SMPTE TASK FORCE ON HD MEZZANINE LEVEL COMPRESSION





DRAFT OF MEETING NOTES 


JANUARY 21,1998





Merrill Weiss opened meeting


Housekeeping issues were discussed and the agenda was reviewed. 


Jim McGrath of AF Associates volunteered to take the meeting notes.





Introduction of members of the Task Force.


Suggestions for representation for additional organizations where called for.


The following where offered


	Avid


	Snell and Wilcox


	Ccube


	Divicom


	Nextware


	Dolby


	Scientific Atlanta


	General Instruments (name change pending)


	Vyvx


	AT+T (transmission division)





Background


Merrill Weiss discussed the follow up work that is necessary after the SMPTE/EBU Task Force on Bit Stream Exchange. The report of that task force was presented at NAB 97. The report is available at www smpte.org. The report details user requirements.  A second and final report is due at NAB 98 and that task force is due to disband.


Merrill spoke of the great complexity that is coming in the exchange of compressed material and the need for automated control with the minimum amount of operator intervention.  He spoke of the need for a more integrated way to exchange mezzanine compressed HD signals.


Merrill defined mezzanine level compression as every compression level between full bandwidth production and the emission (transmission) level compression. The current compression systems exchange by returning baseband. The goal is to have decoders that would allow exchange without going to baseband and with minimum operator intervention. 


Merrill suggested investigating some of the following examples


	1) MPEG export syntax expansion toolkit to include M-JEP


	2) Focus on a single compression mechanism


3) Multiple technologies that have interoperability





Merrill stressed that an expanded view is necessary to provide for additional compression technologies of the future.





Task Force goal





In a word the goal of the Task Force is “interoperability”





Focus areas:


	Ability to accept contribution for remotes to be integrated into studio sources.


	Bandwidth requirements for audio and Metadata and the impact on the remaining space for some 			kind of toolkit.





It was stressed that the Task Force must have a clear focus.








A member pointed out that 300MB would be OK for broadcast in-plant facilities but it would be a problem for Hollywood production and that any system would have to able to interoperate with the contributions from Hollywood.





A member asked if it was assumed that the system selected would be compressed video and UN- compressed audio.  A discussion followed about levels of audio compression and with the point being made that this pointed out the importance of Dolby ‘s participation.





The question was raised about if the Task Force was limiting itself to the formats defined by the ATSC. The general agreement was no.





A member asked what the “model” for the Task Force was. 


	Was it broadcast or higharchiacal?





One model discussed was:


	Hollywood


		Network


			Satellite


				Local on-air


					Contributions back to production





A member commented that the current NTSC model would not work with every using the same standard. There will be different data rates for different users.





A member felt there was too much focus on data rates and used the example that 300mb systems are being transmitted over 45mb transmission systems but not at real time.





A member noted that there has been a proliferation of “pipelines” and more were to come and that any system should be able to adapt.





A member noted that the migration strategy was hard to predict and that there was a danger that a strategy may limit the implementation of the future technological advances.





Merrill made the point that in his view the purpose of the task force was to define interoperability and define where standards are needed and who should work on them.


	Help define interconnectivity.


		Example: 360 or 400mb system should use the same connector.


	No single model


	Transition


		New and old infrastructures


	Minimize the number of compression choices


		Maybe  “detent” positions in the variable compression scale


		Match blocks problem - agree on block matches?


	Header to identify compression profile


		SMPTE/EBU report deals with Metadata





SMPTE structure discussion followed


Merrill reported that SMPTE was restructuring its committees





A member commented asking what the roll of the Task Force was.


	ID areas?


	Work on areas?








Merrill’s answer was the Task Force was to act as an ad hoc group where consensus was not required.  Due process and parliamentary procedure was not necessary. Urgency required faster results and a concentrated effort. Fast interchange was necessary. The group was to guide standards not develop them.





A member noted that the Task Force was to produce reports not standards.





A member asked what the “time frame “ scope was


The answer was the group would have a “real time “ focus.  Other groups would be working on non-real-time.





A member commented that it should be a “hard real-time” focus


	Network - local station - home





Merrill commented that the focus should be beyond the ATSC broadcast standards.  SMPTE focus goes beyond broadcast to cable, direct to home and others.





“Hard real-time “ was defined by a member as “ it is happening now” as opposed to a one to one real time transfer between devices.





Merrill said the job of the Task Force is mind expansion and to open up for consideration different possibilities. 





