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_____________________________
This document contains remarks about JVT Profiling. It is built on past experience in MPEG and ITU with creating widely accepted interoperability points. We are putting down some of the ground rules, as we believe they should be established and adhered to. Reference is made to document VCEG-O07, which also lays down some rules. Document VCEG-O07 goes further, however in doing concrete proposals, while this contribution will stick to the ground rules exclusively.
A. Number of Interoperability points as low as possible

Profiles@ Levels are interoperability points. The more different Profiles, the less interoperability there will be. Lessons from the past learn that Profiles that are defined based on speculation rather than actual market needs often go unused. Multitudes of unused but still legitimate Profiles harms the credibility of the standard and, again, puts interoperability at risk.

1. There should be as few profiles as possible; 

2. Profiles should be significantly different from one another (Note: this may even come even at the expense of some optimization for particular applications.)

3. Within each Profile, there should be as few levels as possible 

4. In cases where there is an opportunity for bi-directional negotiation between encoder and decoder (stored media, maybe streaming), a flexible, fine-grained Level definition can be considered.

· All conformant implementations shall at least implement the base level

· It may will be valuable to also establish discrete levels, for

· Applications that cannot negotiate 

· Pre-encoded content, for which the owner/service providers requires guarantees about minimum performance quality

5. Profiles should be defined only when their requirements are well-understood

6. Profiles (and, to a lesser extent, Levels) should not be standardized in anticipation of "what if" scenarios. We can always add more Profiles LATER if necessary. 

7. Profiles shall only be defined when there is solid support for the Profile, expressed as deployment commitments from multiple companies (Note that there is no need for a profile to establish interoperability within a single company)

· JVT shall not require companies and participants to disclose business plans

8. Profiles shall only be defined if adequate Level definitions are available (Note: these do not necessarily need to be complete; new, notably higher Levels can always be added)

9. Profiles shall only be defined if conformance bitstreams are available for each of the Levels, and these have been exchanged between multiple independent implementations, and successfully passed these tests.

B. Simple and Flexible Definition of Levels

The philosophy should be to keep level definitions as simple as possible, and to allow maximum flexibility in using decoder resources.

1. Levels should be defined by as few and as simple parameters as possible. Ideally these parameters relate to universally present resources like decoder memory requirements and decoder processing capability.

· Parameters that allow the encoding party to make trade-offs (e.g. between frame rate and image size) are preferred

C. Encoders and Decoders 

The JVT Codec Standard only defines the decoder, and leaves the encoder to the implementers. In that spirit, Profiles and Levels will only be defined for decoders. However, while profile/level combinations give minimum requirements for decoders, they imply upper bounds on encoders and bitstream complexity.

1. Interoperability points (Profiles and Levels) define decoder requirements only. 

2. They should, however, be designed with encoder complexity and memory requirements in mind.

3. There must not be any individually selectable "options" at the decoder, as this creates the potential for non-interoperability.

4. Encoders can always decide to switch off certain tools, while continuing to operate within a conformance point. Only when such tools impose a significant burden on the decoder will there be a reason for a different Profile, according to the rules established under Section A.

· Example: the encoder can decide to not use bi-directional prediction to lower the delay.

· Example: Error protection can be switched off when no risk of errors exists

D. Tools must be in Profiles 

1. No algorithmic tools should be accepted into the JVT codec unless they are assigned to one or more Profiles.

· If there is no desire to include a tool in a Profile, then the tool is not required. 

· It can always be introduced at a later stage, when the demand does become apparent.

2. There should be no "kitchen skin" profile that contains all tools, solely for that purpose. Profiles should be aimed at practical applications. Any Profile should comply with the rules established under Section A
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