 g . B4
= TV JTC TN
UCS2003  GKXOTE028  T6-3965
S.1.5.b/S.1.5.i,S.15f
H3 U+7559 7559 o ooy o BH g BA No UCV can be found.
Ea E 1025 EE{ EE D:I‘ EEI EEI EE[
T13-2E40 GU-4174 HB1-AFB4  TI-5667  JO4E31  KO5T3A  VI-5FS0
op
disunified
02551 to 51-
02553
disunified
En
S.1.5.a, cf. IRGN2263 | " &*
M B P REERA ifig};;:-‘i;é S would e comidesin
dE U+24C3 24C3B A4k A4+ Agree.
02552 = B m 1024 ] FH
T13-2E41 UCS2003  TF-2c49




SN

SN1 Glyph 1 2/UCS Glyph 2 Comment Response
I3 e 41 44
cf. UCV #152
) U+759A 759A = y-'—‘ )J—'—‘ J—'—‘ No UCV can be found.
. ] )f A u
JA /R VR /AN /N /3
T13-2E4E GO-3EAE  HB1-AABS T14ETA  JO614C  KI5ASD  V1-5FSD
02595 S.15.c
Characters with this component are unified/postponed in
IRG #49.
:—‘—‘ 02596 J—‘—‘ Cognate glyphs with a single overshoot. No UCV can be found. Cf.
A';i 5%
T13-2E50 T13-2E4F 3901 7 ,55235554 7= ?E\
02597 GKX_;ZBBOTWBTEBQ E )icszcm TF-2678
E 964
UCS2003 GHZ-21103.02
739E
e ¥ OB ORE OBROBE
G54173 H-9104 T3-2A2D  J14B53 K1-623B
\ U+75C5 75C5 &= N — :}—‘—‘ 9-'—‘ ;J—'~ 9—'—‘ No UCV can be found. Cf.
02598 JP‘\] s JW Jﬁ ﬁ ] ] _P‘ﬁ
T13-2E51 G0-3221 HBI-AFEE  T1-5663  J0-4342  KOSCIB  VISFE4 G 1 G j
U+7656 7656 A ‘%_ e g W '{.. ' . 1” N
2 S EOBEORE OBE OB OB B
T13‘2E51‘ﬁi GO-HB‘ HB1-C27D T1-?BBQ. ..JIJ—’iAt‘-A KD-5B7E V2-8EH Hg%
Apparent displacement. If this is not the glyph corresponds
to U+7656, the evidence does not provide the exact match AL iﬁ'
02635 shape to the modern form. Tfk] 5)_
2
e, 4 BI04 ) = The evidence shows the glyphis [y #
8\ % clearly.
X
PAY U+7678 7678 3 PA AT A %’% No UCV can be found.
02644 | T~ " o4 %3: R R

T13-2E60

K0-4D24

V1-5F7C Sl5b




SN

SN1 Glyph 1 2/UCS Glyph 2 Comment Response
U+7687 LA == = = = | =] No UCV can be found.
02652 % Sl S R S S %‘. = )
T13-2E66 G0-3B44 HB1-ACDI T15256  Jo3ssd  kocss w6025 S 1.5
% U+2690 2690D g F_:I =i The upper part of 02655 is [, and the upper
D 51325 5 S = part of U+2690 is 5. No UCV can be found.
02655 | T13-2E67 UCS2003  GKX-100022  TE-4365 S 1 5 j
295
| | i
cf. UCV #295
U+26918 26918 = P = No UCV can be found.
% =ms e 1] %
02662 | 113-2e6A UCE2003  GKX-100029  T4-4CH0 i
Cognate glyphs with
an extra stroke.
E 02689 J/:'%‘ Cognate glyphs with minor variation. Disagree. 02689 is also the variant of %7
02685 S.1.5.a/S.1.5.¢/S.1.5.i (U+76C8).
T13-2E72 T13-2E76
A
02687 1T
T13-2E74
=4
02690 IITL
T13-2E75
% U+2505 2505E : I I- No UCV can be found.
02697 |  IITL E N E 1 A S A & s A
T13-2E77 UCS2003  GKXOT8405  T4334C G 1 5 j
U+76DB 76DB v v % v, ; 7 F¢(U+620C) & [%(U+6210) , no UCV can be
oooos| it e 5 OBS BN ORE OB KX
T13‘2E?iﬂn G0-4822 HB1-B2B1  T1-5C36 JO-4039 KO-807C V18032 SlSe
—13 02723 —3 Cognate glyphs with an extra stroke. Agree.
02728 E _.E
T13-2F26 T13-2F24
H% U+77C7 77C7 E% H}é‘r E# HIF:-‘L‘ Hij_"-j_ Hg According to
02789 =oew AT HZK HZK HZK HaK IR “IRGN2269IRG_Working Set2015v5”, “not
T13-2F38 GILTEST HELCIAS - TITESE  JOBZE KIG0ED V16055 unified to 77C7 [, irg49. not unified to 77C7




