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Introduction

We believe it is already too late to pursue mainstream interoperability profiles that require a standard IDCT for H.263 version 3, especially for use in high-delay applications with frequent intra refresh (0.5 to 2 seconds).  Any solution will favor one architecture, and may impact cost-sensitive devices geared toward entertainment applications capable of reconstructing both MPEG-2 and H.263 bitstreams. It is therefore in the best interest of industry not to widely include the proposed Annex W IDCT within the Broadband IP profile (currently documented as Level 4 in the Feb'00 Geneva Appendix II draft), should Q.15 decide to do so.  The bottom line is that Level 4 complaint decoders should not have to implement Annex W IDCT at high sample rates, such as CIF or greater, in order to interoperate with encoders. However, we believe that a Profile/Level requirement of Annex W IDCT for QCIF low-delay applications with long intervals of intra refresh -- teleconferencing -- is a good idea.

We believe the correct path is to add such a requirement in new standards such H.26L, which already has a proposed simplified, fixed-precision transform.  New architectures or whole new implementations should be designed for H.26L. Future interactive TV applications or copy protection may also be greatly helped by a guarantee of precise, mismatch-free reconstruction of samples.

-- END --
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