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Agenda item: 	10.7
Source: 	Qualcomm Incorporated (Rapporteur)
Title: 	[FS_5GVideo] Editor's Proposed Updates to TR26.955
Document for	Discussion and Agreement 
1. [bookmark: _Toc504713888]Introduction
This document summarizes the agreements during 3GPPSA4-e (AH) Video SWG post 116-e. 
[bookmark: _Hlk72962228]The revisions are also uploaded to the online repository here: https://dash-large-files.akamaized.net/WAVE/3GPP/5GVideo.
1. Baseline
version 1.4.0
1. Telco #1 Agreements
	S4aV210824
	[FS_5GVideo] Editor's Proposed Updates to TR26.955
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	Thomas Stockhammer


Presenter:  Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)
Discussion:
· None
Decision:
· Agreed.
S4aV210824 is agreed.


	S4aV210825
	[FS_5GVideo] JM Anchor Updates
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	Thomas Stockhammer



Presenter:  Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)
Discussion:
· None
Decision:
· Agreed.
S4aV210825 is agreed.

	S4aV210831
	Updates to VVC description
	Ericsson LM
	Lukasz Litwic


Presenter:  Lukasz Litwic (Ericsson)
Discussion:
· Lukasz: there is a typo 51% => 52%
Decision:
· Agreed with the typo.
S4aV210831 is agreed.
1. v1.4.2
	S4aV210834
	[FS_5GVideo] Editor's Proposed Updates to TR26.955
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	Thomas Stockhammer


Presenter:  Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)
Discussion:
· None
Decision:
· Agreed.
S4aV210834 is agreed.
1. Updates in Telco #2
	S4aV210836
	[FS_5GVideo] JM Anchor Updates
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	Thomas Stockhammer


Presenter:  Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)
Discussion:
· None
Decision:
· Agreed.
S4aV210836 is agreed.

	S4aV210844
	[FS_5GVideo] Characterization Updates
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	Thomas Stockhammer


Presenter:  Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)
Discussion:
· Little time
Decision: 
· Agreed under square brackets - will be removed if no comments by next call. Allows people to check the numbers.
S4aV210844 is agreed.
	S4aV210838
	Configuration Settings for AV1
	Google Inc.
	John Simmons


Presenter:  John Simmons (Google)
Discussion:
· Benjamin: Thanks for update. Is there an updated tag that incorporates the changes?
· John: No encoder changes, just configuration settings. Included in updates.
· Dmytro: same question, just configuration changes.
· Benjamin: disable_kf? What is exactly is disabled?
· John: we did this to avoid unexpected behaviour
· Dmytro: There are other questions in the report. Are they all addressed?
· John: we believe so, no more changes needed
· Dmytro: What about multipass?
· John: see other discussion
· Dmytro: good information, seems to address most of the issues. Still need to check.
· Benjamin: Still unclear that the non-periodic PSNR is observed. It seems that the scene cut detection is not related to this
· Alexis: QP allocation is done according to a specific algorithm.
· Benjamin: this issue is not resolved. How to proceed
· Alexis: yes, there should be an update
· John: It is in the report in 842
· Dmytro: Several questions are still to be discussed before agreeing the configurations.
· John: many questions addressed, quite some efforts
· Dmytro: information that can be added, but not yet agreeing on configs
· John: seems unreasonable to not accept the configs.
· Gilles: The note needs to be changed to an editor’s note. 
· Thomas: Two aspects:
· Agreeing text and leaving some open issues
· Freezing configurations is relevant for starting tests.
· Dmytro: Ok with text, configurations not yet
· Benjamin: Configuration and software tag is still under consideration.
· Gilles: binary is the same as said before,
· Benjamin: No sw change needed, only configuration change for one case. However to resolve all issues, SW change may be needed
· Thomas: As a rapporteur, I would like to get very clear instructions on editing.
· John: I would like to remove square brackets and change the editor's note.
· Dmytro: we have completely opposite opinion. 
Decision:
· Agree with small update to editor’ note and change notes to editor’s notes
· Configuration files are not yet attached, but are included in 838.
· Editor’s Note: The configurations for AV1 are not agreed. More offline discussion is required. Square brackets [] until the end of clause 8.4 indicate this non-agreed status.
S4aV210838 is agreed.

