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1
Introduction

Users of Rec. H.241 at Polycom have identified four issues with H.241 that should be corrected in the H.241 Implementor’s Guide, and in future versions of H.241.

These are:

a) Inconsistent use of “CustomMaxBR&CBP” vs. “CustomMaxBRandCB”.

b) Incorrect reference to “MaxFS” in Table 9.

c) Incorrect description of Byte 8 in Table 10.

d) Possible addition of comment regarding Levels.

The following sections provide details.

2
Inconsistent “CustomMaxBR&CBP” vs. “CustomMaxBRandCB”

In Rec. H.241 the two terms “CustomMaxBR&CBP” are “CustomMaxBRandCB” are used interchangeably to mean the same thing.  Future revisions of H.241 should regularize the use, choosing one or the other.  

We note that “CustomMaxBR&CBP” occurs more often in H.241 than the alternate form.

3
Incorrect reference to “MaxFS” in Table 9

The final sentence of the “Parameter description” in Table 9/H.241 reads:

“The value of (CustomMaxBR&CBP * 25,000) shall not be less than the value MaxFS computed using units of 1000 bits/sec for the Level given in Table A-1/H.264.”  (emphasis added)

The word “MaxFS” is incorrect, and should be “MaxBR”.

The intent of this sentence is to ensure that the effective MaxBR (maximum bit rate) signaled by CustomMaxBR&CBP is not less than the value of MaxBR required by the Level.  Analogous requirements apply to all the other ‘custom’ values in H.241, and the current text is meaningless, as “MaxFS” represents a number of macroblocks.  

The current text in H.241 results from a mistake on the part of the editor, who neglected to replace “MaxFS” with “MaxBR” when modifying this sentence from a similar one in Table 7.

4
Incorrect description of Byte 8 in Table 10

Byte 8 of Table 10/H.241 is described as “Highest 7 bits of 492”.  This description is incorrect, although the value (7) given for Byte 8 is correct.

We propose that the description should be changed to “Remaining 7 bits of 492”.

Note that these descriptions are meant to illustrate the procedure of Annex A/H.239, as specified in 8.2/H.241.

5
Possible addition of comment regarding Levels

Finally, we note that there was an intent to require in H.241 that an implementation shall signal the highest Level supported by an endpoint, and in particular to ensure that endpoints not signal a set of custom capability parameters (CustomMaxMBPS, CustomMaxFS, etc.) indicating the practical capability to fully support a given Level, without also signaling support for that Level directly.

This was omitted from H.241. While is seems unlikely that an implementation would, in practice, fail to signal the highest Level actually supported, it may be worth considering making this requirement explicit in the future.

[end]
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