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Introduction
In the endorsed document RP-202867, a set of basic procedures were endorsed, which required further detailing by the MCC and RAN/RAN WG leadership. The document also asked that once the MCC and RAN/RAN WG leadership had agreed on the details, they would produce one document capturing all new and older agreements related to TEI (to have one reference document to look at, and not many different ones). The result in RAN#91e is document RP-210224 produced by MCC.
This email discussion intends to collect any remaining concerns or comments before putting in place the TEI handling process after RAN#91e, based on the requirements A., B., C., D1., D2., D3., E1., E2., E3. and E4. that are listed in RP-210224.
For more information on the details of each of the requirements, and some practical examples, please consult RP-210224 if needed.

Question Initial round
Do you have any concerns about putting in place the process for TEI handling based on the requirements A., B., C., D1., D2., D3., E1., E2., E3. and E4. that are listed in RP-210224, or any other comments?
If you do have a concern or a comment, please indicate which requirement (A., B., C., D1., D2., D3., E1., E2., E3. or E4.) your concern or comment is about, and describe your concern or comment clearly.
Feedback Form 1: Please mention company, which requirement, and a description of the concern or comment
	Item
	Company
	Comments

	1
	MediaTek
Inc.
	R2 chairman: Additional clarification, In order to practically implement B, at least RAN2 will apply the following: For a TEI Cat B or C change with impact or potential impact in other WG, unless the change is both urgent and can be stand-alone, RAN2 will await treatment in the other WG to enable that all the CRs are provided to the same TSG meeting for approval. So in case there is a wait period, RAN2 may endorse the CRs meanwhile ..

	2
	VODAFON
Group Plc
	EThis is a long document that may set many rules. Comments from more companies may be needed.



	Item
	Company
	Comments

	3
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd
	D1 - It seems a bit strange to say ’shall be proposed’ because it says nothing about whether the proposed WI is approved or not. Probably better to word this as ’shall be used’.
D2 and D3 - These seem a little contradictory the way they are currently worded. I think the intention is that D2 is referring to ”In case the RAN work triggered via TSG SA/CT WI is small”, and then D3 is referring to work triggered by TSG SA/CT TEI CRs (i.e. not from a SA/CT WI). Adding ’WI’ to D2 would clarify this.
Furthermore, I wonder if D3 actually achieves anything if SA/CT are creating mini-WIs for their TEI CRs. In this case RAN could trigger some work and use the SA/CT WI code, as described in D2 (and thereby circumventing the restriction in D3).
E - Inter-RAN WG aspects:
When we had the discussion at RAN#84 that led to RP-191602 being endorsed we tried to place some limits on inter-RAN WG TEIs. These were captured in RP-191602 (slide 3 and 4 which are actually shown in the Annex at the very end of the document) and think it would be useful that they are at least partly captured in this summary document. They are:
”Work on TEI should predominantly be within a single WG
· Cross-WG TEI is strongly discouraged
· RAN1/2 TEI proposal with RAN4 impact to core requirements is strongly discouraged
· Cross-TSG TEI including RAN is very strongly discouraged For cross WG TEI:
· A single WG makes the yes/no decision on a TEI
– It should be obvious which WG makes the decision - if it is not obvious then the cross WG interaction is too much for a TEI
· RAN2 impact of RAN1/4-led TEI shall be limited to RRC signalling of configuration parameters and UE capabilities (no MAC impact, no RRC procedural impact, etc)
· RAN4 impact of RAN1/2-led TEI to performance requirements, i.e., test case(s), can be evaluated/discussed in performance phase of certain release, e.g., after March 2020 for Rel-16 as a package”
I have made some of the bullets bold. In my view these are the most important ones to be captured in this document.
General comment
The document contains a lot of background, discussion, and examples. My fear is that this will be a barrier to delegates reading and applying these rules. I think it would be useful to have a section in the document that captures all the requirements in one place (probably best at the beginning) leaving readers to dig into the more detailed background, discussion, and examples if they need to.

	Item
	Company
	Comments

	4
	Ericsson
LM
	W r t the first bullet of section E.4 we are wondering if the suggestion is to introduce unique TEI identifiers retroactively for TEI16 or this is an artifact from a prolonged discussion starting before Rel-16 was completed? If the idea is to introduce identifiers retroactively for TEI16 what would this mean? Would it be for all TEI16 or only based on new (Cat F) TEI16 CRs? To our understanding there should not be new TEI16 Cat B/C CRs, should there?

	5
	ZTE Cor-
poration
	B. Agree with R2 Chairman on the implication of B.
D2 and D3. Agree with Intel’s comments.
E.4. Regarding the comment from Ericsson, we think we should start the new process only from Rel-17.

