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IRGN2635 mentions T-source, so TCA reads it seriously. This document has done 

a initial analysis on CJK Extension I, and the issues found are divided into 3 topics 

to explain, TCA would like to put forward some ideas here: 

⚫ Part 1- Characters from WS2021: The characters mentioned in this section 

are not coded in Ext-I. As evidenced by WG2N5238 (proposed by China), this 

issue does not exist. 

⚫ Part 2- Newly introduced half-duplicated characters: Two similarities with 

other encoded glyphs were mentioned: U+2ED9D ⿱艹义, U+2EDE0⿺辶圣, 

which should be unified according to the UCV rule. TCA proposed that this part 

could be further discussed by the IRG. See below for details. 

⚫ Part 3- Other posible horizontal extensions: It is mentioned in the document 

that 104 T-source characters can be extended horizontally. Thanks to the 

proposer's suggestion, TCA has considered applying for horizontal extension. 

 

Regarding Part 2, how to solve this situation that Ext-I has not follow the rule of 

unification(UCV) completely? TCA has two concerns: 

1. The first question is, Ext-I is already coded separately, how to deal with the part 

that creates the same glyphs but with different code points? Please see the 

following two examples. 

2. The second question is, names and place names have a special legal status and 

https://appsrv.cse.cuhk.edu.hk/~irg/irg/irg61/IRGN2635_HorizontalExtension.pdf
https://www.unicode.org/wg2/docs/n5238-Revision%20of%20622%20UNCs%20of%20China.pdf
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the requirement for the government usage, and it is not possible to follow the 

rule of unification completely. If they do not follow the principle of unification, 

the above mentioned issues will appear again. In this case, what should be done 

with the unified glyphs?  

 

The above two issues should be discussed seriously by the experts from WG2, 

IRG, and UTC, as they will affect the submission of new working sets and the 

review principles. TCA suggests IVS or other solutions, in the hope that we can 

solve the problems. 

 

 

⚫ 2 examples： 

1. U+2EC7B vs U+5F84 
  Ext-I code/Glyph Other encoded code /Glyph Note 

2EC7B 

 

5F84 

 

UCV #87  

圣𢀖 

 

From this set of example, we can find that the glyph of U+2EC7B are exactly 

the same as the glyphs of T, J and K of U+5F84. 

 

2. U+2ED90 vs U+8286 
  Ext-I code/Glyph Other encoded code /Glyph Note 

2ED9D 

 

8286 

 

UCV#127  

义叉 

 

In this group, the glyph for U+2ED90 is the same as the glyph for T-source (T3-

2728) in U+8286. If it is T-source moved to U+2ED90, TCA does not agree 

with it because it is a commonly used character and "芆" is a basic character(正

字) and "芆" is a variant of "芆". 

 

 

(End of document) 

 

 

  


