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1. Introduction
This contribution provides some views on the choice of reference decoder for 2-sided model tests.
2. Encoder/Decoder for 2-sided Model
In RAN4#107, the following was agreed:

	Issue 3-3: Encoder/decoder for 2-sided model
· Option 1: reference decoder is provided by the vendor of the encoder under test so that the encoder and decoder are jointly designed and trained
· Option 2: reference decoder is provided by the vendor of the decoder(infra-vendors) so that the encoder and decoder are jointly designed and trained
· Option 3: The reference decoder(s) are fully specified and captured in RAN4 spec to ensure identical implementation across equipment vendors without additional training procedure needed.
· Option 4: The reference decoder(s) are partially specified and captured in RAN4 spec.
· Option 6: Test decoder is specified and captured in RAN4 and is provided by test environment vendor. The encoder and decoder can be jointly trained.
· Other options not precluded

Companies are invited to bring further input on merits/de-merits/feasibility of Options 1- 4.

Proponents of Option 6 should bring clarifications on how this option would be used to implement RAN4 tests.



For the above options, we have the following observations:

Observation 1: Options 1 and 2 will require a well-defined decoder format to enable TE vendors to load the required reference decoders for each test.

Observation 2: The unspecified part of option 4 gives way to performance variations between TE vendor implementations, which is undesirable.

Observation 3: The reference or test decoder specified by option 3 or 6 respectively provides for the easiest TE implementation, but the reference decoder design and collaboration procedures need to be carefully studied to minimise the model mismatch impact in the field.
Considering the above observations, our preference is to either study and define a framework for model loading that can reliably enable option 1 or 2, or fully specify a RAN4 reference decoder (option 3 or 6).

Proposal 1: A reliable and robust model loading procedure should be studied and defined for vendor-provided reference decoders; else, the reference decoder should be fully specified by RAN4.

3. Conclusion
Observation 1: Options 1 and 2 will require a well-defined decoder format to enable TE vendors to load the required reference decoders for each test.

Observation 2: The unspecified part of option 4 gives way to performance variations between TE vendor implementations, which is undesirable.

Observation 3: The reference or test decoder specified by option 3 or 6 respectively provides for the easiest TE implementation, but the reference decoder design and collaboration procedures need to be carefully studied to minimise the model mismatch impact in the field.

Proposal 1: A reliable and robust model loading procedure should be studied and defined for vendor-provided reference decoders; else, the reference decoder should be fully specified by RAN4.
References
[1] 