	6
	HUAWEI
TECHNOLOGIES Co.
Ltd.
	[Huawei, HiSilicon] to us the above questions needs to be clarified 1) from Intel :
Furthermore, I wonder if D3 actually achieves anything if SA/CT are creating mini-WIs for their TEI CRs. In this case RAN could trigger some work and use the SA/CT WI code, as described in D2 (and thereby circumventing the restriction in D3). 2) those from Ericsson
At this stage we are not sure we need to discuss anything else beside the proposals in RP-210224. So we are not sure if we need to discuss the other points from Intel, given that there is no formal document to this RAN proposing them



Questions Intermediate round
General points
The comments, questions and proposals from the Initial round are rearranged here, with the possibility to comment on most of them.
[Vodafone]This is a long documentthat may set many rules. Comments frommorecompaniesmay beneeded.
[Moderator] Since multiple companies made comments after this remark, the moderator considers this comment resolved.
[Huawei,HiSilicon]Atthis stage we arenot surewe needto discuss anything else besidethe proposalsin RP-210224. So we arenot sureif we needto discuss the other pointsfromIntel, given thatthereis no formal documentto this RAN proposingthem
[Moderator] All proposals from Intel seem to be included in RP-210224, if partly only in the references. Therefore it is difficult to decide how to interpret this comment.
[Intel]Thedocumentcontainsalotofbackground,discussion,andexamples. Myfearisthatthiswill bea barrierto delegatesreadingand applying these rules. I think it would beuseful to have a section inthe document that capturesall the requirementsin one place(probablybestat the beginning) leavingreaders to dig into the moredetailedbackground,discussion, and examples if they needto. [Moderator] I believe this is a good proposal that would help the readability, so I propose to accept this.
Feedback Form 2: Do you agree to have a section in the beginning of the document that captures (only) all the requirements together?
	Item
	Company
	Comments

	1
	ETSI
	No, the requirements are given in the bold text of requirements A./B./C./D1.D.3/E1.-E.4. The text paragraphs after each requirement are explanations about what the requirement means and how it should be carried out. Decoupling both would rather cause confusion than having a benefit.

	2
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd
	This is a long document and, whether we like it or not, the reality is that most delegates will read at most the bold requirements - some won’t even read that much. The motivation behind my proposal is that putting them in one place was to maximise the chance that delegates at least read all the bold requirements.
But if there reluctance to do this then I can also live without it.


Requirement B.
[R2chairman]Additionalclarification,InordertopracticallyimplementB,atleastRAN2willapply thefollowing: ForaTEICatBorCchangewithimpactorpotentialimpactinotherWG,unlessthe changeis bothurgentand canbestand-alone, RAN2 will await treatmentin the other WGto enable thatall the CRs areprovidedto the same TSG meetingfor approval. So in casethereis a wait period,RAN2 may endorse the CRs meanwhile.
[ZTE]Agreewith RAN2 Chairman on the implicationof B.
[Moderator] This is a clarification from the RAN2 Chairman, not a question or a proposal.
Requirement D1.
[Intel]It seemsa bit strangeto say ’shall beproposed’becauseit says nothing aboutwhether the proposedWI is approvedor not. Probablybetterto wordthis as ’shall beused’.
Feedback Form 3: Do you agree to this rewording?
	Item
	Company
	Comments

	1
	ETSI
	To B.: RAN2 does not need to endorse the CRs, they can agree their TEI CRs but if RAN2 expects impacts on other WGs, then this should be clarified on the CR cover (see E1.).
To D1.: ”proposed” was used as there will be no automatic blank check for this sort of RAN WIs. But no problem to replace by ”no TEI CRs shall be used in RAN but a proper RAN WI is required”.

	Item
	Company
	Comments

	2
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd
	Regarding B, I do not see a need to reword it, particularly given that this is a direct copy from 21.900. However, I agree with the RAN2 chairman that in practice this means that RAN2 will not agree a CR until it is confident that necessary work in other WGs is complete and the full set of CRs can be submitted to the same TSG meeting. Whether RAN2 endorses it as some stage while it waits for other WGs can be left to RAN2 to decide.
Regarding D1 - I’d suggest a very simple replacement of ”...shall be proposed” to ”... is required” (my previous suggestion was ”... is used”). I don;t think we need to make it any more complex that this. So final sentence is
”Normally, for TSG SA/CT work that requires cat.B/C CRs from RAN WGs a RAN WI is required”

	3
	NEC	Eu-
rope Ltd
	[Moderator] Please note that as I wrote above, the comment on requirement B. was an explanation, not a comment and not asking for any change. The feedback box was intended exclusively for the comment on D1. So let’s focus on D1. here.


