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Abstract

In developing B/S architecture application systems based on HTMLS5, it is essential to address
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differences in browser compatibility, real-time performance, and bandwidth efficiency that arise
due to variations in encoding methods, file container formats, and transmission protocols when
handling real-time streaming media files. This study reviews mainstream real-time streaming me-
dia technologies suitable for HTML5 development, covering file encoding techniques, file container
formats, and streaming transmission protocols. The review addresses technical features, browser
compatibility, video latency, bandwidth efficiency, and video quality. Additionally, this review
briefly introduces common real-time streaming transmission technologies for various video source
devices. The findings of this study aim to provide developers with a reference for selecting appro-
priate streaming transmission technologies based on business requirements.
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1. 5|8

B/S ZEf4(Browser/Server ZRH)) & —FiFE TR WS AR S5 B I S BEpg =, BEB T &, ZEEM
AR IR AL BB T TIZ N . RN H R, E i BEET HTMLS JFK 1 B/S 4241
SHERERSG. BIREHRSG. BITEHARST, KW ARRE TAFAE . AR B 1) 52 A0
WL A MAE S B, ek B gk . AL TENEMR . tHENSEEE . TG
ML A I A5 s [ ) A0 A0 00 1 ) o B 2 B4 Ry o o D e i 4 BB i, BlaEd B
SEILTERE VG 0] o X R TF RN G 75 B AN [B] () PR SO NAE B FE . e mvE . AL REi B A A
I ZE R, AE S EBRTR R, EIREEREAR ST HRGH K

AR EAER RN 4 Fr i A TR TR N A S b ). BE T HTMLS JER ) B/S N (Y S 24
FR, R HAERORRE Al WIERIEATE . AR SNSRI ZER, NI RKELE B/S 22T
TR R Ok R A 18 BOR AT TE R SRR 2 Ak

2. KEBAIEES
2.1. wIBHEAR

PR HE AR T 1) S K S s 2 A s 4 S T A S AR R =X, A0/ & 1) [R] I R B DR
GR TR AR TEATT Hp, FRATTACEA R 250 0 W28 e 2 1 9 A% 5 AL B = AN 5 T, 43 % HL. 264
H.265. AV1 Fl VP9 3 4 Ff 3= L AR S St B AR AT T 25948

H.264 (AVC-Advanced Video Coding) [ 112 —Ff & & AR A i 77 2K, S FH it PRy o 44 R 1) 03000 ) 26
B FERUNFISCHRRU T SR At R . FE R 40 L s FLBESCRE 2 Rl 0 HE R (4K K BAR) [2], BN ELEEM
RRATURI AR (1 S IR o HL.264 B K 2 B0 3 i Yo 2% S RE, JLF-BIr BLAR 0 B 25 #5 5 08 7% il H.264 Zifid
FIALAR, 5 Chrome. Firefox. Safari Al Edge. H.264 4mfS(EHlumZE H AT 232K, Wl Video.js Al hls.js
LRI PR R H.264 ZRtD A SCF . XS e 1) R AP S RE(ETS H.264 BN K ZHOT RE M EIE.
H.264 H AT 177 58 8GR MR BT ARG & (3],  JCHLAE il Al s Al A dan b0 €. HLgm A 3L
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FAPHIE G TEIAEE,  [RIRHE RESR AEIE I (=T [4] [5].

H.265 (HEVC-High Efficiency Video Coding)/& H.264 [4k(F3, 247 4K 5] 8K 25570 HE KA,
KA T EERESE D, GRS EMF R E IR 2 50% %R 2 ([4] [6][7], BE /0 717 96 4 #E[2] - Safari
W5 A8 S KF H.265 4ifi5%, {H Chrome. Firefox Al Edge X H:J5 A= 3 i/, X PR T H.265 7E 3 W 2540
AR A B o i R X HL265 MISCRFAHXTA TR o« Video.js %5 FE P LATE Safari H %L H.265 ZRiid i,
ARAE H At ) B 28 o 75 B M AR B A S X T R E A IUE , H.265 v REA & i ik % . H.265
Lt H.264 $H4A 5 i 1y S8 AR A TEAR AT &, RIS B2 2610 1 R LA 2 0I5 T R o i (R I, AR RS
AR N AR AN M R R %, W ARSI & T RE ) B SR [5]