There was a concern from a member about maintaining the integrity of the original production and not compromising the original director’s goals or ideas. An example of this would be dual stream audio although not carried to the receiver dual streams would allow the original mix to be maintained.





There was a discussion on “scalable profiles” and the research that is going on in the UK.





There was comment from a member on the order of priorities of the Task Force and they would be dictated by the time for the roll out of HDTV.





There was comment that it was difficult to separate priorities. An example given was distribution vs contribution. 


	Distribution is seen as a closed system with all the cut points defined


Contribution is seen as an open system where insert or edit points are not defined


Contribution was seen as requiring more standards because the end user was not always predictable. In a closed distribution system ad hoc standards may develop





There was member comment on the lack of agreed raster standards and how an in house plant format was likely to be adopted by each user.





Merrill asked if the number of standards could be reduced for the purpose of simplicity?








Agenda Item #4





Merrill asked for comment from each of Task Force members on their willingness to serve on the Task Force.  A member asked that all comments not be attributed to a specific member in the minutes. 





Member comment: 


	 Member was not clear on the purpose of this task force Vs the SMPTE/EBU compression task force and asked for an explanation 





The answering comment was that there was a window of necessity. Already many transport streams exist and standards are necessary


 


 It was noted that the SMPTE/EBU Task Force ends at NAB 98 and that the focus of that task force was on DTV which was coming in Europe not HDTV. This task force could draw on the work of the joint task force with goal of bring unification of standards.  The make up of this group was more users and system builders that are in the market place.





 Member comment: 


	The production process (Hollywood) must be addressed. There is a difference between the needs of Hollywood Vs the routine daily production work that is shot today and delivered today.





Merrill Asked again for the member’s commitment says that companies are already bringing product to market and change will become harder. Early equipment used by early adopters will not last for the long term because of the lack of standards. Nor will large systems develop until standards are agreed to.





Manufacturers Comments:





#1	Yes, we are committed to working with the Task Force. The focus at this time for us is not what can be done for NAB 98 but what can be done for NAB99. The continuation of this technology is dependent on what we do here





#2	HDTV is a baby not yet born. Yes, a window of opportunity exists but the commitment to a single standard at this time is not a good idea. It is simply too early and would inhibit the growth of the technology.  There is no value to this Task Force if no standards can be agreed to. There should be a focus on interoperability rather than a single standard.  It maybe possible to define standards for focused users. 





#3	we are looking for interoperability. The engineering task should be limited to terrestrial and satellite transmission. The satellite has a much more defined “pipe”. Terrestrial is much more difficult because the pipe is constantly changing. 





#4	the prior systems do not work!  The customer is not served. The Task Force should focus on standards for NAB 99. 





#5 	The Task Force should focus on minimizing the number of formats but it a gamble when it comes to standards.  We are committed to working with the Task Force.





#6	The focus should be on production. We are not committed to a single standard. We are willing to work with the Task Force. 





#7	We are supportive of the Task Force. If we reduce the complexity we will serve the customers needs.





#8	There is a window of opportunity.  There should be open standards.  We should work to narrow the complexity. We are committed to working with the Task Force.





#9	 We have been working for many years in HDTV.  There needs to interoperability between manufacturers. We must pin down bit rates and define the resultant quality.  The customer demands interoperability.





#10	There has been a lot of work on standards.  There should be open standards. The manufacturers will disserve the customer with “in-house” standards.  Manufacturers must adopt standards. If there is fighting, no one wins. We support the goal of this Task Force but there must be a define focus.





#11	A set bit rate is the most important thing to agree on. Don’t ignore MPEG4. The window is open. Metadata must be included in the discussions of this Task Force. 





#12	There is a window of opportunity. There are interim products that may continue but will eventually go away.  There should be a single family of compression standards. The interfaces are most important for a predictable future. SDTI is the only working system.  Bit rates need not be fixed for every use.  Transport may require fixed bit rates but Vtrs can vary bit rates.


This must be a focused effort. 





#13	 There are compromise systems on the market. Open standards are necessary.








Users comments





#1 	If we take the Group 3 FAX as an example, it did not take off until there was industry agreement on standards. The government has pre selected a group of standards but the industry cannot function with out prior agreed standards. The networks are not strong enough to force standards and the companies fighting around each other will stunt the growth of the industry. There is a lack of standards for SDTV. Business needs a common denominator as a fall back.  Manufacturers must be willing to throw away proprietary standards.





