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We have reviewed the white document drafts for revision of H.320 Annex A, H.242 and H.230 for the adoption of H.263 version 2 into the H.320 suite.  We have identified some areas which should be clarified, especially in H.242.  These suggestions are for clarification purposes only and are thus essentially editorial in nature.  They also should not affect more than a few pages of the documents in question.  Our requests for clarification include the following changes in Section 5.2.4 (and its subsection 5.2.4.4) of H.242, Section A.4 of Annex A of H.320, and Sections 3.1.11 and 3.1.12 of H.230.


The specifics changes requested in the H.242 document Section 5.2.4 and subsection 5.2.4.4 (with one boldface comment requesting a change in H.320 annex A) are:


1.	In the paragraph which begins “Additional H.263 capabilities”, at the end of the paragraph it provides an example which says “For example, if the formats supported are the standard formats CIF, 4CIF, and the custom source format [176-528] X [144-432], …”  We request two modifications:


a)	QCIF is not supported in the example, but QCIF must always be supported.  The word “supported” should be changed to “signalled” to reflect the fact that although QCIF support may be implied in the signalling, it must be present.


b)	The word “range” should be inserted after the word “format,” since a range of values is given instead of just a single format.


�






2.	In the third “bullet item”, the wording is basically intended to ensure that standard picture intervals are given priority over custom ones.  We support this.  However, the wording also unintentionally prohibits custom picture intervals supporting higher frame rates than the 29.97 Hz frame rate supported as the standard maximum.  Part of the motivation for the adoption of custom picture formats into H.263 was the desire to support very high frame rates (e.g., 60 Hz).  This paragraph should be reworded so that it is made clear that custom picture formats are allowed to exceed the highest possible frame rate of 29.97 Hz (in which case the highest possible standard frame rate of 29.97 Hz must be supported).  This requires a similar change in the H.320 white document draft.


3.	In the table describing “formatIndicator”, the value ‘01’ should be “Reserved” rather than “Forbidden”, to allow for future use.


4.	Although H.263v2 allows custom picture sizes which are any multiple of 4, the sizes in the ranges sent here are multiples of 8.  A clarifying comment should be added to indicate whether or not odd multiples of 4 within the specified custom picture size range are supported.  (Our guess is that odd multiples of 4 are not supported in H.320, but this may cause some difficulty directly translating between H.245 and H.242 in a gateway.)  [This clarification request was also found in the Rapporteur-Group contribution Q15-D-36/Q11-E-09 item 4.7 but was somehow mislaid in the editing process.]


5.	In the semantics description for “dynamicPictureResizingSixteenthPel”, the word “supported” should be inserted after the word “any” in the phrase “any width or height.”


6.	Typographical error: Change “termporalSpatialTradeOff” to “temporalSpatialTradeOff.”


7.	Typographical error: Change “ackAndNackMessageOnly” to “ackAndNackMessage” (to match spelling used in semantics).


8.	The signal “ackAndNackMessage” should imply support for any subset of these messages as well as Ack and Nack at the same time (i.e., support for Ack-only, Nack-Only, and None should be implied).


9.	The wording of the semantics of “additionalPictureMemory” appear confused.  This should be clarified to indicate that this is “the extra amount of memory” in addition to that “which can be used my a normal decoder which does not support the Reference Picture Selection mode.”  The last sentence of this paragraph starting with “If not present,” is unclear and apparently superfluous – that sentence should be removed.


10.	The signals “slicesInOrder-NonRect,” “slicesInOrder-Rect,” “slicesNoOrder-NonRect,” and “slicesNoOrder-Rect” should be renamed and their semantics should be clarified to indicate that support for out-of-order slices implies support for in-order slices and that support for rectangular slices implies support for conventional non-rectangular slices:�00	slicesInOrder-NonRect�01	slicesInOrder-RectOrNonRect�10	slicesAnyOrder-NonRect�11	slicesAnyOrder-RectOrNonRect�In the above descriptions, “slicesAnyOrder” shall imply support of both the possibilities slicesInOrder and slicesNoOrder (it is trivial to support slicesInOrder when supporting slicesNoOrder).  Note also that the last signal has been renamed to “RectOrNonRect” to mean support for both rectangular and non-rectangular slices (again because the non-rectangular version is considered the default).  Thus this syntax structure changes the description of the two bits so that they become submode support bits (indications of support for the optional submode features of Arbitrary Slice Ordering and Rectangular Slices).  [These remarks were also found in the Rapporteur-Group contribution Q15-D-36/Q11-E-09 item 3.4 but were somehow mislaid in the editing process.]


11.	In the tables and semantics for scalability support, “BitRate” should be used instead of “Bandwidth”.


12.	In the table for “maximumBandWidthOfBaseLayer,” an entry should be added for an unrestricted base layer bit rate, and the last row should be changed to reflect the added entry:�1011			Unrestricted�1100 – 1111		Reserved


13.	In the semantics of “spatialScalable1D,” “spatialScalable2D,” “snrScalable,” and “temporalScalable,” the word “is” should be changed to “can be” to reflect the possibility that more than one of these bits may be set at the same time, which should indicate that a scalable enhancement layer may be any one of the supported types as specified.


The specifics changes requested in the H.230 document sections 3.1.11 and 3.1.12 are:


1.	We believe the numbering of GOBs in section 3.1.11 should be N, 2N, 3N, etc., since GOBs are numbered from zero in H.263 and this would provide for equal GOB spacing.  The document currently says N-1, 2N-1, 3N-1, etc. instead.  [This request was also found in the Rapporteur-Group contribution Q15-D-36/Q11-E-09 item 4.5 but perhaps was somehow mislaid in the editing process.]


2.	In section 3.1.12 we suggest changing “should” to “may,” since no harm is done if the encoder wishes to send GOB headers that have not been requested (and this may be desirable in some scenarios such as multipoint and cross-gateway communication).
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