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1 Abstract

This contribution comments on the desirability or inappropriateness of imposing further restrictions upon the draft revisions to Rec. ITU-T H.264 (twin text with ISO/IEC 14496-10) for Level 4.2 and Progressive High Profile, and the potential addition of a Progressive Main Profile. We do not support imposing additional slice rate or prediction block size limits on Level 4.2 of Progressive High Profile beyond those of Level 4.2 of High Profile. We further do not support creating an additional "Progressive Main Profile".
2 Comments on the Desirability/Inappropriateness of Imposing Further Restrictions upon Progressive High Profile or Adding a Progressive Main Profile
2.1  General Comments
2.2  Level 4.2 Limits for Progressive Profiles

Context

Level 4.2

Comment

Level 4.2 has been and is being broadly deployed with High Profile, and is currently restricted to progressive encoding, as per Table A-4 frame_mb_only_flag. The additional specific Level 4.2 limits proposed in VCEG-A013 provide no significant benefit for implementations of standard codecs. Promotion of an additional Progressive High Profile with additional new level constraints for Level 4.2 would therefore be inappropriate.

Proposal

Do not impose additional slice rate or prediction block size limits on Level 4.2 of Progressive High Profile beyond those of Level 4.2 of High Profile.

2.3  Progressive Main Profile

Context

Progressive Profiles

Comment

Progressive Main Profile would propose an alternative to Progressive High Profile without the benefit of 8x8 coding tools. Large transforms are proven by deployment to carry very high benefit with negligible additional implementation cost for high levels (such as L4.2 and above) such as those cited in VCEG-A013 to justify the proposal of Progressive Main Profile. The VCEG-AO13 proponent suggests significant system power savings are achievable without analysis of proof of the purported benefit, yet the coding efficiency detriment is well-known. The proponent further implies that HEVC should consider limiting transform to no larger than 4x4, yet HEVC committees and participants have not supported the position that a low-complexity HEVC would be well-served by such an implied limit. Progressive Main Profile is an insufficiently justified additional industry conformance point. The industry can be better served by the existing Progressive High Profile without splitting conformance points, which would reduce industry efficiency.

Proposal

Do not include a Progressive Main Profile in Rec. ITU-T H.264 | ISO/IEC 14496-10.

