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H.263+ RTP Payload Format

The following is a brief summary of events regarding the H.263+ RTP Payload Format.

On November 13, 1997, a draft payload format was distributed on the IETF-AVT and Q.15 Advanced Video reflectors for discussion and feedback. The draft was a harmonization of the original drafts created by TU Berlin, U. of  Bremen and Intel. The submission was accepted as an Internet Draft by the IETF and renamed draft-ietf-avt-rtp-h263-video-00.txt.

At the 40th IETF meeting in Washington, D.C. in December 1997, the draft was revised and presented at the AVT session. The major changes to the draft were

Removal of the sections pertaining to RTCP and back channel messages;

Capability to fragment on any byte boundary rather than a macroblock boundary which in turn shortened the payload header;

Removal of the version field;

Addition of a bit flag indicating presence of VRC extensions;

Various editorial changes.

The revised draft was then submitted to the IETF and renamed draft-ietf-avt-rtp-h263-video-01.txt � REF H263PlusRTP \h ��� REF H263PlusRTP \r \h ��[2]� on January 14, 1998. The draft is available via anonymous ftp at

ftp://ds.internic.net/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-avt-rtp-h263-video-01.txt

The draft of January 14, 1998 was Determined at the January/February ITU SG.16 meeting in Geneva as Annex I of H.225.0. The proposal, according to � REF H225 \r \h ��[1]�, is to reference the RFC rather than reproduce the entire draft in the annex. Document � REF H225 \r \h ��[1]� is also submitted to the Tampere meeting as document Q15D20.

At the 41st IETF meeting in Los Angeles in April 1998, an “AVT Working Group last call” was issued for this draft. Several issues were raised. Among them, two were from the AVT Working Group chair:

Rounding is not required when deriving the RTP time stamp because of the 90 kHz clock.

Putting forth this draft as a proposed standard calls into question RFC 2190, the payload format for H.263 Version 1.

The second comment is addressed in the next section.

Proposed changes to the draft were sent to the draft authors by Gim Deisher on April 14, 1998. The changes are included below. The first change was proposed by Gary Sullivan to address the  comment by the IETF-AVT chair. The second change was a result of a suggestion made by the IETF-AVT working group chair.

[proposed change #1 - section 2.1]

OLD:

If necessary, mathematical rounding should be applied to the information of the H.263+ data stream to generate the RTP timestamp (this is especially true for the standard picture clock frequency of 30000/1001 Hz, and may also be true if custom picture clock frequencies are to be used; see [4] for details).

NEW:

Any H.263+ picture clock frequency can be expressed as 1800000/(cd*cf) source pictures per second, in which cd is an integer from 1 to 127 and cf is either 1000 or 1001.  Using the 90 kHz clock of the RTP timestamp, the time increment between each coded H.263+ picture should therefore be a integer multiple of (cd*cf)/20.  This will always be an integer for any "reasonable" picture clock frequency (for example, it is 3003 for 29.97 Hz NTSC, 3600 for 25 Hz PAL, 3750 for 24 Hz film, and 1500, 1250 and 1200 for the computer display update rates of 60, 72 and 75 Hz, respectively. For RTP packetization of hypothetical H.263+ bitstreams using "unreasonable" custom picture clock frequencies, mathematical rounding could become necessary for generating the RTP timestamps.



[proposed change #2 - section 2.2]

OLD:

Any H.263+ start codes can be byte aligned by an encoder by using the stuffing mechanisms of H.263+.  As specified in H.263+, picture, slice, and EOSBS starts codes shall always be byte  aligned, and GOB and EOS start codes may be byte aligned.  For packetization purposes, GOB start codes should be byte aligned, although this is not absolutely required herein since it is not required in H.263+.

NEW:

Any H.263+ start codes can be byte aligned by an encoder by using the stuffing mechanisms of H.263+.  As specified in H.263+, picture, slice, and EOSBS starts codes shall always be byte aligned, and GOB and EOS start codes may be byte aligned.  For packetization purposes, GOB start codes should be byte aligned; however, since this is not required in H.263+, there may be the case where GOB start codes are not aligned, such as when transmitting existing content, or when using H.263 encoders that do not support GBSC alignment.  In this case, the sender may choose to shift the packet payload to bring byte alignment to the GOB start code, or follow-on packets (see [5.2]) may be used for packetization.



A new draft is expected by the end of April 1998. This draft will be submitted to the IETF and an IESG Last Call will be requested. It is expected to move to RFC at the 42nd IETF meeting in August 1998.

Finally, interoperability tests are required yet to verify the functionality of the payload format. Participants are solicited and should contact Gim Deisher at Intel (Gim.L.Deisher@intel.com).

H.263 RTP Payload Format

H.225.0 Annex H which supports packetization of H.263 (version 1) using IETF RFC 2190 was Decided at the Geneva ITU SG.16 meeting in January 1998.

The question was raised at the 41st IETF meeting in April, 1998, as to whether the previous RTP payload format for H.263 (RFC 2190) should be made obsolete. This is still under discussion, however, the consensus seems to be that it should not be obsoleted as this would cause compatibility problems with legacy H.323 products in the market. Instead, consensus seems to be to cross-reference the two payload formats and suggest using the new one when possible. 

Another recommendation � REF Bradner \r \h ��[3]� is to put an "updates" tag into the RFC index next to the new RFC and an "updated by" tag next to RFC 2190.

According to the e-mail � REF Deisher \r \h ��[4]� from Gim Deisher, the following text is recommended.

[proposed change #3 - section 1]

OLD:

This document specifies an RTP payload header format applicable to the transmission of video streams generated based on the 1998 version of ITU-T Recommendation H.263 [4].  Because the 1998 version of H.263 is a superset of the 1996 syntax, this format can also be used with the 1996 version of H.263.

NEW:

This document specifies an RTP payload header format applicable to the transmission of video streams generated based on the 1998 version of ITU-T Recommendation H.263 [4].  Because the 1998 version of H.263 is a superset of the 1996 syntax, this format can also be used with the 1996 verison of H.263, and is recommended for this use by new implementations.  This format does not replace RFC 2190, which continues to be used by existing implementations, and may be required for backward compatibility in new implementations.  Implementations using the new features of the 1998 version of H.263 shall use the format described in this document.
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