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Introduction
In SA4#47, whether MTSI terminals will have mandatory and/or recommended new image sizes was discussed. It was wondered even whether any table of new image sizes should be put in the specification. In this contribution, we analyze both approaches and introduce a signalling method that combines their advantages.

Not Recommending Image Sizes

Since VLSI technologies evolve continuously and some day the majority of UEs might be equipped with computational resource enough to handle arbitrary image size and bit-rate, within some limits. In that case, standards should leave the decision of such parameters to the discretion of operators and developers.
Under such ideal conditions, spectral efficiency will be maximized and video quality will be optimized for the user interface. However, transition from 3G-324M, where most parameters are almost pre-defined and fixed, to MTSI in such a way will have many complexity and cost issues.
· Since the nature of video traffic is not known as precisely as in 3G-324M, higher implementation margin will be required, in the form of additional memory, processing power, and cost.
· Available resource might not be exploited fully. Consider that two UEs, which cannot support arbitrary image sizes but still offer similar sizes larger than QCIF, are trying to open a session. They might have to settle for QCIF, unless they share a common size larger than QCIF.
· UE development will cost more and take longer if each operator requires its own set of image sizes. Note that each image size in MTSI will require a significant amount of optimization.
Recommending Image Sizes
Although this approach can address above concerns, other long-term shortcomings exist.
· Flexibility in the design of user interface will be limited and loss of video quality from resizing cannot be completely removed.

· Even if the bit-rate and computational resource increase, achievable bit-rate efficiency and video quality will be limited.

Combining Both Approaches
Samsung’s opinion is that even low-end UEs will be able to offer high-quality MTSI services if optimized for a limited set of image sizes. On the other hand, if UEs with enough capability can fine-tune video encoding for their user interface, additional quality gain will be possible.
We introduce a simple signalling strategy that enables both objectives.
1. SA4 recommends, not mandates, a few new image sizes, from QCIF to current maximum.
2. During session setup, a UE signals the image sizes it supports, in the order of preference. It is not required that all such sizes be recommended by SA4.
3. A UE also signals a range of image sizes, if any, within which it can encode and decode video at any width and height (but multiples of 16). Some image sizes in step 2 can be also included in the range.
For example, a UE might offer 272x240 and 192x160, but also support any rectangular sizes between 208x176 and QCIF. Since all information on the image size can be transmitted in a SDP offer, additional delay from negotiating image size will be minimal.
This strategy is designed to enable a graceful transfer of gain in the complexity, from advances in VLSI technologies, to video quality and spectral efficiency. For example, in SDP offer, some low-end UEs might look for SA4-recommended image sizes while some high-end UEs might want other sizes for their needs. In [1], we introduce a few possibilities of extending “a=framesize” for this objective.
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