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Abstract

The purpose of this document is to report the result of tool experiment on MV prediction according to the conditions specified in JCTVC-B312[1]. 
1 Verification
Simulation results has been generated by exercising turning on IMVP instead of AMVP in the four inter-coding configurations specified for TMuC 0.7 in JCTVC-B00[2]. We have used TMuC version 0.7 software, and simulation has been done by using various Linux x86_64 workstations typically having Intel Xeon processor around 3GHz clock. For each Class, we have used the same workstations so that time measurement can be consistent, and we measured the encoding/decoding time using “time” command of Linux system.
2 Results

We evaluated PSNR as well as encoding/decoding time for each sequences, and the summary of the results are shown below. More detailed results are also shown in the attached excel file. 
The tested is the TMuC version 0.7 with IMVP enabled by setting “IMP : 1” in configuration files and setting the Macro “HHI_AMVP_OFF” as “1” to disable AMVP.
- When the BD-rate is negative, it means IMVP improves coding efficiency.

- When the BD-rate is positive, it means IMVP decreases coding efficiency.
- When the encoding/decoding time is larger than 100%, it means IMVP slow the processing speed.
- When the encoding/decoding time is smaller than 100%, it means IMVP accelerate the processing speed.
According to the tables, we can see that IMVP decreases coding performance smaller than 1 % for each condition. The encoding time with IMVP is slightly slower than that of Anchor settings for each condition. The decoding time is almost the same for all conditions.
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3 Conclusion

It is observed that IMVP decreases coding performance while encoding time is slightly increased compared to AMVP. The performance loss is more than 1% for Class A sequences. 
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