AV1 (AOMedia Video 1)/ FH AR BRI K IR G id s =X, B 7E B 18 H.265, HASZ LHI R,
AV RHE BRI i 5k, SCRF 4K KT oy Hese,  [FI LR 58 20 07 gk — 24T 8]. AV 152
| Chrome. Firefox fll Edge )3 #F, {H Safari FSCFFAfF5E%5 . HT AV] g fERIAR EI S 2R M b i
FERUE, Video.js 55 PEXT HSCRFA R, H 75 200 Y 38 52 (L AH A sl B i SCRF . {2 AV B H.264 Al H.265
B R, TEARHRER T3R8 S AT (4] (5], AR RCRAE B AL, & &% 58
BRI N 3 5%

VP9 5 VP8 [M4kT#, J& Google FF R IIFFIRMAMGm D, FEHT WebM a1, L NMZAR
W it, BAR GRS MBI R R, RerE CRFFAH U 5 G O T 2 PR &, MRT
H.264, B8 /b1 55 VH #E[8]. VP9 TE Chrome-. Firefox 1 Edge 3 %28 HIJH R I 130 KE, SR TE Safari
A IR, AR . Video.js A1 Plyr.js 2503 X VP9 il (IS RFELLTF . VPO A 8 50R
Wi, 5 H.264 AL, VP9 BT LUZEAR A 7 56 T 3R AL 00 S AT i, BSO7E [R) 55 0 T K B AR Ay i v
FE[S]o HEREAE R PN (0 4K M), VPO B T8RRI R, RECRFRE s AL T 4]

AT B B () S IR AR S G5 R B S B 1 . E VAl O RCR 5 AL R R
HRAE AN [F I 70 B2 R A ) % AR AR I PR T LG, FRATAR B T & gL AR 2 A KB Re i B 22 86 . 7
Fekgrh, FRATHE S T8 BRI & 1 B B AR I B AR oy — AN R 1, A gm s AR M AE Il
VAL INARE

Table 1. Comparison of the main features of real-time streaming media file encoding technology

1. SRR R R AR EZ R

ETTLEFZ N FeR YA HE A BRI =
H.264 H Al IR i 8 R o) B 28 S Hr 1 1
H.265  SCRERT 4K 73 e, SmfRfdiadt  Safari SCRF, A W8 AN SRR 1.5 1.1
AV1 WfERSE A, TR Safari ANCRE, At 38K 2 AT LA SR 1.8 12
VP9 VP8 (AT 4% Safari T EHEMEFEN, HANER KL R 14 1.05

2.2. XHEFER

SRS A A (B A% 20 2 FI SR SSRGS, FRE Ao s I SR e — A28 aT LA
B, RVEBEAUL. S B RE. SR RS TR SR RN A — A S R . AR
A A FEA R R M AR, H 13 [F] —Fhgm i Py 2570 2 FhF & RN & A0 REAS B30 25 R0 s AR
FEARFTH, BATGR AL SCRAB B YA A L 7 58 RO SR & 5% = AN J7 T, 737 % MP4, WebM.
FLV. MKV. AVI I TS, 3%t 6 Fjd T W 25 3 S A4 A5 i A7 il 00 SCAF 28 2 4 AT T 2734

MP4 (MPEG-4 Part 14)2& ¢ i F AL 250 X2 —, T2 N TSR SR . Ag A& & FF
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2 I R ABURT 55 A00h AA RG h ,  ERTHG 1R G 1 S 22 P R e 4 200 30 T e R i AR AT M PR AE (O] 23 b0 W e (B
Chrome. Firefox. Safari 1 Edge)#J%f MP4 24t | R 4F i i A= 38, PRIt P AERR T MP4 i) JLTP A 757
FRHMOAELE[10]. MP4 K R EE BRI R AX 22, 40 Video.js. hls.js S HI4 BT3P, LAK HTMLS
<video> BRZEYSCRE MP4 #Il. RN PR FAL X RIEF S, AT RE B IE BT . MP4 3CFF
ZMEIGIS T, B RIFR R4 R A A0 R %, & A R 55 AR 5 siE A,
FEBLINIY S RN S AORFFE WL, 38 E Sid s 3R 25 7 %

