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_____________________________
Introduction

Some have questioned the rationale for the set of profiles contained in the FCD text for H.264/AVC, particularly the lack of hierarchy between the Baseline and Main profiles due to the inclusion or exclusion of a set of non-compression tools - ASO, FMO, and redundant slices (RS) – referred to in this document as “error resilience tools”.  This joint contribution states that it is the strong preference of many companies supporting either the Main Profile or Baseline Profile NOT to change either profile with regard to the error resilience tools as defined in the FCD. The issue of interoperability between the profiles was already worked out in a way that addresses the hierarchy question by defining bit streams decodable by all three profiles while meeting all major application demands.

History

The basic agreements were reached at Klagenfurt after many long discussions spanning all the days of the meeting. The intensity of the discussions relating to the value, cost and complexity burden of the error resilience tools (ASO/FMO/RS) escalated to a point where many believed the JVT was at risk of breaking apart.  Finally, an agreement was reached after many days: The error resilience tools were removed from the Main Profile, while still remaining in the Baseline and Extended profiles.  When this decision was finally reached, the sense of relief was palpable as the room filled with applause. 

The JVT group members quickly realized that, even with this break in the hierarchical profile structure, it was possible to create bitstreams decodable by all three profiles.  Specifically, a bitstream decodable by a Baseline Profile compliant decoder that is generated without use of the error resilience tools is also decodable by the Main Profile (and of course the Extended Profile).  At the Awaji meeting, the “more_than_one_slice_group_allowed_flag”, “arbitrary_slice_order_allowed_flag” and “redundant_slices_allowed_flag” indicators were added to facilitate this interoperability between the Main and Baseline Profiles.
Current Situation

The contributors continue to be satisfied with the Klagenfurt agreement because it allows their application product developments and deployments to be achievable under the defined profile structures.  We believe it is this satisfaction that has played a large part in promoting a cooperative and productive atmosphere during the past two meetings.  

However the questions being raised now about the non-hierarchical profile structure could lead to disrupting this agreement.  There will be some contributions to cover this in the meeting, but we will note that, even with the existing minor break in the hierarchy of the profile structure, it is possible to create bit streams decodable by all three profiles in a way that meets the needs of all known practical applications. In this document, we will simply say that these concerns are fully addressed by the current arrangement. 

Our major concern is that if the Main and Baseline profiles are asked to change to include or exclude respectively the set of error resilience tools, there will likely be NO compromise reached. We know this from the many days already spent at Klagenfurt debating each other on this issue. This lack of compromise will delay FDIS, which needs to be completed at this MPEG meeting.  In turn it will jeopardize the adoption of this joint ISO/ITU standard since this would disrupt many companies already in stages of product development. 

Conclusion

The contributing firms are content with the structure of the H.264/AVC profiles with regard to the error resilience tools issue.  While each side, i.e. those more interested in either the Baseline or Main profile, might prefer a somewhat different outcome, we recognize that compromise is necessary for successful completion of the standardization effort.  The consensus reached at Klagenfurt, while not ideal, appears to be a result each side can live with.

Further, we fear that breaking the Klagenfurt compromise might jeopardize the future of the JVT and the goal of developing a joint video coding standard.  Given the contentious history of this issue, we believe that it is unlikely that consensus to change this in the current H.264/AVC profile structure will be achieved.
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