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1
Background
In MTSI [1], H.264 Constrained Baseline Profile level 1.2 is the specified mandatory codec and level 3.1 of that same profile is listed as optional, for more capable devices with higher capability. The newer H.265 codec is also already listed as optional, providing significantly lower bitrate for a given quality, at the cost of significantly increased processing requirements.
While H.265 is clearly the desirable future MTSI video codec, there are also already since long other H.264 profiles that provide significantly improved compression efficiently compared to the very basic Constrained Baseline Profile. Many of those profiles are not suitable for delay-sensitive conversational applications, but others are well suited also for conversational purposes such as MTSI.

A fairly extensive evaluation of H.264 Constrained Baseline Profile and H.264 Constrained High Profile was made during video codec selection for WebRTC in IETF [2]. The target of that was to compare those two H.264 profiles with VP8, but achieved as a side result an implicit comparison between the two H.264 profiles.

Section 4.2 of [2] notes that all vendors of platforms for mobile high-range UE and tablets currently support H.264 High Profile encoding and decoding at least 1080p30 (corresponding to level 4) with dedicated hardware or DSP. The majority of those codec implementations also support low-delay applications.
It can be seen from Table 1 in section 7 of [2] that H.264 Constrained High Profile is approximately 25% more bitrate efficient than H.264 Constrained Baseline Profile. Section 8 of [2] summarizes what H.264 algorithmic video tools are utilized by Constrained Baseline Profile and Constrained High Profile.
From an SIP/SDP perspective, use of H.264 Constrained High Profile would mean that it is included as another codec in an SDP offer, with higher preference than the already mandatory Constrained Baseline Profile. It will then be used if supported also by the SDP answerer. A few more details on this are described in section 9 of [2].
2
Proposal
For the above reasons, it is proposed that Constrained High Profile Level 3.1 is considered to be added as recommended video codec in MTSI.
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