WebM /& Hi Google 7F & FIFF IR #s k&, L AMB T, SRR, BaRdtmi. K
T AT f A 3G . WebM #8 3RHFF R AT {7 B, HTMLS i <video> #2854 T FF WebM #8520, FFR#H
To T AN A AR A 2 R AT SEIHETR10]. WebM 4% 2U7E Chrome 1 Firefox H1 133 1 V2 3 #F; £ Safari i
YA SCRFE R Edge WA EBOHARAS 1 S RE WebM A% 30, (EXF 2 FA (10 Yo 28 SCREANEE . WebM
F VP9 F1 AVI #& X 9mh, FERT G EE T332 3R, KRZHOTIEBIES (W Videojs. Plyr. Clappr 55)
A WebM #3. WebM # AE M 8 R0 ERBLR AT, BEMSAERUIRT 8 10 N ORI B = LA &

FLV (Flash Video) [1]#% 3% T Adobe Flash FiR[11], ® & AERSAAMBUE G P 2 H, FER
it Flash Player HEAT#EIN. SRTM, B Flash HOARZHHER 1 300 Web bk, LT A 30 880 C A% X}
Flash )2 FF, F20 FLV 8 2UME DL B 0T 3B SR RHZAG &L, FF & 3 0T BLR A FLV js %6 JavaScript
PEFEAKHS Flash i {F 5 00T ## AT FLV SCIF, IR0 HTMLS e iaiiin. 5 — ks &=
A FLV Jc oy LIRS 30, s ik 55 48 i e i FLV %609 HLS 8¢ DASH, PASEELEST- 6%
PV SCHF. FLV A% Ul 8 SO H.264 $ifid, B REFIH SRR, STHATRRARXS U, @ a1E i 2% 7T
B BRI GO0 AL (H FLV #& QR & — B, 78 75 22 500 1 5 3 5 pog e B4R

MKV (Matroska Video)& i1 2 BiA R s k% 20, SCRFZ P MU w0 A7t 25 S5 03091
MKV & BT 51E B A AR 42 3% 13 Chrome F1 Firefox 25 3R M W 88 % MKV )3 FF R 4, {H Safari
PSR, KA AR AT I R SR MKV #630e i T3CRF 2 Rt 77 20, A HOT R A S, B
Iz, E&AFSS . MKV #3508 H264. H265. VP8, VP9, AVI L Fimid iR, &&AFFH
SRIJHRRTR, BAR GRS, E&miE ks S &, iR .

AVI (Audio Video Interleave) & iUk HE tH (1) 2 AR 2845 20, D1 sI&A, T2 - T A7 A% . BAR AVI
#R B, (BAERLI & 9], BIEAENT AV BJEA ST RERD, B T BRI A B R T
RT3 PEXT AVI RSCRER S, 2 TARRRIE. AVE RS I R AMEFEARXTERAR, (H i T HA SR &, v Res
MV AR F ) R 1 . AVI AR SRR 2 R4S 7720, 41 MPEG-4 A1 H.264, {Hil1 T HEHER,, K485
RRUR, EWREAE LR M, BRI E R, ECE R/ NEEROR.

TS (Transport Stream)#% 272 FH MPEG ZHZ3HF K (1) —Ff F T 170 R A& S i I ) 5 s i 2, o T4k
FHA R SR AR R . TS R K A WA S D, K2 BN WA B TS
S AR . B I BT SO AR (U0 HLS js+ Video.js Z5), W] LASZHIEET HTTP Live Streaming (HLS) P}
BRI 1] [11], M8 TS A% 2URENS & N b8 as 4O, R4 TR A8 W LA AL SR B B, AHOG S s 45
JC TS #& Ao TS # X SCHF H.264 F1 H.265 S5t , SCHF & ot & IR AL i, 3& & v 5 10 I 28 I 853
AT DAAE FRIE 5T 52 19 R I ek /MBSy SE R SR o b Ah, TS dg SRR A EE RO, BRI 1E N 28 A5 f AN A2 1Y)
THOL N IR FFR S RS, DRI T 32 S T SE A ABUR B e 45 7 AR E 37 55

AT B ) S IR ST 25 2 2 R ORI 2 o . FE VPR A B ROR 5 LARUBT EE
HRAEAS RO FE TR0 & S AR PEREX L, AT 1 % 2 s is X2 A KRBt e 2 mb . 78
Frern, FRA K B8 R BV R A A A ks AC oy — DR 1, T AR A 2 2 Ak UM gl
D HH L A5 2
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Table 2. Comparison of the main features of real-time streaming media file container format

