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We basically agree with the points in the document IRG N2734 Proposal on Revising PnP to Enhance
the Work Efficiency of IRG. Regarding related issues, we also have some overall ideas and specific
suggestions.

1. IRG should cancel the submission quota limits for all member bodies

China is the only country in the world that uses Chinese as its official language, and it possesses
the richest Chinese character documents globally. In recent years, with the rapid development of
China's economy and culture, the demand for digitalizing documents written in Chinese characters
has significantly increased. During the process of digitizing the documents, the number of
unencoded characters discovered has also increased sharply, and many of these unencoded
characters have extremely important uses. Currently, China's demand for encoding Chinese
characters is not only the largest in quantity but also extremely urgent. The current quota of 1,000
characters per submission is far from meeting China's demand. For example, our center alone has
currently collected more than ten thousand unencoded characters. If submitted according to the
current quota, it will take 10 submission periods, approximately 20 to 30 years, which is completely
unacceptable. Considering that the review tools are already relatively advanced and easy to use,
we suggest canceling the submission quota limits for every member body and increasing the
character number limit for future IRG working sets.

Specifically, we propose to modify the following content in IRG PnP(V17):

2.1.1.d.(1)

Original Text:

...... the size of a collection or a part of an IRG collection, to be reviewed by IRG as a
working set normally does not exceed 4,000 ideographs. Based on this principle,
submitters should refrain from submitting more than 1,000 characters in each call for an
IRG collection.

Suggested Text:



https://www.unicode.org/irg/docs/n2734-IRGWorkEfficiency.pdf

3.1.e

Original Text:

...... Each submitter is allowed to submit no more than 1,000 characters. As the normal
work set size is set at 4,000, IRG will use the guidelines given in Annex L to estimate the
number of working sets for the collection in case the total number of characters is much
larger than 4,000......

Suggested Text:

...... Each submitter is allowed to submit no more than 1,000 characters if the submitter
did not request to change the quota before submission. As the normal work set size is
set at 20,000, IRG will use the guidelines given in Annex L to estimate the number of
working sets for the collection in case the total number of characters is much larger than

Annex L: Guidelines for Forming Working Sets with an Upper Limit

Original Text:

...... The current limit (Limitige) is set to about 4,000 ideographs. Also, each submission
should not go beyond 1,000 ideographes......

Suggested Text:

...... The current limit (Limitgg) is set to about 20,000 ideographs. Alse,—each-submission

should-notgo-beyond-1,000-ideographs......

2. IRG should accelerate the review speed and focus on its own duties

The review speed of IRG is rather slow currently. Practical situations have shown that even the
much-criticized CJIKUI Extension B has a much less severe impact on applications than some experts
have claimed. However, the harm caused by the lack of encoding and the lag in encoding is already
quite significant. In China, many place names containing unencoded characters have been changed
because of that, and the characters used in numerous classic works and even in the scientific field
are also difficult to remain stable in information exchange. This has had an extremely profound
negative impact on the development of Chinese culture, science, and technology. IRG has been
discussing and trying to accelerate the review speed for a long time, but has not succeeded so far.
If the review speed of IRG remains slow in the future, users will have to seek other solutions in
order to safeguard their cultural rights and interests. We believe that, practically, IRG should no
longer be overly concerned about certain characters, nor should it waste time on whether a certain
character should be unified.

Firstly, the core responsibility of IRG is to encode Chinese characters, thereby providing the
possibility of stably exchanging these characters between different devices. IRG or its experts have
no right to determine whether a Chinese character is "correct” or "standard" and decide whether
to encode a certain character based on this. Therefore, whether a character in a historical
document is an error form should not be a matter for IRG to consider. If an error form is studied by
someone or there is a need for information exchange, it has the value of being encoded.
Furthermore, if a certain error form is submitted by a certain member body, it has the necessity to
be encoded.



Secondly, IRG is not an academic research organization and there is no need to conduct detailed
research on the pronunciation, meaning, and rationale of a character that is impossible to be
unified. In order to fulfill its responsibilities, IRG only needs to confirm that the submitted character
forms are consistent with the character forms in the evidence and simply verify the pronunciations,
meanings, and rationales of the characters that may be unified.

Thirdly, considering the difficulty and extent of support for IVS and encoded characters by current
devices and applications, the situation of characters is clearly superior to that of IVS, and this
situation is unlikely to change for a long time in the future. Therefore, we believe that for variants
that have the need to maintain differences in character forms within a relatively large scope (such
as variants that are submitted relatively late but are not rare, and variants with important uses),
they should be encoded separately, so as to safeguard the legitimate cultural rights and interests
of countries within the Chinese character cultural circle.

