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1 Summary
This document discusses observations on the submitted performance results for the Supercharged codes as provided in S4-AHI319: Supercharged. 

2 Overhead Evaluation

For 'LTE Download' the single source block results for the ideal code differ in some cases between the 6330 code and the Supercharged code. This may be a remaining issue of the exact application of the traces vectors.
The ideal K between the 6330 code and the Supercharged code for the 'LTE-Streaming' is different by 1in some cases. This likely is due to some minor differences in the simulation setup and the usage of the trace files.
3 Device-based Evaluation
In the "Device Download" the percentage in the O column that doesn't match the Nt/Kt figures, i.e., if you take their Nt/Kt figures their numbers don't match for some cases. It may be that the Nt is the one that was used for the Kt that corresponds to 1.8 GByte with 1024 for G.

In the "Device Download" the overhead for the new cases is not provided. It is obvious that for these cases the overhead is different to the one with the submission parameters.
The exact effects of using different FEC-OTI parameters are unclear, for example how the choice of Z, T, and Ns does have influence on the required memory. More specifically, 

· how does the memory get influenced by Z and Kt when Ns = 1. 

· what is the role of Ns in their solution, and for what purpose is it signalled to the receiver? 

In the "Device Download" the network2sd results for the new cases are not provided and therefore the influence on performance on the device cannot be deducted.
For the “Device Streaming” results, it is unclear if the Reed-Solomon decoding is used.  The overhead evaluation results seem to be based on using the Reed-Solomon code for smaller values of N. 

For the “Device Streaming” results, there seems to be a systematic discrepancy between the reported K values, the packet payload size T, and the reported media streaming rate, i.e., it seems that the packet overheads are included as part of the media streaming rate, which would be incorrect. Also, there seems to be several discrepancies between the media streaming rates reported and the K-values reported, i.e., a different K-value is used to compute the media streaming rate than is reported as the K value for some of the streaming cases.

4 Proposal

In order to avoid ambiguities when comparing results of different codes, these issues need to be clarified or the results may not be used.
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