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A B3P 18 F9 HEVC (High-efficiency video coding) & 7159 594 53 nf27 A2 o8 7|sE0] ¢
¥ slelR|E 4 Fust 2HY Y2 725 W21 gtk *01 st 719 $538 @] (Coding Unit : CU), <%
@] (Prediction Unit : PU), Mg ©¢] (Transform Unit : TU) ¢ AFEo2 <l HD o] gl diate] 7]&]
H264/AVC Bt} oF 40%9] 458 A& Holal glrk o}xm gz skl R38h7] ) oF 3 ) o) Tk AlR
et om o= AA $-537 PE- & BofolM & FA7F 2 Aojuh B =7 HEVC #3387 BREE ¥37] Y3t
o] 49 CU & AAsh= B4 T 270l CU & AAse 14 CU 4% WS a3t 49 A
3} Hlaste] PSNR (Peak Signal to Noise Ratio) & &4¢] A< glo] o oF 583%<] F353} A& 2okt
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High Efficiency \ Low Complexity
Coding Unit tree structure (8x8 up to 64x64 luma samples)

HEVC Test Model (HM) [1] = R2Ej7} 5= Test Model

under Consideration (TMuC) oA H37] 9 E357]o|A Ak B3t Prediction Units (2Nx2N, 2NxN, Nx2N, NxN)
7l domA gk Hiko] 9223 o sfe] 23 coding tool o Transform unit tree structure Transform unit tree structure
TaE= AL A0 coding tool & WHAA AL A 277 (3 level ma?<.) (2 level max.)

e Transform block size of 4x4 to 32x32 samples (always square)
U A= 715l 23t o] @A HM 3.1 7b4] sl 2% ¢lek HM of Angular Intra Prediction (34 directions max.)
e F7HA 28 AA (High efficiency, low complexity)©] 2] = o DCT-based interpolation filter for luma samples
91t} High efficiency 43¢ AX BT Hrk= ol Asd 248 DCT-based interpolation Ifllter for chroma §amples

) AMVP (Advanced motion vector prediction)

o3 AAE] 2go|d low complexitys AEFE] 2Hg 2E CABAC CAVLC
A4 o] zgrolth H264/AVC [2]9 H] a3k, high efficiency = main Internal bit-depth increase X
profile, low complexity & baseline profile o2t Azta]= ket X Transform precision extension
Aoltt. Zk Aol AHE-EE coding tool £ Z3e the 1 3 Deblocking filter
23] 8} o] Angular prediction, AMVP (Advanced Motion Adapive loop filte | X

Vector Prediction), DCT-IF (DCT-based Interpolation Filter), ALF R .
(Adaptive Loop Filter), RQT (Residual Quadtree) 52| coding tool 2.CU s+ HM ¢ CU 2% 4
3 gl 3719 H53F @9 o= 9] Wk bgjo] ARy} e 7t LCU ¢ CU

MEE 1353} F2E <189 high efficiency AA A H.264/AVC

oiH] oF 35 %9 OFEE A4S Hol= Ao Wiy T 9T} sk LCU (Largest CU) = #2.8} 713 & =4 H264/AVC ¢ MB
2% <lstel 2331 Bahrk 24 2hE9m HIGVAVC ol o (Macroblock)sh 5% ldelek ahtel LOUE NN 2719] 91
3w Z7leks Ao Jelgth4] webd AA 7 Bssy) Bed o AZ3 oo O)gshE Tl N2xN2 A AZR A AT (4:2:0
FT $4 okl A HEVC 7F AH5I7) 98l 5 %S s ERNSR 7M. 94 HM ol M= LCUE 64x645 AR el &
WA H58} AL FolE At Bastth B mRAE Rasp]  wwelME LCUS 718 6464 Tk et sG]
HATE U2y 95t 1% CU 274 ES Agkeelt CU = v ol &5& AR AEA &2 3Pt o5& AR

T} Aol A= HEVC ¢ CU o tha) Amata 3804 Aoke & e AF 712 delolth @ A mgE 7, LCU
4 CU 24 whiS Amae) 1o Aoksl Wl e 2 Az} A7) oste] SHEA S0 AHGEM, ¢ 8x8 HUks A she] LCU
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% 2 Hul CU depth7} 4 & 7%, 2 CU o gt depth index

cu CU depth

64x64 CU (LCU) 0
32x32 CU 1
16x16 CU 2
8x8 CU 3

a8 1. CU #z9 9

Yol skt ol e bakdt 2719 CU Bo] €412 4= 9leH, LCU
2 AZo 7 47 Ef(Quadiree) 722 A A o7 455HAY 19
12 3huhe] LCU 7}F vh9)/cheet A7]9) CU & Hashe 2e 1o
FE oot

A4 CU ¢ 2715 Yehr] 943 o2 CU Zo] (CU depth)
= A].jlsr/} o] 7L2 LCU & 7]_7,:o§ ﬁizH CU 7]. 4;&] E 6&5}];
dupt Zol =25 UERlE= gholth LCU 9 depth index 0 o],
CU 9] =7]7} LCU Ht} #old4Z depth index + 1% S7}3ith
HM o4 H) CU depth & 4 2 243, o] 3% AHeg & =
CU ¢} olo] W55+ depth index & 3% 29} 2l A} AMZol| st
CU & 3= AZddA 24" CU Z7] u]d|gt 2712 AR&3it) o
2 So], 42:0 EuolA 9] CU 7} 16x16 o] Mxke] CU += 8x8
o] Ft},

U. HM 949 CU 2% ¥4
HM F37)= 7|22 o2 &-¢= HZA3 (Rate-Distortion
Optimization) [5] 7|¥te.2 CU & ZAA gl 18 2% HM $-3.7]
A CU 2A HAE a8 32 %0t} a8 29 7ol HM & 64x64
719 LCU & A12tez dA) CU oA A 7158 PU €3 TU &
o]-&3ted &-==F (RD cost) ©] 7H¢ 2+ PU & TU 9] Z3& A
eatal ouje] RD cost ¢k A4 CU £ 45&a3 S wWe 4709 sub
CU <] RD cost &3 v ake] 2k RD cost #h& 2= CU & A8t
t}, o] BAgo] AAHLZ CU depth 7} Z7FstHA FLstA wHEd
o}, wpeba 3 LCU oA 5H #4 27] CU 7419 E& CU, PU,

TU o B8 25 %3 = RD cost 7} H 49 %S Haid 4= 9)7]
il el 45 &S vEbd vk AR 7 CU depth &
A 77149 PU 2= (Merge, Inter2Nx2N, Inter2NxN, InterNx2N,

InterNxN, Intra2Nx2N, IntraNxN) 9} o} 37F<]2] TU (2Nx2N,

NxN, N/2xN/x)oll thate] AA =2 F53ks Fad|ok 317] wjtol 7
A BREsh 498 ek
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3. A¢k3te 1% CU 2A Y

dubA o2 shite] LCU 7} Fushd w, g2x7t BdahAL &
A 49 9ol 22 CU ¢ PU & AdE), o]d 44
2o o] 2 CU 9 PU 7 AREEINE o b5 &&0] =7]
mjEoltt, W R g7t sty F29lo] A §le 9ol
= R 2 CU ¢ PU 7L AHSE 9 b5 E80] =& 4
3 7t & H}%Qi Cu depth 7hd 9 1417} d+1 ¢ wﬂwﬂr

» it

Step 1. 1 WA LCU ¥&3} A2 (CU depth d = 0)
Step 2. CU depth d o ©i3 PU, TU 24
if 3<d<0, ¥® PU RE = {BestPUy, Skip, Merge}
otherwise, X PU XE= = {XE PU 2t}
RDCostq = %2 RD cost A%
if d =3 Step 5 & °l&
Step 3. 47§¢] CU depth d +1 ° tigte] 2tz PU, TU 44
(d+2 1449 CU depth & o]&38}A] %)
BestPUyg = #4¢] PU RE A%
RDCostan = 471 CUS] &4 RD cost 9 & A%
Step 4. RDCostq ¢+ RDCostg H] 3L
if RDCostq < RDCosta:1, Step 6 &2 ©]&
otherwise, Step 5 & °]%
Step 5. CU depth 57} (d = d+1)
if d > 3, Step 6 && o]
otherwise, Step 2 & o]
Step 6. @AM FHE o] &3to] | A LCU & JE=RT B3
g}, o i+1 WA LCU 2 o|F

U 19 32 AltE 14 CU 44 A4S e 1”1
gl 291 HM ol X¢] CU A7 #73} vlaste] 32x32 CU of digh PU
o} TU AA 4, 16x16 CU o tigt PU & TU 274 A o] A|eke
e g W o Fr3o] "tk o] Hoto B AN EHEE 2
s8] F7HAA g 7] el A A AAE 32x32 v 16x16 CU
o] PU BE AHE o|Fe 5= YU CU oA o]&a3ich o] o,
MV (Motion Vector) Eu TU AHE o] &8 4= glon) e AW
£ o] 8T E 45 L& AUt Ak 1 ofre o] AEE| CU &
sub CU & WA ¢ @Al CU oA <] #4<] PU, TU, MV ARE
o]7] W&ol wkek oA CU 7} 470¢] sub CU 2 WA F-231E 3
S A5 84 CU 9] 8 ArEo| vpHHA] o] FHEFo| o] ol
| & < o] wEolnh kA AlRbE Hh A= PU RE AR
gt 53 &9 S5 Hagelgint w3k Fost 589 &
£ ds FHasksly] fste] ode A4% PU LE9f SAAoR
7 wol Ao Rr7 MelEE Skip =S Merge 28 &
TE AR & tach
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{ End one LCU encoding
A
Write bitstream