Finally, in its practical work, IRG often starts solely from the perspective of philology experts and
decides whether to unify two characters only based on philological theories. It frequently classifies
y-variants in the eyes of most ordinary people as z-variants. However, ISO/IEC 10646 is actually a
practical standard, and the majority of its users are ordinary people. If the decision on whether to
unify Chinese characters is made only based on academic theories, it will cause trouble for most
users. Therefore, we believe that IRG should take into account practical and non-theoretical factors
and assign two different code points to potentially unifiable Chinese characters that have
important uses and significant differences in character forms.

In summary, we propose the following:

a. If a Chinese character has significant differences in its character form from the potentially
unifiable characters and has important uses, and the submitting member body does not agree to
unify this character, then this character should be encoded separately.

b. Even if a Chinese character can be unified according to Level 2 UCV, if the submitting member
body wishes for it to be encoded separately, then this character should be encoded separately. If
necessary, some current Level 2 UCV that are similar in character form and of the same origin can
be classified as Level 1 UCV. For example, among the UCV168 (Version: Mar/30/2024), the first
three variants and the last two variants can be regarded as each other's Level 1 UCV.
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c. Permit and support the proposals submitted by member bodies for disunifying the Chinese
characters that were previously unified, based on the above-mentioned items a and b.
d. It is recommended to change the following UCV into NUCV(Version: Mar/30/2024).
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3. IRG should earnestly respect the cultural sovereignty of each country

We believe that determining the character usage and related norms of one's own country is an
important part of national cultural sovereignty. IRG should fully respect the cultural sovereignty of
each member state and earnestly attach importance to the character usage requirements
submitted by governments of member states. It should not, on the pretext of "saving code points"
or "avoiding errors," force governments of member states to provide relevant information such as
pronunciations and meanings of characters used in key fields like administrative affairs, science
and technology, and culture. Taking characters used in the administrative field as an example,
refusing to encode the characters submitted by governments of member states on the grounds of
the lack of pronunciations and meanings is undoubtedly a disregard for and an infringement upon
the national cultural sovereignty. IRG must avoid the recurrence of such situations.

From a non-political perspective, once a character is incorporated into the government's public
administrative system, it will come into contact with the general public. Subsequently, it will appear
in various documents and archives, and thus, there will be an actual need for information exchange
using this character. Therefore, even if this character is an error form, based on the actual needs
of information exchange, it should still be encoded.

Based on the viewpoints above, we suggest that IRG recognize the characters used in government
affairs, science and technology, and cultural classics submitted by member states as authoritative
evidence. Moreover, as long as there are no potentially unifiable characters encoded, governments
of member states do not need to provide pronunciations and meanings for the characters used in
government affairs. If our suggestions can be adopted, the relevant content in Section 2.2.1.d.(2)
of the IRG PnP should also be adjusted accordingly.

(This is the end of the proposal in English. Following is the Chinese translation.)



BMNEAEE RG N2734 (X TRITRNSEFURESREXFTEHETIEIERMRR))
RN, MTHEXERE, JITEA—LBEAERIEEFMEERE.

1. IRG RIBUH &R 375 BIHE 32 5 B PRI

FEREKE—LUNEEAERESNER, HALEFRAFENNERER. LFXK,
BEEPEZF S CRLR, B FUIXFIRRAERKIEE M. 7E8E FHINFICRRAY
BREP, RIMPRRLFHELIRIES, HPIFLRENFHAFREEENRIZ. BAT,
P EX R FRR KR NNBERK, ™MERAEY], HaT 1000 4N/123ZHANEE TIT T %
HEPERAFEK. i, XRENFOCEIEWRERIN—ARIMREEF, HHRILETER
2, MEE 10 MERH, KA 20 Z30F, XERZRTAETH. ZEIHFTAVEZX
TREBEZRAKHBZH, RINEWUEUHERIRZHFRIRZHE RS, HiRE2/E IRG TIE&E
B FEEN B
BiEmME, HRIMEUES (REXFIEARMNMEZERF (17 D)) PHUTAR:
2.1.1.d.(1)
[R3C:
...... the size of a collection or a part of an IRG collection, to be reviewed by IRG as a
working set normally does not exceed 4,000 ideographs. Based on this principle,
submitters should refrain from submitting more than 1,000 characters in each call for an

IRG collection.

EBEE

3.1.e:

[R32:

...... Each submitter is allowed to submit no more than 1,000 characters. As the normal
work set size is set at 4,000, IRG will use the guidelines given in Annex L to estimate the
number of working sets for the collection in case the total number of characters is much
larger than 4,000......

EE:

...... Each submitter is allowed to submit no more than 1,000 characters if the submitter
did not request to change the quota before submission. As the normal work set size is
set at 20,000, IRG will use the guidelines given in Annex L to estimate the number of
working sets for the collection in case the total number of characters is much larger than

Annex L: Guidelines for Forming Working Sets with an Upper Limit

[R3C:

...... The current limit (Limitige) is set to about 4,000 ideographs. Also, each submission
should not go beyond 1,000 ideographes......

