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1.
Discussion

Before this meeting there was discussion in the conference calls on how and where the normative procedures for CIOT should be documented. 
Two proposals were presented that can be roughly described as follows: 

Proposal A: Document the new CIOT procedures as “delta” to the existing normative procedures in TS 23.401 and where specific procedures or information elements do not apply to CIOT add text to indicate that “this procedure does not apply to CIOT”

Proposal B: Document the new CIOT procedures as clean slate in a new specification or container (e.g. Annex, new section) in existing specification (TS 23.401, TS 23.682)

Even the though the above discussion could look trivial it reflects an important issue that needs to be clarified before SA2 (and other groups) proceed to normative specifications for these features.

Is it expected that “nodes dedicated to CIOT” to support backwards compatibility with other nodes of previous releases of the same specification? 

In more detail: In previous a UE compliant to any EPS spec (say for example TS 24.301 v13.0.0) is expected to comply with all previous versions of the same spec. This means that the UE has to support all the mandatory features indicated in this spec. The same applies to CN nodes where a node compliant to a version of the spec is expected to comply with the previous versions of the same specification.

This question needs to be answered before we proceed to decide the documentation approach. For example in attach procedure shown below the RAN node (eNB) and CIOT need to support DRB establishment if we try to document the CIOT attach in existing clause of TS 23.401.
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Figure 1: Existing Attach procedure in TS 23.401
As per solution 2 though in TR 23.720 which is mandatory,  neither the CIOT UE nor CIOT RAN need to support DRBs.

So the question that needs to be answered is: is a CIOT UE or MME (for example) compliant to “procedures optimised for CIOT” expected to comply with all previous versions of the same specification to support backwards compatibility? 
If the answer to the question is YES then:  
The procedures for CIOT should better be documented as “deltas” to the existing procedures (like for example we documented features in TS 23.401 from rel.8 to rel.13). It also means that UE procedures need to be defined for the UE to “fallback” to legacy procedures if the network does not support the required feature (say small data transmission using sol.2) and the network shall not send NW-initiated messages to UEs that do not support the corresponding feature. 

Furthermore this means that a UE that supports “optimised for CIOT” procedures has to at least support the mandatory procedures of TS 23.401 so that it can connect to a “rel.8” MME without breaking compatibility. 
Relying on NNSF to ensure backwards compatibility is NOT advisable since it can lead to configuration errors (e.g. in roaming scenarios) and can lead to the UE not being able to receive service.  It may also have adverse effects in CN nodes that receive these “non compliant messages” (e.g. as shown previously RRC Reconfiguration for setting up DRBs).

With this approach it is not advisable or useful to further record text “this procedure does not apply to CIOT” since as stated above this is not the case for the “mandatory to support” features and for the optional features is up to the choice of the deployment (as usual).

Any “profiling” of UE or CN procedures and information elements has to then correspond to the optional features and can be issued as a guideline (e.g. 900-series TR or outside of 3GPP). 

In summary if we intend to support backwards compatibility with other nodes of previous releases we should: 

a. Document the new procedures as “deltas” to existing procedures

b. No need to define in the main body of the spec which network elements can be collocated or not since this is deployment choice
If the answer to the question is NO then:  

Proposal A introduces a non-backwards compatible set of procedures in nodes with the same name. An “MME optimised for CIOT” is not backwards compatible with UEs that are compliant to the same specification but earlier versions. Same applies to the “UE optimised for CIOT” that it cannot receive service from a MME/SGW of previous release. It is therefore advisable in this case to use a different name for the nodes that are compliant only to these procedures. It is the authors opinion that in this case it is better if Proposal B is adopted to make it clearer to which procedures these new functional nodes are required to comply. 
As long as this new functional element(s) are defined as usual they can be collocated in a real deployment with existing functional nodes e.g. how MME is collocated with SGSN or PGW and GGSN. This though has no impacts in 3GPP standards.
In summary if we DO NOT intend to support backwards compatibility with other nodes of previous releases we should: 

a. Document a new architecture only applicable to CIOT compliant nodes

b. Document the new procedures as “clean slate” only applicable to CIOT

2.
Proposal

It is proposed SA2 to discuss the above and answer the question: 
Is it expected that “nodes dedicated to CIOT” to support backwards compatibility with other nodes of previous releases of the same specification 
Then as per above recommendation decide on the appropriate documentation approach.
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