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1.	Introduction





Some editorial deficiencies have been found in the white document text distributed for decision as Recommendation H.263 version 2 (COM-16-26-E).  A description of these deficiencies and precise corrective instructions are provided herein.  We ask for these corrections to be incorporated into the text for decision.





We have categorized the needed corrections into two sections.  Section 2 describes five editorial corrections and four editorial clarifications needed for the submitted document content (all of which are very minor, and none of which require changes to actual specified technical content).  Section 3 describes certain difficulties in the publication process and asks for these to also be rectified.





2.	Editorial Corrections and Clarifications





2.1.	Editorial Corrections





Editorial Correction Item 1:


In the last paragraph of Annex D, there is an example of an encoding of a binary string which states that the correct encoding is “0 11 11 01 10”.  Close examination reveals that it should be “0 11 01 11 10”.  This makes the text hard to understand, since the provided example is incorrect, but since it is an error only in an example, it does not actually require a change in technical content.





Corrective Action:  In the last paragraph of Annex D, change “0 11 11 01 10” to “0 11 01 11 10”.





Editorial Correction Item 2:


In section I.3 there is a typographical error in which the abbreviation MCPBC is used in two places.  It should be MCBPC.  This is an obvious typographical error, not a change in the technical content.





Corrective Action: In section I.3, change the two occurrences of “MCPBC” to “MCBPC”.





Editorial Correction Item 3:


In Figure 8 (Structure of optional PLUSPTYPE-related fields), there should be an additional field called “UUI” between the ETR and SSS fields.  This field is shown in another syntax diagram and is described properly in the text (but it is missing from Figure 8), therefore this does not actually change technical content.





Corrective Action: Insert a “UUI” field between the ETR and SSS fields of Figure 8, as shown below:
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FIGURE 8/H.263


Structure of optional PLUSPTYPE-related fields�(located immediately after PTYPE when present)





Editorial Correction Item 4:


In sections 5.1.15 and N.4.1.4, there are two places (each) in which the abbreviation “TR” is used when “TRP” is intended.  Close reading should make it clear to the reader that this is just a typographical problem since the intent should be apparent.  The text also does not state with sufficient clarity what should be done when TRP is not present in this section.  This does not actually change technical content.





Corrective action: In sections 5.1.15 and N.4.1.4, replace “TR” with “TRP” in the phrases “MSBs of TR are zero” and “TR is a ten-bit number” (four replacements total).  Also add the following two two-sentence paragraph at the end of the text of each of these sections:





“When TRP is not present, the most recent temporally-previous anchor picture shall be used for prediction, as when not in the Reference Picture Selection mode.  TRP is valid until the next PSC, GSC, or SSC.”





Editorial Correction Item 5:


In Figure 6 (part 2 of 7 parts) there is an arrow shown which bypasses the CPCFC and ETR fields of the syntax.  In fact, this should be split into two arrows, one bypassing CPCFC and one bypassing ETR.  The use of these fields is described properly in the text, so this does not actually change technical content (just the diagram provided for illustrating the overall syntax).





Corrective action:  Show individual bypass arrows for the CPCFC and ETR fields in Figure 6 (part 2 of 7 parts), as shown below.





�
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FIGURE 6/H.263 (continued)


Syntax diagram for the video bitstream (part 2 of 7 parts)
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2.2.	Editorial Clarifications





Editorial Clarification Item 1:


In the introduction to section 5, the word “it” is missing from a sentence.





Corrective Action: In item 6 of the introduction to section 5, insert the word “it” to change the phrase “… because can have either a variable or fixed length” to “… because it can have either a variable or fixed length”.





Editorial Clarification Item 2:


In section 5.1.4.5, when describing how certain information is inferred from picture to picture, there may be some confusion regarding the inference of state for multi-layer bitstreams in which the base layer does not use the PLUSPTYPE field.  This is only a change for clarification, not a change of technical content.





Corrective Action: In mode inference rule 3 in section 5.1.4.5, change the sentence:


“The inference of state shall continue until another picture containing the optional part of PLUSPTYPE is sent or until a picture which does not contain PLUSPTYPE at all is sent, whichever comes first.”


so that it instead reads:


“The inference of state shall continue until a picture in the same layer that either contains the optional part of PLUSPTYPE or does not contain PLUSPTYPE at all is sent.”





