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Purpose:	This document provides a report of the activities of the H.263L Ad Hoc Committee.











ITU-T/LBC representatives attended, and participated in, the November 1996 MPEG-4 meeting held in Maceio, Brazil and the February 1997 MPEG-4 meeting held in Sevilla, Spain.  





MPEG-4 Requirements:  At the Maceio meeting two ITU/LBC liaison statements (LBC-96-350, “Liaison to MPEG on the Description of MPEG4”, and LBC-96-359, “H.263L Input to MPEG4 Requirements”) were discussed in the MPEG-4 Requirements group.  The MPEG4 Requirements group noted the concerns of the ITU/LBC relative to the description of MPEG4 video and audio.  The Requirements group agreed to take the ITU/LBC concerns into consideration during the next update of the MPEG4 Description document.  With respect to the liaision on MPEG4 requirements, the MPEG4 Requirements group accepted all of the input from the ITU/LBC and incorporated it into the revised MPEG4 Requirements and Profiles documents.


Of general interest to ITU/LBC members, several new profiles were introduced into the MPEG4 Requirements and Profiles documents at the Maceio meeting.  MPEG4 now has requirements and profiles for:  1) Real-Time Communications, 2) Content-based Storage and Retrieval, 3) Surveillance, 4)Broadcast.  It was decided to redo the profiles document so as to eliminate the implied relationship between applications and profiles.  It was decided to give each profile a single letter designation.


The profiles document was reorganized at the Sevilla meeting and new names (tentative) for the profiles were agreed upon.  For systems, the profiles are: Low Delay, Interactive, and Main.  The aim of the group is to merge all of the systems level profiles into one profile at the Bristol meeting.  Audio profiles were named: Speech, Low Delay Audio, and Main.  The MPEG audio group was tasked with reviewing these names and attempting to define more descriptive names at the Bristol meeting.  The video profiles are:  Low Delay, Random Access, and Main.  The Surveillance profile was dropped and a note added to the Low Delay profile indicating the need for a 12-bit video tool to enable the Surveillance application.





A group was formed to discuss IPR issues in MPEG-4.   At this meeting experts from author/content/rights management group were in attendence.   Some new IPR requirements now included in requirements document.  This work will continue in Bristol.





 A new MPEG-4 Technical Overview document was drafted.  When the document is deemed to be mature enough, MPEG plans to release it to the world.





There will be a special MPEG 7 seminar at the Bristol meeting on Wednesday, April 9th.  This meeting will be open to the public and will present the opinions of several experts in the field.  The work plan for MPEG 7 proposes a Call for Proposals in November of 1998, and a final standard in November of 2000.





MPEG-4 Implementation Studies:  Work continued on Computational graceful degradation.  The conditions for a core experiment on Computational graceful degradation were agreed upon.  One tape demonstration showed that the best behavior of this mode occurs at low bitrates.  Work continues in concert with the video group to determine the best padding techniques.  Initial simulations indicate that repetitive padding is the best technique.  Under a more formal evaluation the advantage of repetitive padding were less clear.  Two complexity estimation tools were discussed in Sevilla.  The first is a tool based on C++ overloading which provides statistic on operations and is platform independent.  The second is the iprof profiler which accounts for memory access and function calls, but is platform dependent.





MPEG-4 Compression Efficiency:  One area of concern here is the divergence between the MPEG-4 video working draft and the H.263+ work.  A special session of H.263+ was held at the Sevilla meeting to discuss the differences between MPEG-4 and H.263+.


MPEG-4 Test:  There were five video proposals registered prior to the Sevilla meeting.  Three were converted into core experiments.  There will be no Verification Test in July of 1997.  It was agreed to move the Verification tests of MPEG-4 to March and November of 1998.





There was some discussion on the email reflector concerning advanced video coding.  Two organizations agreed to procduce a joint contribution which compared the video coding algorithm proposal by each.  Another company indicated that they would be bringing in a proposal to the Nice meeting.
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