2. IR SRR EERF AT

SCAFAE R AR S i WOLACE MU
MP4 H.264. H.265 P R S 1.3 1.1
WebM VP8. VP9. AVI Safari ANSHE,  HAth 433 i #s J5 A2 3 Hr 1.6 1.2
LV 1264 FLASH 15 F J& BB AR SE 2 AN S RF, At i i 1o |

FERTY

MKV  H.264. H.265. VP9, AV1 zggl NS HAR TS o 0 T AR i 1.4 1.1
AVI H.264 A D0 VA AN SRR, T AR g 1 1 1
TS Ho64. EL26S KB 0 W B AR N SCRF, {HTE HLS Bl I AE 13 |

R, RTAE R 2000 W 5 A T

2.3. &Y

FEAH AR ST Tk UATACHE MR v A% 2 B AR AR 7 R, A S B IR an T e A5 4 A& by
BORTE  PASCAE W 28 AN [RIARAS T Q] Adb A% it 1) RS R AT S o AR A AR AROA% 0o 7 T S LA 08 B
USRS RZEIR A A . EARTT A, FRATA AR S 45 5. 0 S 2% e 2 M A S 5 4B IR 4% =
AT, 43 HI% HLS. DASH. RTSP. RTMP. HTTP-FLV Ml WebRTC, 3t 6 Fft 3= i (KA AR SO - AL 46
PMSGEAT T 250K

HLS (HTTP Live Streaming) [11][12]/& —# % T HTTP MR SR L HHIL, B Apple #EH I 72 M H
T HEY 5. HLS AN BV EN N TS ST B, A m3u8 2R 51 U BRI R, 678 T
DU IS HTTP AR5 %R 51 52 B R 8O o,  setin X fE 4 13]. HLS & Safari %025 1525
AR SR, EAE A 0 % o T A B A =07 FE (A hisjs)KHEATHE . HLS MISEHUMN E 2%, JTREEH
CHRII ] HLS % 528 1% (W1 hls.js« videojs-http-streaming 25) K SEHLR SR AL 4, 8 50 BRI ) F4%
AR BT HLS 20 17 B, AN F I8 N 2~6 FP, L6 AL ST A P 2 B I SR R 1],
WHE KT 10 #. IKZEIE HLS (Low-Latency HLS) I 4 ZEIR 4% &% 2~4 FP, (I 75 231 WE 2% A1 R 2528 it 119
ST S FE. HLS LR FIEMN LLRRRUT, BEOE AR F - W00 B sh iR &, $ETH e 3%, &6
RS FEL 75 0 v ¥ A P 25 90 K o

DASH (Dynamic Adaptive Streaming over HTTP) [8]/& —FhJL T HTTP B ML, 5 HLS ¥k
Bk, DASH W AS A 73 i/ NBE . 2% 7 w4l MPD SCHFZ 51 Nk Bt . DASH #% 3/ Chrome. Firefox-
Edge 55 F 9 W HH 3R1S R U7 SCRF, (HAE Safari P U 48 H 75 2218 48 2R 8% 8 HLS SEiie7s . DASH
(ISEIRECNE 2, TFR 0 H T MM Dash.js. Video.js ZETT IR Bk MILARE, H RS 230 BN ik 2e
I T ER E AR B, NI R FHE RS . DASH FIS2 M 5 HLS AL, —REEE KT 6 b, i&
ATHBEREDERENNA. @i )EHKEIR DASH (LL-DASH)#0, DASH W ff) I IR il /b 2
2~4 B, F/NGERTTIAE] 1.5 #5, (EARH T Fase (N4 SR SRR AL A R 55 25 % B . DASH th R H [ & L
Freflln, SCRFZ R, nl DRSS LRG0 B sh AR &, i o R %6 HAE R R I

RTSP (Real-Time Streaming Protocol) [6] [11] [13]/& —FiH T Hl iS4 R 55 23 0 Hh s, SCREE A0
(RIS A&, S23F TCP. UDP WM A 14]. RTSP K2 FH T334 Sk S5 i1 46 1) S AL AT WL M4
%, —MATE Web U E AT, KIAFE] HTMLS J# 43 FF, Chrome. Firefox. Safari 553 %48 48
AN RTSP ¥, BRIAE Web N FH vh SZIE RTSP #5HGH H 75 ZARSME A 864 T 5., Flinss =77
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FE(tn JSMpeg. RTSP to WebRTC)HEAT WML 45 LSRR DURR IS, 7% 20T K Boas — € M im AR b 3k
fite RTSP B3 S XU AL Fr AR B AL B, 38 4EIRTE 0.5~2 b, H/MEIRTE 500 ZF#P AN [15].

