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On the proposal to rename EC-EGPRS
Overall discussion
At GERAN#69 a proposal to rename EC-EGPRS (formerly named EC-GSM) was submitted in [1] and revised in [2].

It is actually worthwhile noting that the former EC-GSM was recently renamed into EC-EGPRS.

It is a little bit weird to see that the proponents are now trying to change the name once again and the brand new renaming proposal is EC-IoT, whilst NB-IoT achieves better performance, at the same transmit power, in terms of extended coverage than EC-EGPRS (that showed problems in achieving the extended coverage requirement already at the beginning of the Study Item in GERAN [3], where it was clearly stated that “It is noted that solutions with lesser coverage extension may need to be studied”, in order to not discard former EC-GSM, now EC-EGPRS, from the very beginning of the feasibility study, due to its expected inability to achieve the extended coverage requirements).
 
The acronym EC-IoT is also meaningless, since any IoT solution addresses the extended coverage as a main requirement, and inadequate, since former EC-GSM, now EC-EGPRS, is not the best technology to meet the extended coverage requirement.

Moreover, the rationale behind such a proposal seems to be quite contradictory when stating in [1] at the same time that “3GPP GERAN agreed to specify a technology that is explicitly designed to leverage/evolve the GSM network and to use as much as possible the existing hardware […] the technology is based on the existing GSM standard and infrastructure” (and therefore either EC-GSM or EC-EGPRS is the appropriate name for such a technology) and “both the EC-EGPRS technology but also the cellular IoT ecosystem will take benefit from renaming this technology in a way that better reflect this disruption”… 

Last but not least, the overall worldwide community including GSMA is referring to well-known acronyms, i.e. LTE-MTC, NB-IoT and EC-GSM (even though now EC-EGPRS), and changing one of them (once again) at this very late stage would make unnecessary and unreasonable confusion besides being technically misleading and wrong.


Conclusion
For all the above mentioned reasons, the sourcing companies strongly recommend to strongly reject any renaming proposal of formerly named EC-GSM, now EC-EGPRS. 
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