#2	A window of opportunity exist. We are willing to discuss open standards open standards.  Some companies may develop defacto standards but it is too early to fix standards.





#3	Users will buy as little as possible to satisfy short term needs but the industry will not grow if there is not agreement on standards.





#4	The problem needs more definition. A unified approach will help everyone.





#5	It is possible that the network to affiliate connection will benefit from an open system approach.





#6	We should not be constrained by bit rates and scan rates.





Merrill commented as follows





What I am hearing is that everyone wants to continue. If this group does not do it who will? There is no point in fighting.  The SMPTE standard can be developed and changed in two to three years if the changes in technology dictate.


Perhaps there can be some agreement on “detents” on the sliding scale of bit rates. Points at which the standards can be limited for the sake of simplicity 


The system agreed to in 1953 provided a foundation for growth. Everyone was able to work the same way. Standardization was more important rather than a slight improvement in the system.  It was more important to chose that what the choice was.


Various compression schemes have been developed each with an incremental advantage. Choosing a standard is more important than another incremental improvement. 


It is the job of this task force to make choices and recommendations on compression schemes if the group can agree that one is best. 


We must make a list of user requirements then if one system points to a solution then it can be adopted. 





Member comments:





It sounds good and noble but it is premature to say that there is only one standard.





Perhaps the word scheme could be replaced with toolkit.





There should be a focus on the transport layer.





There was general agreement that there should be a focus on the transport.





Member comment:


The computer industry has a framework of standards that allows flexibility and interoperability. This is the sort of model that we should follow





There was a general agreement to go forward and to divide the work up into groups.





LUNCH BREAK





Documentation Sites


	�hyperlink http://www.smpte/engr.tfhs_out.pdf ��Error! Bookmark not defined.�





	FTP site: bbc.co.uk


		User name:thfs


		Password: tasksite





	Documents are organized by meeting number and contain reports in preparation.





Suggested SMPTE documents


		SMPTE 305  422 high level profile





Agenda item #6


Merrill opened the discussion with his vision of what needed to be done





User requirements


in studio


Contribution


Distribution.





Video compression 


MPEG-2/DV/M-JPEG/others?  ANSCI





Transport/Embedding


MPEG-2/H-SDTI/others?


Audio


Other data (program data, Metadata)





Other Elements/Issues


	1) Raster standards





There was an open question on if it was necessary to have a separate level of discussions on audio. Should it be left to Dolby who is working on a new standard for mezzanine level compression?





Member comments:


Some of the audio data and other data sometimes effects interoperability.





Movie lots will not give a mix that can not be altered.





It was decided that there would be four focus groups.


Users group


Video compression group


Transport/embedding group


Audio/other element





Item#7


Initial discussion of work elements for the groups.


A chairperson will be necessary for each group.





Digression with a discussion on the Joint Task Force report


	Open Standards proposed


	Ironclad interoperability-no manual intervention


	Sync to plant


		Audio in sync


		Metadata in sync


	Compression history data


	Latency minimum


	Transports


		ATM – wander a constraint.





	Headroom in compression so that signal can be additionally compressed with out loss of quality


	Scanning formats 





Member comment





Ancillary data to in packet format rather than VBI





Users want discussion to included SDTV as well as HDTV. 





Merrill comment


There will likely be SD and HD inside facilities for a long time to come. The transmission encoder should be able to take both from the same port. SD and HD will run over the same “pipes”.


Merrill described his “wish box”. It would accept HD or SD as input HD would be mezzanine compressed. The SD would be forwarded. Both would exit the box at the same bit rate and the same latency.





There was a discussion of channel bandwidth and how it maybe allocated. Transport should be intra and inter facility. Facility design is that files can be moved around with out going back to video and the resultant corruption.





There is a lot of interest in 480P. Should it be considered HD or SD?





Focus should be on HD with looking at 480 as an option.





User Group should define a new table of standards as the ATSC table plus new standards.


Identify the transmission standards people want to use and the best compression standards for that standard.


Any compression standard has to consider what is going to happen to the signal before and after compression.


Concentrate on existing formats. Additional formats maybe necessary beyond ATSC table 3.





Time was running out so the rest of the meeting was given over to selecting chairpersons for the Focus groups.





User Group	Merrick Ackermans


Compression	Eric Petajan


Transport	David Burks


Audio		Tony Duboyce





MEETING ADJOURNED 





�page  �7�








�page  �3�














