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(A Study on the Fast Block Matching Algorithm)
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Abstract

In this paper an effective block matching algorithm is proposed to find the motion vector.
There are two approaches to the estimation of the motion vector in MCC (motion compensated
coding), i.e., pel (pixel element) recursive algorithm and block matching algorithm. The search
algorithm in this paper is based on the block matching method.

The advantage of a proposed algorithm using integral projections is the reduction of the
computation time. While the conventional block matching methods have to be computed in
2-dimensional arrays, the proposed algorithm using integral projections can be computed in
1-dimensional arrays. In comparison with conventional block matching methods, a computer
simulation shows that though the prediction error increases 0.23 db, it is not detectable for
human eyes and the average reduction ratio of computation time obtained from the proposed
algorithm is about 34,
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