RDcost comparison
{one LCU vs. sub CUs)

( Start ene LCU encoding )
CU size = 64x64,
CU depth =0
PU & TU dedision >
Loop for four 32x32 CUs
e RDcost comparison
CU size = 32x32, PU &TU decision > (one32x32cCu
CU depth =1 vs. sub CUs)
Loop for four 16X16 CUs
— RDcost comparison
ol | SEze GG, PU &TU decision > (one16x16 CU
CU depth =2 vs. four 8x8 CUs)
: Loop for four 8x8 CUs
CU size = 8x8, PU &TU decision
CUdepth=3 [
3% 2. HM oM CU 24 3ol tig 58
< End one LCU encoding )
Write bitstream

( Start one LCU encoding )
CU size = 64x64,
CU depth =0
PU &TU decision
\l/ Loop for four 32x32 CUs
CU size = 32x32, PU &TU dedis
Cudepth=1 [ G
5“‘ Yes RDCost Comparison No
P (64x64 CU > four 32x32 CUs
PU i fa;“ .| RDcostcomparison .
s {one LCU vs. sub CUs)
:-": Loop for four 32x32 CUs
PU &TU decision
(Simple)
J/ Loop for four 16x16 CUs
CU size = 16x16, | = PU &TU decision
CU depth =2
; VYes RDCost Comparison No
K (32x32 CU > four 16x16 CUs) ——3 Next32x32CU
PU info.§
L, ;
F Loop for four 16x16 CUs
i
| 4 RDcost comparison
PU R TU decision RDcost comparison (one32x32 CU
(simple) {one 16x16 CU vs. sub CUs)
vs. four 8x8 CUs)
E% Loop for four 8x8 CUs
€V:dre = BxB, PU &TU dedision
CU depth =3 2
3 ==
a9 3 At CU 24 el dig 58




X3 A AR At AE 24
Sequences Resolution Expenrr)ental
conditions
Kimono (24Hz)
Random access
ParkS 24H
arkScene (24H2) (Hierarchical B,
Cactus (50Hz) 1920 x 1080 GOP size = 8)
QP={22, 27, 32, 37}
BQTerrace (60Hz) [3] &2
BasketballDrive (50Hz)

4. 43 23

Alere el Ass Hrketr] $lste] HEVC o] 3z AZEY)
of HM 21 of Aot wie F3sauiel. 482 Intel Core
i7-2600 34 GHz, 8Gbyte RAM A%9] PC ol 4] <=2 =] %131 1080p 3l
Aol Al thate] 247 100 ZalYS F-Edlatint AAR 2

Z271& 3 39 YERSIT

F4e AF 2HE Ued Folth & 404 ABD-RATE = [7]
ol gejs]o] glom, &-oi= A FolA e A vES FHFS U
Bt} 535380 A7 Aok AT E e A (D o] AMad

Fl

T Ve T ropose
AMZproposed g (1)

TH M

(DA Ty & HM 9] AA F-53} AZFI™ | Troposed & A1OHE
o] ogh A 5.3} Al7telt)

423 Aoty WhE-e HM ¥ ¥)3ke] high efficiency ol A
HHFH O 09%2] HESo| Z7lsAwE oF 395%¢] H53} A7k
Aokstl o low complexity oA+ Bt A2 0.7%2] HES

=
§Xe)

1

tlo rlr

o F7kepAIw oF 492%S H3kst Ak Aoketylrh Low
complexity 1XE HH{E7F 22 ALF 9} 22 coding tool ©] A5
A ol AA| 535} FAolA CU A% A o] AA|she HEo] =

w#}A high efficiency Bt low complexity 2804 A|ote Wi o)

&% GPBo) oF 10% ¥ £& A4E ngn

b. 48

£ =82 HEVC F3sp] 5E3Es ¥37] 98t 49 CU
£ AAste W4 F 2709 CU & AFshs 14 CU 24 Wi
Agkatgich. A3 Azt Alke EE HM 3 wlarste] o5 459
&2o] A glo] A oF 58%9] F33t &% S HERSITh A
T PU 2= Ar¥ opzl MV, TU ARE Z3F 02 Aol gdle
WS sty Aok WS AARE RE8kE 8 she RoldllA
& A2 & S Z0R 7IdEn
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%4 49 33
High efficiency Low complexity
Sequences  I'\pp.RATE| AT | ABD-RATE| 4T
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Kimono 0.5 45.1 0.4 58.0
ParkScene 0.8 375 0.5 50.4
Cactus 1.0 38.0 0.4 455
BasketballDrive 0.6 37.4 1.1 46.1
BQTerrace 14 39.7 1.3 46.1
Average 0.9 39.5 0.7 49.2
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