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This document provides the Microsoft Last Call comments for H.264 (2007) Cor.1 as follows:
(1) It is our understanding that Fraunhofer HHI has submitted a significant number of comments.  Those should be given careful consideration.

(2) As long as no major excess delay will occur in the approval process as a result, the changes should be coordinated closely with the corresponding corrigendum approval process under way in ISO/IEC.
(3) The above remark specifically includes the "constrained baseline" subclause A.2.1.1.  If that topic is not yet fully settled on the ISO/IEC side, that subclause should be removed and considered for later addition.
(4) The text should be checked to ensure that all valid identified (prior and newly-identified) problems for which it is feasible to provide a mature fix have been adequately addressed.  This particularly includes all issues noted in JVT-X210, JVT-Y210, and recent JVT meeting reports.
(5) Some particular comments on miscellaneous topics are suggested below:
(a) We suggest further consideration of the proper circumstances for the use of non-breaking hyphens. In fact, we believe they should generally be avoided except when they are necessary to avoid particular localized phenomena.  One problem with them is that cut/paste operations sometimes may not work as expected (e.g. cut from Word and paste into Outlook's email editor in plain-text mode or into Notepad). Another is that their position and size appears somewhat strange when viewing the text in electronic form in Word.
(b) We prefer that the table of contents has the full depth of subclause levels, as this seems to be the only way to reliably enable searching for particular subclause numbers as a way of finding a places in the text.
(c) We may be able to provide a way to avoid the strange format of the annex headings that appears when the document is viewed in electronic form in Word.

(d) It may be desirable to use a non-breaking space after "Table" and "Figure" at the beginning of table and figure headings to avoid having cross reference links become broken across lines of text.

(e) In 7.4.3, we suggest to change "When the value of frame_num is not equal to PrevRefFrameNum, the following applies." to "When the value of frame_num is not equal to PrevRefFrameNum, it is a requirement of bitstream conformance that the following constraints shall be obeyed:" (to clarify that it is the encoder rather than the decoder that has the responsibility to make the statement true).
(f) In 7.4.3.3, regarding the text just below Table 7-9, we are concerned that the phrasing of the modification suggested by Fraunhofer HHI would lead to confusion regarding whether or not a short-term complementary reference field pair (CRFP) that includes the current picture should be considered to be a short-term CRFP.  We believe it should, but the phrasing of this text (in both the normative and NOTE sections) seems to state otherwise.  We suggest refining to avoid phrases that we believe to resemble the phrase "a person or a child". A rephrasing resembling "a person (who may be a child)" would be preferred.  We also suggest to double-check to make sure that MMCO = 3 or 6 are indeed the only valid possibilities – as it is our understanding that the added parenthetical "(equal to 3 or 6)" is intended only to be informative rather than prescriptive.  It may be safer to put the "3 or 6" remark (and perhaps the observation that the current picture may be part of the CRFP in question) into the NOTE to clarify its intent to be informative rather than prescriptive. We further note that if we discuss applying MMCO = 6 to a CRFP, this discussion makes sense only if the current picture is considered part of the CRFP, since MMCO = 6 applies only to the current picture – so discussing MMCO = 6 in the sentence should be sufficient to indicate to the reader that the statement applies when the current picture is the second field of a CRFP.  The first case in the added NOTE suggested by Fraunhofer HHI appears to exhibit the same problem.
(g) The rephrasing in 8.7.2.1 should be further examined in regard to the clarity of conditions for determining whether a block is considered to contain non-zero transform coefficient levels.

(h) We suggest the following rephrasing of the new NOTE in 9.2.2.1: "NOTE 1 – The value of level_prefix is constrained to not exceed 15 in bitstreams conforming to the Baseline, Main, and Extended profiles, as specified in subclauses A.2.1, A.2.2, and A.2.3, respectively. In bitstreams conforming to other profiles, it has been reported that the value of level_prefix cannot exceed (11 + bitDepth) with bitDepth being the variable BitDepthY for transform coefficient blocks related to the luma component and being the variable BitDepthC for transform coefficient blocks related to a chroma component."

(i) It would be desirable to also report a maximum range for transform coefficient level values (including any dependencies on profile, bit depth, and CAVLC vs. CABAC).

(j) In D.2.2, we suggest considering replacement of Equation D-2 with MaxFPS = Ceil( time_scale ( ( 2 * num_units_in_tick ) ).

(k) In D.2.20, the decoder response to the values 2 and 3 for model_id should be specified.

(l) In E.2.1, at the end of the correction for chroma_sample_loc_type_{top,bottom}_field as suggested by Fraunhofer HHI, we suggest to append something similar to "and when chroma_forma_idc is equal to 0, there is no chroma sample array".

(m) In E.2.1, the phrasing of the corrections should be checked for proper grammar.

(n) When considering the desire to make syntax element and variable names distinctly searchable and distinct in semantics, the following particular cases should be considered (although there are almost certainly some others):

i. "pan_scan_rect" (which is both the name of a syntax structure and a subset of the name of many individual syntax elements – perhaps "_sei" should be appended to the name of all SEI syntax structures?).
ii. "normAdjust" (which should perhaps become "normAdjust4x4" when it is not part of "normAdjust8x8").
iii. "num_ref_idx_lX_active_minus1" (for X = 0 or 1) seems like a problem, as its semantics in the picture parameter set differ from its semantics in the slice header.

(o) When
 considering the issue of lowercase variable names used outside of their subclause, the following particular case should be considered:
i. xIntL and similar variables in Annex A.