	S4aV210841
	Proposed clarification text for TR26.955
	Ericsson LM, HHI, Interdigital, Qualcomm
	Dmytro Rusanovskyy


Presenter:  Dmytro Rusanovskyy (Qualcomm)
Discussion:
· Alexis: disagree as this also disallows MCTF. Also RDPictureDecision is not sufficient. JM is disadvantaged as 16x16 is used and not 64 by 64. This was agreed a long time ago, not sure we should change this now.
· Dmytro: thank you for your clarification. The additional change needs to be reflected. We were surprised that multipass is enabled. 
· Dmytro: GOP order and coding order need to be content-independent
· Benjamin: really surprised that multipass is enabled. Would appreciate help to disable this. This option was only added recently in JM. 
· Alexis on chat
· MCTF is a lookahead strategy. So not sure why it is okay for that.
· People did not want to enable it since it was not helping performance
· The parameter existed before the HEVC CfP 
· That is a very thin line about encoding and preprocessing. I think we would disagree
· Optimizing in AVC 16x16 blocks vs 64x64 for HEVC or 128x128/256x256 vs other coding specifications is also quite unfair and creates a question if we are doing "multipasses" at larger units and maybe we need to restrict those.
· Thomas: would like to come to a decision.
· Alexis:Very going into very fine details on what we trying to avoid. What is the problem with the decision.
· Benjamin: apple to apple comparison, this is why this needs to be removed. We are unclear. We want the wording to be agreed. Than check the implementation
· Alexis: there is always a difference in the test models
· Dmytro: Change scenario 1
· Alexis: more parameters need to be changed.
· weighted Prediction, multiplePPS
· Gilles: Checking one by one
· Alexis: on change 1, MCTF needs to be clarified. 
Decision:
· Online edits to change 1: “Preprocessing in the form of MCTF with static per picture is allowed.”
· Change 2 will be fixed such that the parameters are correctly set.
· Editor will work with proponents and Alexis on details.
S4aV210841 is agreed.
1. v1.4.3
	S4aV220847
	[FS_5GVideo] Editor's Proposed Updates to TR26.955
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	Thomas Stockhammer


Presenter:  Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)
Discussion:
· None
Decision:
· Agreed.
S4aV220847 is agreed.
1. Updates at Telco #3
	S4aV220851
	[FS_5GVideo] JM and HM Anchor Updates
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	Thomas Stockhammer


Presenter:  Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)
Discussion:
· Rajan: we offer to support verification for HM S4. 
Decision:
· .
S4aV220851 is agreed.

	S4aV220853
	[FS_5GVideo] Proposed Updates to TR26.955
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	Thomas Stockhammer


Presenter:  Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)
Discussion:
· none
Decision:
· Agreed as basis for further work.
S4aV220853 is agreed.
1. v1.4.4
	S4aV220866
	[FS_5GVideo] Editor's Proposed Updates to TR26.955
	Qualcomm CDMA Technologies
	Thomas Stockhammer


Presenter:  Thomas Stockhammer (Qualcomm)
Discussion:
· No comments
Decision:
· agreed
S4aV220866 is agreed.
1. Updates at Telco #4
	S4aV220855
	Proposed AV1-related updates to TR26.955
	Google Inc.
	John Simmons


