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1 Objective

In order to live up to the request of SA to come up with a mapping of recommended codecs for various use cases, this document proposes a couple of thoughts that should be considered when creating such recommendations. The goal of those proposals is to make the resulting recommendations meaningful, well structured and easy to comprehend even for non-experts in this particular matter.

2 Rules for recommendation building

1. Compare the codecs to each other

We are asked to express a preference (where possible) for one of the two candidate codecs so comparative statements should be made between those two codecs (and not relative to other codecs inside or outside 3GPP).
2. Describe the “type of content” as either speech, music or mixed content

In the test preparations we distinguished further into “speech between music” and “speech over music”. However, this was merely done to ensure that both of those cases are covered, i.e. to prevent that all test samples fall into only one of those two sub-classes. In the real world, mixed content can not be divided up into those two classes, it is in nearly all cases a bit of both. Furthermore, this distinction is not widely used in the industry and we would confuse non-experts rather than guide them. Therefore, we should stick to the three well accepted categories of content listed above.
3. Do not make recommendations specific only to “speech”

The relevant 3GPP specifications know a dedicated media type “speech” for use with speech content. This media type even includes default codecs. It would be ridiculous and counter-productive, misleading and confusing if we would recommend a further codec for use with speech signals outside the media type “speech”.  Recommendations covering e.g. speech and mixed content might still be used though.
4. Rely on the official test results

Conclusions should be drawn only from the results of the official ETSI tests. Information that was voluntarily provided by the candidates after and in addition to the official results (partly even using modified codecs) has to be ignored for this particular purpose.
5. Make clear recommendations where a clear winner can be identified

Where a codec can demonstrate a very clear preference over the other (by beating the competitor by a large margin or where the other codec doesn’t provide data), this should be expressed accordingly by saying “It is recommended …”.
6. Make a structured recommendation

Start by making general and broad statements (which cover a content type across all bitrates or a bitrate across all content types) and follow with the more limited recommendations relating to a specific content type at specific bitrate(s).

Do not mix recommendations and non-recommendations, as this will be difficult to read and confusing. Strictly stick to statements in the styles of either “It is recommended…” or “Codec A is better than codec B at…”.
4 Proposal

The author requests that the thoughts expressed above are taken into account when responding to the SA request to provide codec recommendations..
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