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Introduction


During the finishing session of the Portland meeting of Q.15/16, an Ad Hoc committee was created to work on Recommended Mode Combinations and Integration with Terminal Standard. There were no meetings of this AHC planned; all of the work was done on the Q15 reflector. Some of the issues mandated to the AHC were intensively discussed on the reflector and progress can be reported on them; others showed little or no activity. This document summarizes the results of the discussion process and identifies areas which need further work.


Mandate


The mandate of the AHC was defined as follows (copied from the draft meeting report Q15a63d1.doc):





For every transport stack including H.323, H.324, and H.320


work on a set of recommended mode combinations


work on signaling of these mode combinations in H.245 and H.242


discuss suggestions for reducing the number of optional mode combinations





In addition to the general issues above


work on the Tandberg proposal regarding H.263 Annex C [Q11a57/Q15a46]


work on H.245 code points for H.263 Draft Annex N [Q11a55/Q15a29, Q11a56/Q15a30]





Work on preferred mode combinations of the modes affecting the complexity (MIPS) / quality tradeoff will be based on the accepted proposal Q15a44 as refined in Q15a57.  Base on this document, a small number of levels (probably 3 or 4) should be identified.





In addition, the AHC will discuss the impact of the more system-related optional modes, especially H.263 Draft Annexes K, N, O, and R for various applications, which will be listed by their recommendation family numbers (e.g., H.320, H.323, and H.324).  Based on Mr. Okubo’s input [Q11a59/Q15a53], care will be taken to ensure easy interoperability between the different network worlds to allow gateways without transcoding.  However, an optional adaption to the network characteristics of the widely accepted networks (ISDN H.320, PSTN H.324, Internet and LAN H.323) will be given priority.





Issues discussed


For threads on the Email reflector can be identified as belonging to the subject of the AHC:


Preferred H.263+ Mode combinations regarding the MIPS vs. Quality modes


Annex C (CPM) vs. H.263+,


Annex N support in H.245


Annex L in packet lossy environments.


It should be noted here, that the last topic also has strong relationship to the packetization and H.263+ Ad Hoc committees, because the packetization scheme has a strong impact on the problem solutions and the solutions themselves have impact to the language of H.263+.


Reflector Discussion


The results of the Email discussions will be summarized here thread by thread.


Preferred H.263+ mode combinations regarding the MIPS vs. Quality modes


It seemed to be consensus both during the Portland meeting and on the reflector, that the basic approach of dividing the optional modes into a MIPS vs. Quality tradeoff category and a Transport related category is useful for the further discussion. Some of the modes, especially Annexes H, K, N, and R belong clearly into the transport related category, others like D, E, F, I, J, P, Q, R, S and T belong to the MIPS vs. Quality category. The rest of the modes cannot easily assigned to one of the two groups, because they all have some impact on both aspects.





Shortly after the Portland meeting, the document Q15a57 (Matt Bace, PictureTel) proposed a set of three „levels“ of support of the MIPS vs. Quality modes F, I, J, P, S, and T. The reasons for the limitation to those modes can be found in the document. This document found some support.





Kevin O’Connell pointed out in two Emails, that, although he agreed to the basic idea of the level idea, he would like to see a different assignment of the modes to the „levels“. There was some discussion on this assignment, but no consensus was reached.





Kevin O’Connell also suggested two additional mode combinations, which were „baseline“ and „maximum coding efficiency“. Stephan Wenger proposed to change the somewhat limited „maximum coding efficiency“ to a „everything can be negotiated“ mode combination, which allows vendors to use all advanced features of their codecs. Kevin responded that this might too much.





Samson Cheung came up with the idea of having two baseline modes: one H.263 of year 1995 baseline and one H.263+ baseline. Gary Sullivan pointed out, that for several (system oriented) reasons H.263+ expressively forbids a H.263+ baseline mode, and that to his opinion, this policy should not be changed because of the added complexity of the negotiation mechanism. No consensus was reached.





The outcome of this discussion process looks like the following





Level�
Bace/Wenger�
O’Connell�
Remarks�
�
0�0a�
H.263 Baseline�(H.263+ Baseline)�
H.263 Baseline�(H.263+ Baseline)�
�Objections Sullivan�
�
1�
I, J, T�
J, T�
�
�
2�
S, limited P�
limited P�
limited means implicit factor of 4 only�
�
3�
F�
I, F�
�
�
4�
(all)�
M, S�
�
�



Annex C (CPM) in H.263+


During the Portland meeting, a proposal (Q15a46) from Tom-Ivar Johansen (Tandberg) regarding some changes in Annex C to allow CIF CPM was not adopted. Instead, various people seemed to think, that CPM will interfere with H.263+ and especially some of the optional modes of H263+. It was decided to work in the AHC on the possibility of using CPM within H.263+. It was also questioned, whether anybody makes use of Annex C of H.263 version 1995 and so wh
