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1 Introduction
A process for evaluating FEC has been defined and agreed by all relevant parties. The results of this evaluation have been provided by the proponents and cross-verified at the Paris AHG meeting. 

Even though everybody recognized that these results can be further improved, it has been decided to freeze them in order to converge to a decision. Different companies have participated to the verification process: Expway (which proposes the RS+LDPC solution), Nomor (one of the author of RFC 6330) and Huawei (independent evaluator).

The process has been clearly defined and well managed by the group. The results provided by the different parties have also been verified.

2 Addition of new evaluation criteria
In S4-130046, it is proposed to use new criteria to compare the EFEC technologies between them.

These criteria have not been discussed nor accepted at large by the group, we propose to simply ignore these criteria at that point of the process.

3 Wrong Assumptions on RS+LDPC
Not only the contribution proposes new criteria for the evaluation, but it also proposes its own analysis. After a thorough review of the contribution, we unfortunately cannot agree with any of the points. Indeed, they are all subject to discussion and, more importantly, some of the proposed analysis are based on wrong assumptions. 

For Example, the contribution assumes that during a Dash packet transmission, RS+LDPC must send source symbols and repair symbols in a mixed mode. However, we have demonstrated during the evaluation process that this is not the case. 

In another example, the contribution claims that RS+LDPC need source symbols to be able to decode a file. This is also a false assumption.

4 Approximate Conclusions
The contribution claims that sub-blocking is one of the good property that any FEC should support, especially because it saves memory. While we actually look at Qualcomm figures, it actually shows that this is not so simple. Indeed, sub-blocking decreases the memory used during the decoding process, but it unfortunately seems to increase the memory used during the acquisition process. Let’s take an example: LD60 in S4-130045: in the case where the sub-blocking is maximal, 6330 needs 30MB of memory during 5h (for the acquisition) and 1,3MB during 1mn (for the decoding). 
Moreover, the contribution claims that RS+LDPC has too many parameters and it is very complex to configure. Obviously, any FEC technology has its own set of parameters. In the RS+LDPC proposed CR, we recommend one simple configuration. During the evaluation, we have seen from Qualcomm at least 5 different configurations for generating a stream. We therefore believe that both technologies have some complexity when it comes to configuration.

5 Conclusion

All in all, we have more than 10 different strong disagreements with the technical content of the contribution S4-130046, many of them are just plain wrong assumption, drawing wrong conclusions.

The FEC evaluation process has been well defined during several months and every proponent has been able to raise its voice, to provide its results and to have them validated by a truly independent company. 

We don’t think that any last minute contribution should change what has been obtained after more than a year of meetings and hard work: it is clear that RS+LDPC and 6330 technologies are close in terms of performance, while RS+LDPC appears ahead in terms of maturity and market availability. 
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