RTMP (Real-Time Messaging Protocol) [13]/ H Adobe J & ) —Fim AL 4P, 55 T Flash
FERCE, BT8O TR IR A S MUBE AL 40 11]. RTMP SB35 2 @4 TCP KiEfamiE b, ik
B E MAMEAE T 25w U0 Fr, IRV EER R KN, XE—E R LR T SERHE, A —E 155
HHUAE ST . B Flash [FIZMIEA, RTMP 163 5 880 2 22 42 3o 4. 104>, RTMP % F T RS 2t
B, ARG AR, A HTMLS $57E (W1 Video.js+ hls.js 55)#ANH R RTMP A% 3K, 75 fif Bl [ -4
RTMP iy HoAth#s X, 40 HLS. DASH 5% s SEIHERT o X Pl i1k 7 0] i 55 245 v Ak 3N 00 204
EHAARRE T EEER, fis VIR . SR11 RTMP I Web 3R B — & R HAME, H55)
FEAE T ERAEIR I BB B sl serh, HOER@EKT 3 1], HB/haliEs] 1~2 #2[14] [15].

HTTP-FLV [11]/2 —FMEIER KRG P, 3T HTTP K BERAL M FLV 25 38 8 U AU S 1],
YRSV GBI EAEEB S IURIE R L . 5 RTMP PSR, HTTP-FLV 23X AT SC {2 5 i)
I FEBR AN Es B R/, BL ORAIE S I PR AN 55 R HTRE /)« 1T FLV 4% 2038 T FLASH #8780
£ FLASH AR32 EJi W% S 755, 3T HTTP-FLV WM ATIE it A A B 0 fF . TP RE LR
H FLV js S50 3 224 FLV-HTTP Pr SRR 45 )y HTMLS e 2s AR AT #%[12], s ks
A%y HLS B DASH ¥it, LASEILES 1 & M 2 3 Y 2% S F . HTTP-FLV P 1R 2 LA IR, KMk
£ 13 L.

WebRTC (Web Real-Time Communication) [11]3T UDP #H47(5, M T7EN 2SR H 2 [7]5E
SN AATURT 5 () s %o AR WebRTC 7E IR F= i W 2% v ¥ SR AR SCRR(3], TE7s 234t gl
VAR HEAS T - WebRTC PRI A BE AR 5 i, 75 B ST 22 b P WORR SR B DRI AR A 38 ) 0 A5 %
SAREH M I E W TR E BT MAEE . SR WebRTC 15 3 2 A 71 i 2 10 ¥,
SimpleWebRTC. Peer]S H1 Socket.io, fE—EFEE EFEAC T IFRMERE . WebRTC LMISHEIR EFR, HEIRIHF
PEHIFE 500 =ZAPLAN, /MR EIA 100 ZF A AT, 75 £ s (P2P)#AE H U = 2. WebRTC LA &
ER LR R N RIUETS, MG ATR B 98 2 PRI, BT DL BRI B FE DA CRIE I % 1) S AR

AT AR R ) S A A A P T2 R O LL AR 3 TR

Table 3. Comparison of the main features of real-time streaming media transport protocols

3. ERLREA T E S A

RSN X 25 T3 PR AS e A EE TR P
HLS  TCP kit ;%gmﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ”ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁa MU BIATE 5105
DASH TCP ke 2;2;1 VAR AT SRR AT N B R S e b 65
RTSP  TCP/UDP mJ UJ#t 75 Eaiumsl /G & #4695 7 RE % it ANEEWEARER <s
RTMP TCP ik W EG GG eIkl ANEEWEAIER  <Bs
HTTP-FLV ~ TCP K#E#:  F RIS & 057 Redf il T2 =5 JEE <3s

WebRTC UDP 43I0 W S5 A S TR MEFE K <500 ms

3. WIMFEEERS
N IR S AR B 4% 8 S R R A e 7 6o FEAT (5 RS RGP R R,
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BARIE AT RIS 5, BB PG M s (A4 7 58, (R B 0) v i B P 1 s i BURLAR 7 R AT W E, M
T 38 RS R G T SR AR RARE IR i FRAMESE T B R o DLR A% LR L S R ATk
TR RE A AT

