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Abstract

This contribution reports the performance comparison of the Adaptive Block-size Transform (ABT) and an alternate scan for interlaced video sequences.  The results show that the ABT provides 3-4% performance improvement over the alternate scan.

Introduction

The Adaptive Block-size Transform tool as described in the FCD of H.264 has been shown to provide significant compression performance improvement for interlaced material.  These results were presented in document JVT-D053 [1].  

Several proposals have proposed the used of alternate coefficient scan patterns instead of the 4x4 zig-zag scan pattern for coding interlaced video sequences.  The alternate interlaced scan pattern presented in JVT-D073 [2] was shown to provide significant coding gains.  

The experimental conditions used for each of these proposals were not the identical.  Specifically, picture-level adaptive field-frame coding was used for JVT-D053, whereas, AFF was not used for JVT-D073.  In addition, experimental differences were present in terms of the entropy coding, and GOP structures.

In order to evaluate the relative performance of these two tools, this document aims to present coding performance results for each of these tools using identical experimental conditions.  Both an IPPP GOP structure and an IBBP GOP structure are used.  Frame Coding and Frame adaptive AFF are used.

Experimental Conditions

The video sequences are encoded using the JM4.2 reference encoder, suing the following set of parameters.

	Parameter
	Value

	GOP Structure
	IPPP and IBBP

	QP – I Frame
	20, 28, 36

	QP – P Frame
	20, 28, 36

	QP – Bframe
	22, 30, 38

	MVResolution
	¼ pel

	SearchRange
	16

	UseHadamard
	ON

	Number of Ref Frames
	2

	MB modes
	All

	AFF
	0 – Frame Coding

1 – Frame Adaptive AFF

	RD Optimization
	ON


Results Summary

Results are provided in the accompanying spreadsheet.  Results are presented using R-D curves and using the Bjontegaard Delta measurement [3].  The results show that ABT provides a 3-4% average compression performance gain over using the alternate interlaced scans.
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