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In the latest review cycle of IRG WS2017, the result of this cycle is Version 5.1. Some of the
review comments are puzzling, so [ request IRG to clarify them. There are 2 main parts in this
document.

1.FS

Some reviewers provided the comments on FS as below, and the comments have been
accepted by chief editor, but I think it is necessary to re-discuss if it is suitable under the
current rules or the future encoding works.

SN Ref. Glyph Rad. Comment Reviewer
04716 | V-F0629 Given the residue stroke | HKSAR
J&, 182.0 _
count is 0, FS=0.
04949 USAT09153 Given the residue stroke | HKSAR
A 2% 199.0 _
countis 0, FS=0

The FS values for #04716 and #04949 have been changed to 0 in IRG WS2017 v5.1. If these
types of comments could be accepted by IRG, the FS values for the following character should
be changed to 0 accordingly.

SN Ref. Glyph Rad. Current FS
03573 USAT05603 3
:\\7 A 130.0
There is also one character like the above characters in IRG WS2015 (aka current CJK Ext. G).
ucs SN Ref. Character Rad. Current FS
U+3018A WS2015- | UTC-00984 120 5
00470 I ] ’

Annex K of IRG PnP includes a list of first strokes of the residue components, but 0 is not
allowed as the value there.



Glyph Stroke No. Name Name in Chinese | Pinyin
- 1 :

Horizontal bar e heng2

Vertical bar 2 shud

Slash fifl pie3

2

3
\ 4 Dot gL dian3
Z 5

If 0 is allowed, the above table should be added one entry for 0; if not, IRG PnP should clarify
how to handle the situations of the characters without any residue components in the glyph
structure like #03573, #04716, #04949 and so on.

Turn i zhe2

2. T/S flag
In Annex F of IRG PnP, C.12 is shown as below.
Are there any simplified ideographs (ideographs that are based on the policy described in
i (L F#83) among the proposed ideographs?
If yes, does the proposal include proper simplified/traditional indication flag for each
proposed ideograph in the attribute data?
In my understand, the T/S indication flag must follow the rules described in the Simplified
Summary Table.

Some reviewers provided the comments on T/S indication flag as below, and the comments
have been accepted by chief editor, but these comments do not match the rules described in
Simplified Summary Table.

SN Ref. Glyph Var. Comment Reviewer
00355 | V-F083D ‘}R Change the T/S flag to S. Ken

00825 | V-F1788 i/g
HeL

Change to Simplified? Ken

an}
a

5lew | 5| ey
S = E | <

01416 | V-FO1F5 EF}% Yifan

01559 | V-F0253 )'j% " 1? Yifan
/|

02279 | GXM-00234 Jﬂi Jas | T/s=1 Conifer

03492 | V-F047C (ENN| [mm Maybe 1? (very common | Yifan
+§ m form)

03655 | V-F15AE 3+ | 4 |Should we have all V| Yifan
}_:E- E& simplified J& T/S 1?

The above characters are related to five T/S pair as below.
Notice that the question mark (?) used in the following table means the relevant variants have
not been encoded yet.



T/S pair

T/S value

Relevant entry

iy ) oor
) and different
components

T/S=0

00031:V-F1DBE(#}); 00033:V-F1DBB(#7%);
00032:V-F1DB9(#R); 00034:V-F1DBC($);
00036:V-F1DB6(#ff); 00037:V-F1DCO();
00038:V-F1E33(#); 00040:V-F1DB7(#);
00041:V-F1E35($); 04429:V-F1DC1 (&)

T/S=1

00035:V-F1DC2(#i?); 00355:V-FO83D ()

T/S=0

00229:V-FOA8B(?); 01864:V4-4B7D(H);
02636:V-F0361(J); 03544:V4-515B(j);
04265:V-F1AAC(?); 04986:V-F1AA6(?)

T/S=1

00825:V-F1788(?)

LT vs A&

T/S=0

00101:V-FO750({); 00423:V4-4335(7);
01385:V-F1908(?); 01560:V4-4A2A(?);
01671:V-F0288(#); 01702:V-FO28E(#i);
01720:V-F1DA5(J&); 01884:V-F1E2C(J);
02302:V-F1A00(?); 03859:V-FOB9D(?);
04716:V-F0629(J&); 04721:V-F1882(Jiig);
04720:V-F1673(?); 04722:V-F0836(?)

T/S=1

01416:V-FO1F5(3); 01559:V-F0253(?);
03655:V4-526B(J&)

LT vs AR

T/S=0

01969:V-F1DDI({#); 02750:V-F1A3A(H);
03510:V-FO47E(?)

T/S=1

03492:V-FO47C(%#)

K vs B

T/S=0

N/A

T/S=1

02279:GXM-00234(J#)

For the first 4 pairs, they are not included in the Simplified Summary Table, but some of them

are really common in CJKV uses; the last one is not the derived simplification rule, such as £k

and # forthe current Chinese simplification systemor #% and ## for Chinese second stage

simplification system.

I can understand why so many experts hope we should write this information more clearly in

the IRG WS attributes, but the current T/S indication flag is only used for the current

simplification rules in mainland, PRC. If we need to add the T/S information used in Japan and

Viét Nam, maybe it is better to use other values.

If IRG allow using more values for the T/S indication flag, [ show my suggestions as below; if

not, it is better to make the value standard consistent.

T/S flag value Description

0 traditional characters

1 Chinese simplified characters

2 Chinese second stage simplified characters

3 Japanese simplified characters

4 Vietnamese simplified characters

5 composite situation, non-standard simplified characters, semi-
simplified characters, and others

For Value 2, the reference should be (% —IXINFRLTR) ( EZ ) published by F[E L
FIEZE RS inMay, 1977, or  (FREXFF) ( KEHR ) published by 748 TIEFRENF

3




fiff5328 in January, 1978, which is the second version of the character set for 748 project.

For Value 3, the reference should be [fEH FHE#3] published by Japanese /L%
£ inJune, 2010 (% 2 2 ).

For Value 4, there is not a stable reference now. The types of characters mentioned above are
common for Nom characters (chit Nom) and Tay Nom characters (chit Nom Tay). We need to
discuss how to handle this value, and Yifan’s comments for the Vietnamese simplified J&, and
#& are good samples for this value.

For Value 5, this is the complex one. For the composite situation, this means different rules are
used for one character, for example, {ii1 R isused in {HZARDNFFINFIAMNF)  written
by Prof. fa[4£%2, which is derived from &R, but R matches Value 3 not Value 1, so we can use
Value 5 when we need to encode this character. For the non-standard simplified characters,
we have encoded 4ff (U+30B29) and % (U+30FAB) in CJK Ext. G, and the real simplified form
should be %5 (U+7EE3) and £ (U+9274) under Value 1. For the so-called semi-simplified
characters, we have encoded 7 (U+30D3B) in CJK Ext. G, and there are traditional component
and simplified component used in one character structure at the same time, but the evidence
shows the real glyph is the current one. The sample characters mentioned in this paragraph
are suitable to encode and useful for different end users, and I trust the experts’ comments are
beneficial for the encoding works, but it is not better to make the situations more hybrid.
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The appalling 728 violent earthquake occurred in the same day of 1976 in Tangshan, Hebei,
China had been gone 44 years when I finished this document. 748 project published a series
of articles for encoding Chinese ideographs in People’s Daily ten days before the violent
earthquake, and the first version of the 748 character set was published in the end of that year.
There are so many depressing things for everyone in 2020 because of COVID-19, but
fortunately, we can get through the problems one by one together.
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