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Introduction

Over the past couple of meetings, we had considerable confusion in the Video ad hoc group and – even more so – in the plenary on the subject of reference software for the WI on Video Codec Performance Requirements.  While at least two software packages are available, most or all video experts consider them inappropriate for SA4 work on technical or other grounds.  In other words, while there is a lot of talk about reference software, as of today we don’t have a single viable candidate. 
Nokia regrets that we are unable to offer a modified copyright/licensing statement for our H.264 software at this meeting.  We understand that the current statement is not acceptable to some companies, and we can, to some extend, also understand why.  Nokia doesn’t believe it is productive to highlight the reasons for this situation once more; previous discussions have not changed the situation and, as far as we can see, will not; at least not in the foreseeable future.
In order to move forward with the WI, we are hereby proposing a number of Working Assumptions in order to guide the VAG’s work towards the mentioned WI.  All of them should allow considerable progress, as they minimize the work.  Proposals 1 to 3, jointly, define some of the content of the TR, in both positive and negative language.  Accepting them all would allow us to come up with a TR without any software included.  Proposal 4 is somewhat unrelated and intended to minimize the workload in creating the TR.
Proposal 1 

SA4 establishes a Working Assumption, with respect to the WI on Video Codec Performance Requirements and the resulting TR, as follows:

The TR shall comprise uncompressed video sequences, error free coded video bit streams, erasure prone video bit streams (both in an appropriate packet format to be defined), and a textual description of a decoder operation reacting to an error free and erasure prone stream (in the above packet format).

Motivation: This set of data and software description, together, has long been understood as the minimum set of data to characterize the performance of a video transmission chain under error prone conditions.  No reference software is needed to reproduce results as long as the “textual description of a decoder operation” allows implementing such a decoder by the person or organization that has the wish to verify results.  The details of this textual description can be left to the VAG, as they are quite technical.

Proposal 2
SA4 establishes a Working Assumption, with respect to the WI on Video Codec Performance Requirements and the resulting TR, as follows:

The TR shall NOT contain reference software of any kind (including, but not limited to, video encoder, video decoder, packetizer, de-packetizer, metric implementations, error simulators).

Motivation: Based on our current understanding, it appears to be possible to fully specify the metrics, packetizers, de-packetizers, and error simulators verbally.  While software implementations are perhaps more convenient for the user, they also bear certain commercial risks, which we do not want to be exposed to.  A video encoder appears to be unnecessary as long as anchors are part of the TR.  A video decoder appears to be unnecessary as long as a textual description of the reaction to a (perhaps erasure prone) bit stream is available.
Proposal 3

SA4 establishes a Working Assumption, with respect to the WI on Video Codec Performance Requirements and the resulting TR, as follows:

The TR shall NOT contain error patterns.  Instead, it shall contain video bit streams (in an appropriate packet format) that have been exposed to erasures. 

Motivation: Within the immediate scope of the WI, error patterns are only useful when the TR would comprise channel simulation software.  Note: Nokia will not agree to a TR that contains simulator software but not video compression software, for reasons that should be obvious.

Proposal 4

SA4 establishes a Working Assumption, with respect to the WI on Video Codec Performance Requirements and the resulting TR, as follows:

The video codec performance requirements shall be independent of the video codec standard employed. 

Motivation: An end user does not see which codec standard a bit stream follows, nor does he or she typically care (plus/minus of few tech gurus).  As the TR is specifying minimum performance requirements, it appears to be reasonable to have a hurdle low enough that even a reasonably implemented H.263 baseline encoder can pass it.  Following this proposal significantly simplifies the structure of the TR.

Nokia Position

Obviously, we have an interest in all four proposals being agreed :-) 

Proposals 1, 2, and 3 should be seen as a package.  They follow a rationale we have discussed to some extend in the VAG, and is considered as something like our backup plan in case no video reference software becomes available.  As we have privately received indication that, at least for some companies, the inclusion of video software in problematic anyway, we believe it may be the right time to move the backup plan to a working assumption.  We can always change it once a) there is consensus to change it and b) there is software available.  We will not object if our software becomes reference software later, and will evaluate carefully the merits of other software eventually proposed.  We will not agree to a part solution – it’s all software (codec, simulator, metric) or no software for us.
Proposal 4, in contrast, is an idea that has not been prominently discussed in the VAG (although we did touch the topic at SA4#37).  It’s a somewhat selfish proposal of the author – when being codec agnostic, the TR will be significantly shorter and less work.  We are not religious about this proposal, but would like to see some serious thought is invested whether codec dependency is truly needed to fulfill minimum service requirements.
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