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1. Introduction
At RAN5#70 meeting NB-IoT WI was approved, this discussion paper is mean to discuss about how to handle the NB-IoT specs.
2. Discussion

NB-IoT is barely a new independent RAT on parallel with GSM, UTRA and EUTRA. A lot of test specs and independent test configurations need to be introduced to RAN5 like what 3GPP has done for Rel-8 LTE UE. NB-IoT UEs do not support other RATs, therefore no need to discussion Inter-RAT and dual mode issues at the present.
Unlike GSM, 3G and 4G technologies which are aimed at the traditional wireless communication market based upon mobile phones or terminal devices for human, NB-IoT is designed to aim at a very different market to connect “things” which are not directly associated with human interactions with devices that are very low-cost. For this reason, it is likely to have a number of new vendors entering into this market place. Some of them may not be familiar with the detail of LTE and the conformance testing associated with it. It is therefore necessary to ensure the test requirements are clearly reflected in the test specification for NB-IoT to avoid any confusion or misunderstanding in the conformance test requirement.
Considering the information above, when RAN5 introduce NB-IoT test cases there could be three ways to handle the test specs.
1) Use existing spec and add NB-IoT test cases to existing chapters as what we have done for other LTE new features
· Pros: Align with the way how core specs handle NB-IoT;
· Cons: 
· Difficult to use and maintain NB-IoT test cases as they are split in different chapters, especially when Rel-14 NB-IoT enhancements come into the spec.

· NB-IoT basic configurations have nearly nothing to do with current LTE test specs, almost everything needs to be reintroduced. Mix them together will make the spec huge and difficult to distinguish.
2) Use existing spec with separate chapters for NB-IoT.
· Pros: Easier to read comparing with 1).

· Cons: The whole spec will be huge and difficult to maintain (same with 1).

3) Introduce new specs for NB-IoT, such as 36.521-4 for RF/RRM and 36.523-4 for protocol
· Pros: Use new separate specs will be easier to maintain and clear for NB-IoT test industry.
· Cons: 
· More specs need to be maintained by RAN5 in the long run.
· The initial extra effort to create new specifications could cause delay.
Using the same approach for all specs may be the easiest way forward. However, after reconsidering the different conditions for RF, RRM and Protocol, different approaches may be used. For example, use option 1) for RF test because of direct link between RAN4 and RAN5; Use option 2) for RRM test because of not many cases need to be introduced and create a new chapter would be clear enough for readers; Use option 3) for protocol because of too many cases need to be introduced and no direct link between core spec and test spec; For 36.508, either option is ok but the easiest option should be considered because of the limited time in defining the common test environments.
3. Proposals
Proposal 1: Considering the pros and cons described above, using different approaches for different specs is proposed to be considered.
Proposal 2: Option 1) is proposed for RF test, i.e. using existing spec and adding NB-IoT test cases to existing chapters with suffix F;

Proposal 3: Option 2) is proposed for RRM test, i.e. using existing spec with separate chapters for NB-IoT, such as chapter 11;

Proposal 4: Option 3) is proposed for protocol test, i.e. introducing new spec for NB-IoT, such as 36.523-4 for protocol;

Proposal 5: For 36.508, either option is ok but the easiest option should be considered.
form change history:
v1.13.2: adds tdoc header
v1.13.1: minor changes resulting from discussions at CT#41 & SA#41

v1.13.0: mods to enforce linkage amongst stages 1, 2, 3

draft mods Scarrone-Meredith 2008-07 ff
v1.12.1: removes revision marks following approval at SP-29
v1.12.0: includes provision for Study Items (SP-29)

v1.11.0: includes those changes from v1.8.0 agreed at SP-25.

v1.10.0: full circle

v1.9.0: a clean sheet

v1.8.0: includes comments from SA#24 

v1.7.0: includes comments from RAN, CN and T #24; also includes “early implementation” data

v1.6.0: includes comments made during review period prior to TSGs#24

v1.5.0: includes comments made at TSGs#23 (Phoenix)

v1.4.0: offered to SA#23 for approval

v1.3.0: offered to CN#23, RAN#23 and T#23 for comments

DRAFT4 v1.3.0: 2004-03-09: Incorporation of comments from Leaders list

DRAFT3 v1.3.0: 2004-02-19: Incorporation of comments from MCC members

DRAFT2 v1.3.0: 2004-01-29: Complete redraft:

v1.2.0: 2002-07-04: "USIM" box changed to "UICC apps"

2003-05-28: spelling of “rapporteur” corrected

2002-07-04: "USIM" box changed to "UICC apps"