Editorial Clarification Item 3:


In a “note” in section 5.3.1, it states that “the deblocking filter is also performed if COD is set to 1”.  This may mislead the reader into thinking that the deblocking edge filter is applied to all edges of any macroblock having COD=1.  In fact, the deblocking filter is only applied to the edge of a macroblock having COD=1 if there is a neighboring macroblock having COD=0.  This should be clear from a close reading of the detailed description of the Deblocking Filter mode in Annex J, and therefore does not actually require a change in technical content.





Corrective Action: In section 5.3.1, change the phrase:


“and in Deblocking Filter mode (see Annex J), the deblocking filter is also performed if COD is set to ‘1’.”


to read


“and in Deblocking Filter mode (see Annex J), the deblocking filter can also affect the values of some pixels of macroblocks having COD set to ‘1’.”





Editorial Clarification Item 4:


In section D.1.1 it states that “no element of the 16x16 (or 8x8) region that is selected shall have a horizontal or vertical distance more than 15 pixels outside the coded picture area.”  When overlapped block motion compensation (OBMC, Annex F) is in use, it does not seem entirely clear whether “remote” motion vectors used in the OBMC can access locations as far as 19 pixels outside the coded picture area or whether even with overlapping the limit is 15 pixels.  (The 19 pixels becomes 23 pixels when the Reduced Resolution Update mode is in use.)  The OBMC uses motion vectors of adjacent blocks (because the motion vector sent for an 8x8 region actually affects a larger cross-shaped region of the current picture when OBMC is in use).  Since this is only a matter of clarification, it does not actually require a change in technical content.





Corrective Action: Add another “NOTE” paragraph to the end of section D.1.1, as follows:


NOTE - When the Advanced Prediction mode (see Annex F) is in use, the motion vector for each 16x16 (or 8x8) region affects a larger area, due to overlapped block motion compensation.  This can cause the effective extrapolation range to increase for the “remote” motion vectors of the Advanced Prediction mode, since the amount of overlapping (4 pixels, or 8 pixels when the Reduced Resolution Update mode is also in use) adds to the amount of extrapolation required (even though the range of values allowed for each motion vector remains the same as when the Advanced Prediction mode is not in use).





3.	Publication Difficulties





3.1.	Publication Errors


We have discovered that the white document that was distributed as COM-16-26-E differs in some small but significant ways from the document that was submitted.  In some cases, this has caused harm to the content.  We have tried to find all such problems in the document, and provide a list herein of the harmful cases we have noticed.  The corrective action we request in each of these cases is to revert the text to its original form.





Publication Error Item 1


Section 4.2.3 (3rd paragraph): “-16” became “-6” (the leading “1” was removed).





Publication Error Item 2:


Table 13: The spatially-meaningful parenthetical aide:


(12


  34)


became


(12, 34)


(this confuses the meaning of these numbers, as they refer to blocks having the spatial relationship shown above).





Publication Error Item 3:


Table 16: “|LEVEL|” became “LEVEL” (the absolute value sign was removed).





Publication Error Item 4:


Figure B.1: The infinite series


1/29.97, 2/29.97, 3/29.97, …


became


1/29, 97, 2/29, 97, 3/29, 97, …


(which is extremely difficult to decipher).





Publication Error Item 5:


Table I.2: “|LEVEL|” became “LEVEL” (the absolute value sign was removed).





Publication Error Item 6:


Throughout the document, the jargon word “bitstream” was changed to the two-word phrase “bit stream”.  This was apparently meant to be only a matter of editorial taste.  However, it has several problems:


It causes the meaningful term “sub-bitstream” to become “sub-bit stream”, which harms the meaning of the phrase (a stream of sub-bits?),


It is not the term prevailingly used by video coding experts, who are the primary readers of this Recommendation, and 


I believe the term “bitstream” is also used in other video coding standards (Recommendations H.261 and H.262 and the ISO MPEG standards).





3.2.	Publication Notes





A couple of additional editorial issues require mention.





Publication Note Item 1:


In section 2, we ask for help in ensuring that the proper dates are attributed for the latest version of each of the referenced Recommendations (e.g, in particular, we believe that ITU-R Rec. BT.601 is now published in a new “BT.601-5” version but we are unaware of its date, and we believe the correct date for ITU-T Rec. H.245 is dependent on the action taken at this meeting).





Publication Note Item 2:


Appendix I had not yet been published at the time of submission of the white document draft, and therefore we were somewhat confused about how many and what appendices were in existence for Recommendation H.263.  Appendix I “Error Tracking” has since been published.  We therefore ask that the actions specified in the editorial notes of the Appendices of the white document be taken: which is to say that Appendix I should be “Error Tracking” and should be unchanged from its published form, and the new appendix “Recommended Optional Enhancement” should become Appendix II.
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