(L 0=E

...... The current limit (Limitgg) is set to about 20,000 ideographs. Alse,—each-submission
should-notgo-beyond-1,000-ideographs......


https://www.unicode.org/irg/docs/n2734-IRGWorkEfficiency.pdf

2.IRG M fMIREFIREH T T AR IAE

IRG BRTHE#ZIRE R ALEE . LPRIERERR, BFEREZS NP ESREXETEB X,
E 3T SEBRRL A M I S B IS T REAEMIIABATE . AT, XNFTHBELUR L
R RANBEEANE TSR, £9E, F2E2EHFTHIMZENFBER, XFEH
HERNAFEDERASEN A FHEUAE SRR PRIFRE, X3TFE RN L
RERFE THRAFEMNGEZM. IRG KEALCR—EATTSHERX MR EIZRE, BESN
REEMIN. HEARK IRG WEHIZREKIBEE, APBASATREMERERUEIIES
BISCANEE . BATAR, ELREIED, RG ANBETEMUETRMNNFEFNINE, UFARNE
ENBFEENEEAMEIR_ LR ERRE,

B, IRG Wi LIRREXNFHITHRG, USSIXLFEREFZEMNFEEKE. IRG &
HERENHE—NXFRE “IEMH” 3 “#5E”, HBRLRAERBENZFHITHRE. Eit,
—NAEXEMFHFEREAMERRRA IRG EENEE, RENFEAMR, BELEER
R®REKR, REBRBONE. #—5KiH, E—MMFEEMERZFERR, EMEET
RIS EME .

R, IRG HIFFEARMFEL, EFXN— N HEHEAENFTHE. X FEFHITABR
MBI ATEITHIRSR, IRC AFHERXNFHSIERTHNFH—, FHERZLA
BEWSEESHNTHE. X FEFH.

R, NEENEEME AR IVS REFHZFHHE R ZIEZEXRE, FTHNERAEMLT Ivs,
FHBAERRBK—ERATEIA, XMERBEUALT. ik, Fi1AR, S FRLEERKTEE
NERBFEESERNEAT (RZEGEHIEZANEGRT EEERENEEHT),
BUEEMNS AR, LURFEX F 30 E & EMIE S 30 HAEs.

&5, IRGAELFRLIEF, FERAMMNIFEERNAELS, (UKBXFFERRRE
ANNFERESE, BERBRZHEZBEARTH y THYIEHA 2 TR, {8 1S0/IEC 10646 =2
FRER—MLAMIE, HARPKZSHEREBA . IRUKBERIBILRRENFHES
B, MEBASHAPHREN . AL, FA1AA, RG RASIISLER . BRI MAER R
ANEETEE, AEEERAERBEFHEFBANAEAISEEFTAENTRENGHSE.

i, BMNEW:

1. BERNFEBENTSZEAFTFRESRBRAAEGEERE, BRXATEARIZFHEE,
3% Bz S h2wES o

2, AMEENFARIBE _RAZABHETIE (UCV) BE%E, BRXAFEHMEG, N
FR ML, MAYVE, FJLUSIITEZRAI G A ST AP I D FRARE B RIRER K
XD AE—RAGETHELME. W, AISREEBHEHEA 168 B (Version: Mar/30/2024), BI=
N EEMEAN TR EAE— R 5E EBHEA:
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3. AFHIHSERAET LA 1, 2 FiRH BRI AIHG S HIXF
4 BIUEUT AR A BEEREATARERAHER (NUCV),
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BIVAA, HEAENAFEEXNAERTERCUERNERERE. R6 NEANEE
ERGERXUEN, VILERSEBRFFRRZMNAFER, MARK “HEEA” 5 “&
IR FAHH, BTERSEBMRERS . BEURXHFRRIEAFRIEE, &X
FHEXER. UBSAFAM, UREHRE XEEAHERRESEBFAERZNES AT
TRRMER U ENENEINSIRIE, IRG FB R LI IFRER LI
NEBUEEREE, — M F—BERANBRNAEBSZRE, €25 KRASEEM, #
MEHMER L BRZ P, B2 Mg ~E T IERIZFHITE S TR ERRE K. Et,
BERXNFRTIF, BT EEMNIGRE, thELHEIZF.

ET B, FABEW RG IFZEBATRIZHBS . BHRAR X E BF TR FINE
ARBIEE. #E, RENFEAURANEREREF, SEBMRITEABSHFREM
EEMSNFER. MERINBGENUREBRERAN, (REXFITIRARNFIEF)2.2.1.d.(2)
THRAXAEFENELENEE.
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