Presenter:  John Simmons (Google)
Discussion:
· Dmytro: Thanks - many aspects addressed.
· Dmytro: What pictures are addressed, do you do multipath?
· John: We agreed that this is acceptable.
· Ryan: this is permitted based on overlay frames.
· Dmytro: Could you add clarification in the text, just to make clear that we permit overlay in clause 5.6.
· Dmytro: Low-delay P configuration in Scenario 3. When you disable compound mode. AV1 has several has multiple multihypothesis tools that should be disabled. We keep resistance on the AV1 low-delay P-mode configuration
· Gilles: Am I wrong wrt to the fact that the compound mode for low-delay is disabled. 
· Dmytro: other compound modes are not disabled
· Alexis: A little bit concerned, we discussed this why we disable this. Nothing to do with low-delay. We go into too many details without purpose.
· Dmytro: Understand what you are saying. We would like to avoid unfair comparison. Some logic applied when the configuration was proposed. Low-delay P was defined to allow single prediction source. We do not object to OBMC in general, but for this case.
· Gilles: Low-delay P is not an issue wrt to complexity, only algorithmic delay is an issue.
· Alexis: I agree fully with you, as OBMC only uses existing references. Same as for intra and inter configurations. DIsabling this becomes even more unfair.
· Thomas: I believe low-delay P was meant to not only limit the delay constraint, it also wanted to express to not have multiple references for a single block.
· Alexis: OBMC can used with P-frames, as for example in H.263++. It about signaling of lists. AV1 only has B-frames (not called like this). Has no impact on the conclusion we wanted to draw.
· Dmytro: Indeed we want to differentiate Low-delay P and Low-delay B. Hypothesis reduced to 1 for Low-delay P. We need to define Low-Delay P.
· Ben: AVC has the same “concept”, low-delay P refers to single hypothesis. If we have the restriction, we should make sure that this is correctly implemented.
· Alexis: We do not signal any additional motion vectors. We should move on. Not understanding why we are nit-picking. We should write a definition for Low-Delay P, but OBMC is around for 20 years.
· Dmytro: We have input in 871 to define low-delay P and this would help to identify if we can solve the issue.
· Gilles: all issues seem to be addressed except the low-delay configuration.
· We check 871 meanwhile on the low-delay configuration.
· See discussion at 871
Decision:
· Everything except the Low-delay P are agreeable. All configurations except scenario 3 are agreed. Put scenario 3 in brackets.
· Add an extra sentence in clause 5.6. 
· Agreed with the comments above.
S4aV220866 is agreed.

	S4aV220871
	[FS_5GVideo] pCR 26.955: Proposed clarification text for TR26.955
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Dmytro Rusanovskyy


Presenter:  Dmytro Rusanovskyy (Qualcomm)
Discussion:
· Alexis: On the low-delay P, you need to also define low-delay B. We need to define low-delay and random access. Not very well defined. We also need to define what P and B means on terms of predictors:
· Dmytro: This probably can be done. We try to address a potential misunderstanding the low delay. The other aspects seem not to be relevant. But this one is causing a misunderstanding. This is in encoder constraints.
· Alexis: It is a TR, we should define all of those.
· Thomas: agree that we should define the terms well, this is something I can address for the next meeting. Still need to resolve the issue
· Gaelle: This comes from history. We may not need to keep the table, can remove. Was more from an application scenario. Low-delay P description needs to be done now, rest can be done based on contributions.
· Alexis: OBMC is not a P or B thing. I do not understand why it breaks low-delay? You may argue that loop filtering is not a low-delay issue. We using single motion vector, it is an alternative to deblocking.
· Gaelle: generally support the issue addressed by Dmytr
· … <Teams crashed>
· Gilles: we wanted to constrain to algorithm, not complexity. We should agree and move on.
· Dmytro: heard some support to use the text as baseline. Should we use this now.
· Gilles: Are we ok with this definition?
· Alexis: we cannot agree on the definition, as it would exclude OBMC. 
· Gilles: We may not agree.
Decision:
· We note the document, but address the editorial comments
· Rapporteur will provide input to resolve definitions.
S4aV220871 is noted.
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