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1.
Introduction

This document contains a number of informal remarks of an opinionated nature intended to aid the H.26L standard development project.  I have high hopes and confidence that the H.26L project will result in a great new standard, and offer these remarks only as supportive contribution toward that goal.

2.
A Mission Statement

The H.26L project must result in a very significant improvement in performance or capability beyond that of all existing standards for a significant segment of practical product implementations.

3.
On Coding Efficiency

So far, the greatest emphasis in the H.26L project development and the greatest apparent success appears to have been in the area of improved coding efficiency.

3.1
How Much Gain is Enough?

One comment that I have received from several product developers is that there is little interest in supporting yet another video coding standard in order to get a 15% gain.  I fully agree.  20% is not enough either.

If coding efficiency is going to be a strong selling point of H.26L (and I think it is), then I think we need a 35-50% improvement in the coding efficiency reasonably achievable with the syntax.

We also need to make sure that there is no question whether we have achieved a gain in excess of 20-25%.  This must be crystal clear to all concerned.  Without strong community consensus on what we have achieved, market adoption will be an uphill battle.

3.2
Relative to What?

We should measure our success relative to the best quality achievable by any existing standard.

In our earlier project goals, we have stated that we intended to achieve approximately a 50% reduction in bit rate for equivalent quality relative to 1998-generation standards.  But ultimately our real success will be judged relative to the best that can be achieved without H.26L – at least relative to the best that can be achieved with other accredited international standards (H.263 and MPEG-4 in particular).

3.3
On B Pictures

Many important applications do not include very severe delay constraints.  B pictures, or something like them, seem to be a key technology for addressing these applications.  We must not only define some B (or B-like) picture capability, but we should study B pictures seriously and make sure that the design we have is the best we can reasonably achieve.

3.4
Intra Coding

We do not seem to have achieved as much gain for intra coding as we have for temporally predicted content.  I think there is more that can be achieved in the intra area.  Since efficient intra performance is very useful for random access and error resilience, we should not neglect to focus sufficient attention to intra coding.

3.5 Entropy Coding

Recent contributions have shown that our entropy coding can be improved.  We must embrace this improvement (while minimizing its impact on computational complexity).

3.5
The MVC Design

There still appears to be some aspects of the Nokia MVC design presented over a year ago that have superior performance to the comparable features of H.26L.  This shows that there is still room for possible improvement.  (Reference: Unpublished comparison experiment results from Yuwen He of Tsinghua University.)

4.
The NAL Design

The NAL concept seems to be a good one.  However, it is not clear to me that we have made any huge strides in improving network robustness or “friendliness” relative to prior work.  If network robustness and friendliness are supposed to be a big strength of H.26L, I think we still have some distance to go in that direction.

5.
What About FGS?

FGS disappeared from VCEG about a year ago, but remains a significant area of interest in the MPEG community.  Why?

6.
VCEG’s Relationship with MPEG

The atmosphere within MPEG is very favorable toward finding a coordinated and collaborative path forward.  Participating in MPEG’s upcoming digital cinema test effort as well as its upcoming video compression test effort can help prevent duplication of effort.  We need to work sufficiently hard through May 25 (the deadline for the Digital Cinema material) and July 1 (the deadline for the video coding efficiency material) to do very well in MPEG’s tests.  Doing well in these tests should help remove any lingering doubt about the merits of our achievements on this project (see Section 3.1 above).

7.
Our Schedule

I would rather see our finalization schedule slip than our achievement become dubious.
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