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Abstract:       There is a proposal [2] that recommends that for MCPTT, 3GPP should limit itself to specifying only a recommendation for a default vocoder for interoperability and roaming.
1. Background
Clause 5.1.4 of [1] has the following recommended requirement:

It is recommended that a codec that is important for MCPTT communications be mandated for MCPTT terminals.

This SA4-agreed recommended requirement must be maintained for the following reasons:

1. 3GPP has the experts to understand how the codec performs in MCPTT systems & bearers, and should therefore specify what it believes is the proper solution.  This is particularly relevant in this case where the difference in performance is quite significant [see Annex] and the codec chosen will impact Public Safety.
2. 3GPP is a standards development organization that makes decisions based on technical merit.  Commercial interests need to be discussed outside of 3GPP.  It is risky for 3GPP to make decisions based on commercial interests or leave a decision to commercial interests, especially for a service such as MCPTT where lives may be dependent on the quality of the recommended solution.
3. In addition, one should not underestimate the need for roaming among different authorities, organizations, or regions.  During times of disaster, it is common for countries/regions to send their teams to help rescue and recovery operations in other regions experiencing disasters.  Even countries or organizations that do not have the capacity to send teams elsewhere may need to receive help from external teams in case of severe disasters. In these situations it is cumbersome and inefficient for rescue and recovery teams providing assistance to have to use different types of equipment in order to communicate with the local authorities.
2. Recommendation
SA support SA Working Group 4 in continuing its efforts to select and specify a mandatory codec for MCPTT that would provide robust communications in all scenarios -- whether roaming or operating within local/regional locations or jurisdictions.
3. References
[1] 3GPP TR 26.879 v1.4.0 Mission Critical Push To Talk; Media, codecs and MBMS enhancements for Mission Critical Push to Talk over LTE (http://www.3gpp.org/DynaReport/26879.htm, S4-151554)

[2] SP-150778 Discussion and proposal about interoperability / roaming vocoder for MCPTT for Rel-13 (http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/TSG_SA/TSGS_70/Docs/SP-150778.zip)
Annex
Clause 5.1.1.6 of [1] evaluates the performance of the candidate 3GPP codecs over the various bearers that can be used for MCPTT systems and provides the conclusions in clause 5.1.1.6.4 of   [1].  The table below provides a comparative chart based on these conclusions and highlights some key results in the study.
	Key Performance Indicator (KPI)
	EVS Compared to AMR-WB
	EVS Compared to Reference
	AMR-WB Compared to Reference

	Coverage
	Exceeds for all MCPTT bearers

38% better coverage for LTE-D bearer


	Exceeds for unicast and LTE-D bearers

Should meet, if not exceed, the reference coverage for MBMS SC-PTM bearers
	Meets for unicast bearer

Does not meet for LTE-D bearer

Does not appear to meet for the MBMS SC-PTM bearers

	Error Resiliency/Speech Quality
	Exceeds for all MCPTT bearers

Can handle 400% higher error rate than AMR-WB for all MCPTT bearers


	Meets for all MCPTT bearers


	Meets for unicast bearers

Does not meet for MBMS SC-PTM and LTE-D bearers



	Speech Intelligibility
	Appears to exceed for all MCPTT bearers
	Expected to meet or exceed for all MCPTT bearers
	Meets for unicast bearers

Does not meet for LTE-D bearers

Does not appear to meet for MBMS SC-PTM bearers

	Call Capacity
	Exceeds for all MCPTT bearers

20-30% better capacity than AMR-WB for LTE-D bearers

Can also support 33% more groups than AMR-WB for LTE-D bearers
	Exceeds for unicast bearers

Cannot compare for other MCPTT bearers
	Meets for unicast bearers

Cannot compare for other MCPTT bearers


� The capacity analysis in clause 5.1.1.6.3.4 of [1] demonstrates that EVS provides a 20% and 30% gain in capacity for the cases of 3 and 4 MCPTT groups per cell, respectively.