SN

SN1 Glyph 1 2/UCS Glyph 2 Comment Response
The evidence does not show how distinctive the stroke 5%, irg48.”
would be in Clerical Script.
-:rw' . B (RREHD  CAEWIHLS .
o A NS (http://dict.variants.moe.edu.tw/variants/rbt/v
— ariant_example_tiles.rbt?pageld=2981941)
- U+229B 229B5 > =¥ Disagree.
5 % 625 % 77 & @ & The evidence of U+229B5 is as follows.
T13-2F3B UCS2003  GHZ-21405.09 | ' ;_‘)(v oo 8
The evidence suggests that  is on the top-right rather than M de oic
right above. —~ W e
e m R
VIR,
i 5 b an,
# M b 5
o . st
= - ot
Sk =
RS
SV
02800 1\;\ mz, Iﬁp )i;; %ﬁ;
ook g B
;‘\) :{;_\; - = (ﬁ
- w oy -'ﬁﬂ'
koo i
R T g
e o R
0 m N e
~ i ; S - S Ry
N (] i%’ % " * \!:K %
COE - W & e
Hm
JEIE: %
AR &

AT A
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SN
SN1 Glyph 1 2/UCS Glyph 2 Comment Response
U+7950 7950 » A A - Disagree.
% 0. Wi %6 6 Wik
T13-2F51 G3-5726 HB1-AFAT  Ti-572A4  J04D34  KO-685E
What the evidence in Clerical Script shows is merely
rotational variation and not distinctive in modern script.
- . T
e 0 A ok cree”
’ P N ! Euig 1
‘*. ‘ \E ‘ arﬂ'ih 1 j‘ﬁ 1
I B #ox gt
e X RR ;
Moo ow #
BOOHE A L AW
%Ef; ! 'B\IE '.‘=< -
g " - :f_bf 1
.o T .@
02917 g WOy
o N
A ( . .
| %;3 b " f’é
[y o
'1.3 [ o o :_i‘r_é )
VR S
1 - KQ :"@‘ "‘ld;
< wiE ! : 4
X5 K s £© ¥ ~
(= L = B
#{m
= IR 2B JA:
MR ©
“INEN
&
; U+795E 795E X 3 - - Disagree.
H = P P A :
02921 T13'2F5ﬁ G0-4971  HB1-AFAB  T1-572E JO-3F40 KO-B364 Wi-6121 ] 4‘*)\
The evidence suggests that the shape is a curved B8 witha | 02921 is further deformed by , but

11




SN1 Glyph 1 2 /Sllj\l CS Glyph 2 Comment Response
dot. according to the evidence for this shape
BN T . RWE gﬂ
N REE R G R
) $TROS et iy (F A |
B s N 0w | G et
Possible unification with u+21603 or u+76c7 According to
76C7 “IRGN2269IRG_Working Set2015v5”, “not
0376 U+076C I 1084 J]]l%i ﬁ unified with U+76C7 or U+2504B(%), ids
7 7 . ”
3 Tlﬁm U+2160 GE-345B T3.9E%2 corrected, irg49.
S 21603
+ 375
UCS2003
e Possible unification with u+767b No UCV can be found.
7678 2K pAsS
03966 7 u+767b © YA 7% PEIPAS
T13-3122 0T 7"5‘ . & = . =
G0-3547 HBI-BSGE  TI-6074  JO4560  KO-5474  VAGFTD
2. Radical
SN Image Comment Response
Change to R.140 ¥ SC=11 No change, keep R.85 7K.
02087 NEE| Variant of U+2B257 (- *+5f)which is R.140 02087 is a variant of j5(U+6EFF). So,
T13-2D26 according to the radical of iy, 02087 is also
classified as R.85 7K.
=] Change to R.108 IIL SC=7 No change, keep R.85 7K.
: : N3
TIE%TB Use the most obvious radical so it is convenient for users to find 02038 _IS a variant Of_ ’M(UfGEAB)' SO_'
02038 the character according to the radical of ;, 02038 is also
classified as R.85 7K. In addition, the
meaning of 02038 is not highly connected
with the meaning of the vessel([IIL).
34 Change to R.108 Il SC=7 No change, keep R.85 7K.
. . . NS
02039 Tlﬁ:ﬁﬁ. Use the most obvious radical so it is convenient for users to find 02039 1s a variant Of /M(U-I:GEAB). SO_'
the character according to the radical of ;f, 02039 is also

12




SN Image Comment Response
classified as R.85 7K. In addition, the
meaning of 02039 is not highly connected
with the meaning of the vessel ().
{]jt Radical — 130.0 (j&) No change, keep R.94(°K)).
. The character is related to #& (U+7136), thus to £ (U+80B0). Since the left part is a variant of JJ is written
T13-2D6A like a, it is written like /5] and is not easily
02393 AH: linked, so it is classified as R.94(%).
UK-01584
Radical: 094.0
) Change to R.30 1 SC=12 No change, keep R.94(K).
02437 rﬁi{
T13-2D76
Change to R.107 /% SC=6 No change, keep R.112(f5).
02849 Eﬁ
T13-2F46
Change to R.127 £ SC=4 Agree, and TCA will update the glyph. Glyph
. ) &k dical % ired6 in PDAM2.2 is wrong.
ISCuSS1on record: gKeep radica , 1Irg4a0.
02972 T13-2F68 30A4F
< 1158
T13-2F68
Fok Change to R.72 H SC=9 No change, keep R.115(K).
02997 =)
T13-2F71
N Change to R.79 % SC=11 No change. The meaning of the character is
sl related to ““(Cereal plants).”
T13-2F74 ¥ e
03009 o =l
MR D RS SEIBMEE (wesi s

7TA40 =L :l:ﬂ_ :f::n_ L EJL
7 11840 %R X FX iF‘R 34

G1-7836 HB1-BDSC T1-BE27  J0-3972  KO-4DSA

13




SN Image Comment Response
Eiso: T.he radical s.hould.be changed to “14 " not “17 | .|” The radical need to be changed t0”122 [ ( [T
according to the discussion record.
e 17X ) » and SC=5.
03334 ﬁl ﬁ raidi(al sc 7, irg49. EX )
T13-303C ’
(T) TF55 o= gu gT gz gz 7T
T13-303C W 1223 = = F F T
UK: Change to R.14 —~ SC=7. Discussion record: radical 14 7, sc 7, CO3AST  HBI-ASTS  TIA4B3E  JOS627  KD-7986  V2SETT
irg49
3. Evidences
SIN Glyph Evidence Comment Response
0230 J’EE - 2% ; Questionable evidence. The left part like /T is a variant of 713, not
9 n The left hand side does not look like a related to[t .
T13-2D59 USU.aI realization of m Itis prObany a | The process of Changing from fl‘—\‘ to }[’\ is
variant of JIC. as follows.
=== L
0231 mﬁ Questionable evidence. The left part like J[{ is a variant of 75, not
5 The left hand side does not look like a related toJ[ .
T13-2D5B ! b usual realization of m It is prObany a | The process of Changing from 7_|‘—\‘ to }[’\ is
‘ ‘ | variant of JIC. Also looks like 7 as follows.
‘ ‘ (U+25673). e e e i e
0246 == Evidence unclear. See the evidence, from {EREFI5)
3 ¥ é Too small to identify some strokes. Is &
T13-2E22 -3'} there any supporting evidence? - 4
< i
44
A |

14




S/IN Glyph Evidence Comment Response
0247 fﬂ Evidence unclear. See the evidence, from (EREFIZ)
1 Too small to identify some strokes. Is ’Im_.l
T13-2E24 there any supporting evidence? ' "
A%
)fw&l
4 |
0247 g(l Evidence unclear. L. @ oy
2 It is not clearly rendered as 47 within i i‘* N
T13-2E23 the evidence. It could also be HF with ~ " B o
an extra stroke. ok .
LR o T
e o R
_E«‘ér 'H .;'?T\\ {
H e e R
VS
i - e
R
w ¥ ox 8
W g
N W
Vo e ey
Booo W
' W
| <R s H:l
g 2
o | O™ o B oW o
O IR k| - W OF 4w
el
AR oy

15




S/N Glyph Evidence Comment Response
0270 HH Evidence unclear. See the evidence, from {ERHFIZ)
2 OTL The top part is not unambiguous | ap |
T13-2E7C enough to support the proposed glyph; L X2
it could be double H, double J1, or ] 62
(which the right character on this } 4
image is supposed to have?) e 45}
LS8
0296 ]%“J Not modern form. No change the glyph.
4 The character shows a stylistic There are no triangular strokes
T13-2F64 variation in Clerical Script (Ff=), Regular Script, so it is divided into two
C’ZS__’ which is not necessarily rendered into strokes.
bt =Xl the proposed shape in Regular Script
(F&H).
4. Font designs& normalizations
SN Image Comment Response
04250 E‘IE)_L g}L TCA will change the glyph.
A}
T13-312E As shown in the evidence , the last stroke of the left component should
160 = be a slash rather than a vertical stroke. Modification should be made to reflect the
== actual shape of the glyph.
3 Discussion record:
not unified by U+57F7 (unless additional examples found),
irg47.
Henry: Glyph in PDAM2.2 does not match WS2015 v5, the glyph should be i ¥ TCA will update the font
. N1
30714 ,:‘-.TF Change the source reference to T13-3463 and correct the Stroke Count, }_‘?’j
02044 * 859 / Component, Cangjie, and Stroke order for T13-2C76 at T13-2C76
Ti3.2076 http://cns11643.gov.tw/AIDB/query_general_view.do?page=13&code=2C76. N

‘ J: Glyph is intentionally changed from WS2015 to non—unifiable form although

16




SN Image Comment Response
no discussion record. Wrong SC.
1Y
™
z?j]
T13-2C76
é% KR suggests to insert space between upper and lower components. No change the glyph.
02970 =
T13-2F66
03052 30A87 Broken Stroke in PDAM?2.2 The glyph should be OK.
7 116.10 = 30A87 E
: 7T 116.10
T13-3022 T12-2022 _f;__f—_
| T13-3022
03408 305BA — Glyph in PDAMZ2.2 has missing stroke. The glyph should be OK.
T13:3048 T13-3048 A 144
T13-304B
04723 The 5th through 8th strokes of the R component do not follow TW conventions No change, the glyph should
match the evidence.
=2
T13-314A gp
ExtG U+31091
04729 . s— The 5th through 8th strokes of the R component do not follow TW conventions No change, the glyph should
E — match the evidence
— i :
T13-314B
ExtG U+31095
04924 The upper-right component does not follow TW conventions, and should be four No change, the glyph should

e

.

m

strokes, not three

match the evidence.
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SN

Image

Comment

Response

T13-314F
ExtG U+31151

)
w1

04931 - The upper-right component does not follow TW conventions, and should be four No change, the glyph should
strokes, not three matc;the evidence.
Y
B,
T13-3150
EXtG U+3115D b
5. SC&TS
SN Image Comment Response
02964 alay SC=8, TS=13 Agree
1% IRGN954AR #36:
T13-2F64 — faife
114 i 36‘”“ I ‘ d""‘ @
e IRGN2221 #11.:
0 | 11 | 79B8 147y | ® 14
4
M A
Discussion record:
sc 10 (85), irg49. sc 11, ir48. not unified to U+0842C,
03367 125 & SC=3, TS=7. Disagree
% T LT IRGN2223 IRG Working Set 2015 v4.0:
T13-30441 | 125 &
S
3 07
03550 4 140 Y SC=4, TS=8 Agree
gip Ty IRGN954AR #36:
T13-305D 7 36| 3 4 I ‘ @I{—H—- 4 H@
Discussion record: 9!yph no change, irg49.
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6.

IDS
SN Image Comment Response
Ly The IDS should be changed to “ /& H./ | EiH” Agree
IEJE[ from “/ ' HE”
05039 GHZR84895.21
(G T) = UTC: Two IDSes, [ & H. [G] and |/ H H. [T],
n E[ should be specrfred for this character one for
T13-3153 each source
03367 % 125 & Agree
=,
T13-3044 With reference to the attributes -1 | of
T13-3043 (S/N 03366), the IDS should be i
03528 — . Agree
HE Given the left component is ﬂ (U+2E86) rather J
T13-3056 than I_J |r__\rv__c_)uld be more appropriate to change
the IDS to . ﬂ E
Discussion record.
not unified with U+6716, irg49. explanation of evi
accepted, irg47.
\\ The IDS should be changed to “.i! ¥ 7= from Agree
01954 / ~ “11Y{ =" because the glyph has been updated to
T ™~ match the evidence.
T13- 2056
IDS: |
01973 :I: IDS -1 ¥ 4 Disagree. IDS corrected,
/ 306D8 ~— irg49. We think original (1Y
T13-2C60 N BEJU) s better.
LTy e . 856 S | A
IDS: (1Y LEN K /2 R [

T13-2CE0

Z&5(U+2124A)is ——4%, unlike

the rrght component.
N

UCS2003  GKX-0224.14  T6-2435
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SN Image Comment Response
02471 fﬁ IDS — & T The IDS changeto (i f 1) |
Original data corrupted. i
T13-2E24
IDS: K
02505 IDS — &I | Agree
T13-2E31
IDS: &)1 |
02958 - N A e Agree
\E The 1DS should be ....... TN g
T13-2F62 i:l.
Evidence: 1'#1'%
Eiso: The IDS should be changed to “ = || The IDS change to | &7,
from “ [ SR T}, T13-2F68 is the variant of £} and the radical keep #<(115).
(U+79D1) according to the evidence, so the left
component is the variant of X not & and the
radical “115 K" should be kept.
02972
(T) % J | HK: Given that the vertical stroke of the left
T13-2F68 component does no_'g_p_}_/ershoot at stroke initiation,
the IDS should be i..i.: ;E ﬁ
264E4 7|i<
% 1270
Code chart: UCS2003 GKX-D;Eﬂ %
Discussion record: kepp radical =, irg46.
03554 :Iﬁz The IDC and the upper compon_g_r_]_t__are missing Agree
T13-3060 from the IDS, whlchshould be i ﬁ '“’0(
03966 X L Agree
=) Should the IDS be " I X 572 :
20088
T13-3122 f 4 H 9 g
Code chart: UCS2003  GKX-0081.17  T6-2124

Discussion record:
font updated, irg48. font changed, irg47
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SN Image Comment Response
04251 7
%K The right component is not ]ﬁ The IDS should Change to L3111 €
Py [P
T13-312F et [ (L (Like:U+20BIDR (i [1 )
Discussion record:
not unified by U+5831 (unless additional example:
irg47.
ﬁE[ g2 B is better.
05547 A LHAIE- S AMME
T13-3159

(End of document)
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