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This contribution contains a few comments regarding the draft RTP payload packetization document for H.263+ as circulated on the itu-adv-video@listserv.iterated.com email reflector on 13 November 1997.  Some or all of these comments may be obsolete if the draft has been revised since that time.


I first wish to say that I am very pleased to see that the work on this topic is progressing and that it in fact appears to be reaching a pretty stable specification.  However, I would like to express a few (mostly minor) concerns.  Although the work toward the specification of the packetization is being conducted primarily in the IETF, the ITU-T video coding experts would also presumably be interested in these remarks as well.  Please note that none of the changes that I request below would have any effect of invalidating a packetization process or a packetized bitstream designed according to the existing draft.


The introduction (section 1) should mention Reference Picture Selection along with Slices and ISD mode as a key aspect of H.263+ affecting packet-network transport use.


The specified format seems a bit heavy on the amount of overhead recommended or required.  Specifically:


It requires (Sec. 4.2, first sentence) a copy of the entire picture header to be attached to every packet that starts with a GOB or slice start code.  Although I think it is a great idea to allow such extra picture headers to be attached, I strongly suggest changing the text to allow and perhaps to encourage, but not to require them.  The extra picture headers can be very repetitive and unnecessary in many circumstances, and can result in a great deal of extra data being sent.


It strongly recommends a header and a separate packet for every GOB.  But is it a bad idea, for example, to put two GOBs in each packet and only have a header on the first of each two (cutting the overhead in half)?  I think the wording on this could be softened a little bit (although the present wording does allow freedom for implementers as I read it).


It recommends a complete picture header (UFEP = ‘001’) on every picture.  In some circumstances, this may be unnecessary since the OPPTYPE and its accompanying data may be the same for many, many pictures in a row and since GFID will let the decoder at least know when it changes (and since a complete picture header will appear periodically anyway).  I think the wording on this could be softened a little bit (although the present wording does allow freedom for implementers as I read it).


When sending a redundant copy of a picture header, the first six bits (‘100000’) are always the same, and are therefore unnecessary.  I suggest not sending them.  I suppose the motivation is ease of byte-oriented processing, but it doesn’t seem like that much of a burden to always shift the header by six bits.


The description of the TID and Trun fields is clearly inadequate (Sec. 4).  Their use is entirely undefined, and the reference given as a citation (draft 20 of H.263+) will be of little or no help to the reader trying to figure them out.  (Also, I suspect that TID and Trun will sometimes be present in INTRA pictures, although no INTRA picture will use the RPS mode of H.263+.)


It may be useful to allow redundant picture headers to be attached to packets already containing picture headers, and to allow the redundant picture header attached to packets that begin with a GSC or SSC to be altered in one key way.  If the picture header in the H.263+ payload bitstream itself is an abbreviated picture header (UFEP = ‘000’), then it would be useful to allow the packetization process to construct and attach a redundant complete picture header (rather than attaching a copy of the abbreviated picture header).  In this way, the error robustness of the system can be enhanced without increasing the bit rate of the payload or adding knowledge of the packetization process to the encoder which is generating the payload bitstream.


The draft as I have it appears not to be dated.  Dating the document would be helpful to establish when the draft has become obsolete or which of two versions is newer.


Again, however, I wish to say that my overarching sentiment is that I am pleased with the progress of work on this topic.
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