MR AG L IE H F T Se i AR 42, R S R A A0 . RIEIR 1 H.264 B H.265 ZwtS[1]. Xf T
Rk, ZRABEREMN TS, B0 W& CH MP4, & SR FEME. BT X e R R m, %
KA RTSP 0%, HRZHRFE W& N B RTSP SCHF, alid Jay g o0 sl B I06 0 A% S S IR AT, 8 i 4 ik
SR HTTP EARR VM (HLS), JoHAEFREEM ISP a mER . B HLS LR FEmGEE 8~10
Fb), (HHMEAMEL, &G AFRSAR PRSI 2R 1 I 3 5t

W2 A5 Sk EE A TR . BRSNS, WA AR SRR R A R 5
ORI & 1 H.264 ifd. X T A, 2 RAET N LRI MP4, FLV #%. WebRTC &/
CEITAR R LA, SRR IR AN SO0 f a4, 1E &S ANAE B.. RTMP A HTTP-FLV JUli#
FF B4 & A0 TR\ R -

A& FHL RS )IEH 6 H.264. H.265 A1 VPO 4 i {1 s 46 R AT BT 2 (10747 . i+
Xof A I e 2 1 B SR B v, B A MP4 R WebM 1 25 i 20, sifd A TS #% 2(EL 4 HLS HristiliF .
EEXS AR He A 1, BBl 2 R HLS f£%0, i WebRTC Al TR 2B FI L@ E ) 5, Wil
EIEMH 2 EHE .

VARG HLE T8 B B % . Fe R b, R AR AE IR Bk s, H R H.264 A1 H.265 i
s 7y X A2 v o D R ARAIE T S e st . fEA#E K L, MP4 T 75 2 A 2 1 00 B ARG AN A
Wi, (EHFLREF, WFEH DASH 3¢ HLS AT G AAE 4, SEE RTMP P& 46 2 i 45 %%,
T Ik A 2% RV 2 A [ WL i o

T NHUBAG Sk R R T 7 A0 SIS 52 A5 A8 A, 0T S 1 Ay 9 B2 SR A vy, WAOB R A HL.264 B H.265
Gt R R AT (2] P IO 25 2% 30 R A A 1) MP4 R 32 B TS HEVR ) FLV. RTMP f1 HTTP-
FLV PR B AT AR IR RE 1, 8 TR AN & (0 sei i . -t A 385 B ANFE G F
H51 N WebRTC LAHR A B A1 1 %L 15 11 B vy P i i 1

P T S5 1) A0 3 AT TAR (R S8 « B B0 25 75 BR S T SELSE L, i h S LA
AIRAGAE A O AR R K, P DARE B TH SN H 381 7= 2% 00 1 T 4 50 /g J A RS . HL.264 2 it
VR RBEHER M R iD 730, RO . 9 A s, &S TE W R ILBE R4 . VP9 Al H.265
S AE— S HER L R TR R AR - MP4 ., WebM 2 fi & FH A28 28 4% 30 . WebRTC il RTMP
R ENLR R B HER P R A AL L, RTMP & & ) BLEF & A1 N 227 & P 2% (CDN)#Ei%,
WebRTC M T H A VGRS R o 0T IRS2nt i a5, A DASH A1 HLS WhildEAT 5 8200
A7

Table 4. Comparison of the main features of real-time streaming media source device

4. LRPSRIFRIR & EEZF R

PUATAIR B 75 W 9B 77 2 AR i ALY

gk H.264. H.265 MP4. TS RTSP. HLS

W £ A5 3k H.264 MP4. FLV WebRTC. RTMP. HTTP-FLV
B H.264. H.265 il VP9 MP4. TS. WebM HLS. WebRTC

LAV FRGHL H.264. H.265 MP4. TS HLS. DASH. RTMP
T AL H.264. H.265 MP4. FLV WebRTC. RTMP. HTTP-FLV
L H.264. H.265. VP8 1 VP9 MP4, WebM WebRTC. RTMP. HLS. DASH
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AR FE AR T 1) S TR IR 4% T B A LR an R 4 BT
4. FAREEZEIN
4.1. B EN|

fEHET HTMLS ) B/S ZEH R, SERfRBHA R AR KA R TR LGB RS 753K . B AR S I 2%
WEE . WTIHRERUN, EATFERMIZOTER, ERET SR, WeEEARAEG. RIEir THEF
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