Requirements D2. and D3.
[Intel]D2 and D3 - These seema little contradictorythe way they arecurrentlyworded. I think the intentionis that D2 is referringto ”In casethe RAN work triggeredvia TSG SA/CT WI is small”, andthen D3 is referringto work triggeredby TSG SA/CT TEI CRs (i.e. not froma SA/CT WI). Adding’WI’ to D2 would clarify this.
[ZTE]Agreewith Intel’s comments.
Feedback Form 4: Do you agree to add ”WI” to resolve this issue?
	Item
	Company
	Comments

	1
	ETSI
	To D2.: Yes, adding ”WI*”iscorrectandweshouldalsoaddNOTE: *: provisional WI codes, companion WIDs/”mini-WIDs” are not meant here but already TSG approved proper WIs”


Requirement D3.
[Intel]Furthermore,I wonder if D3 actually achieves anything if SA/CT arecreatingmini-WIs for theirTEICRs. InthiscaseRANcouldtriggersomeworkandusetheSA/CTWIcode,asdescribed inD2 (and therebycircumventingthe restrictionin D3).
[Huawei,HiSilicon]Tous the abovequestion fromIntel needsto beclarified.
Feedback Form 5: Can MCC and/or someone else clarify this?
	Item
	Company
	Comments

	1
	ETSI
	D2. was not supposed to cover cases of mini-WIDs but only proper WIs that were approved by the TSG in the past and that have a proper WI code (also in 3GU); as clarified in the previous feedback form a note to D2. can solve this; D3. clarifies then that TEI CRs from another TSG (even if they come with a mini-WID) can not trigger TEI CRs in another TSG. This is in line with the understanding that TEI is for small enhancements and not TSG wide features and also in line with the very strongly discouragement of inter-TSG TEI CRs of RP-191602

	2
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd
	To clarify my point in response to Huawei question, SA/CT are following a processes whereby they create a ’mini WID’ (complete with WI code) for every TEI CR. This would mean that all small enhancement work coming from SA/CT could be treated based on D2, and D3 would never happen.
Joern has clarify that D2 was not meat for ’mini WIDs’ but only proper WI.
Some clarification of this point along the lines suggested is ok for me.


Requirements E (E1./E2./E3./E4.)
[Intel]When we had the discussion at RAN#84 that ledto RP-191602 beingendorsedwe triedto placesome limits on inter-RAN WGTEIs. These werecapturedin RP-191602 (slide 3 and 4 which areactually shown in the Annexat the very end of the document)and think it would beuseful that theyareat leastpartlycapturedin this summary document. They are:
”Workon TEI should predominantlybewithin a single WG
•Cross-WGTEI is stronglydiscouraged
· RAN1/2 TEI proposal with RAN4 impact to core requirements is strongly
discouraged
•Cross-TSGTEI including RAN is very stronglydiscouraged ForcrossWGTEI:
· A single WG makes the yes/no decision on a TEI
o It should be obvious which WG makes the decision - if it is not obvious then the cross WG interaction is too much for a TEI
• RAN2 impact of RAN1/4-led TEI shall be limited to RRC signalling of configuration parameters and UE capabilities (no MAC im
•RAN4 impact of RAN1/2-ledTEI to performancerequirements,i.e., test case(s),canbe evaluated/discussedin performancephase of certainrelease,e.g., after March2020 for Rel-16as a package”
Ihavemadesomeofthebulletsbold. Inmyviewthesearethemostimportantonestobecapturedin thisdocument.
Feedback Form 6: Do you agree to capture these bullets (which are already listed in the Annex) in the main body of the document?
	Item
	Company
	Comments

	1
	ETSI
	RP-191602 had no annex. All the listed discouragements are recommendations that can and were ignored and not checked on TSG level. E1.-E4. are in line with the endorsed RP-202867 and included and explained in RP-210224 and will allow such a checking, better traceability, visibility and consistency of this sort of cross-WG TEI CRs. This does not exclude that we repeat in a revision of RP-210224 some of these guidance statements. However, 2 of them are problematic:
1. ”A single WG makes the yes/no decision on a TEI”: Of course each WGdecides about their TEI CRs but if this implies that there is one coordinating WG, then we have to admit that this did not work since introduction of RP191602, neither time-wise nor content-wise.
2. ”RAN4 impact of RAN1/2-led TEI to perf. requirements can be discussedin perf. phase of the release”: Apart from the fact that there is no real perf. phase, we would have 2 cases: either the RAN1/2 TEI CRs are coming in the perf. phase (then the statement has no meaning) or the RAN1/2 TEI CRs are coming before/outside of the perf. phase and then this will break requirement B, the requirement of RP-191602/TR 21.900 (Each TEI shall be fully completed within the same quarter in all affected WGs)

	2
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd
	To clarify a few things regarding my previous proposal.
1- My reference to annex was not refering to RP-191602 but to RP-210224 - I should have said ’references’ rather than annex.
2 - I think it is important that we include these guidance statements, and it was those that I put in bold that I felt important to include. I do not see that RP-210224 is just about things that can be checked at TSG level - instead we should be aiming to put in a single place all the information that delegates need to consider when preparing proposals for small enhancements.
3 - I’m not sure that I understand the concern from ETSI regarding there being a single WG to make the yes/no decision. I think this is what has been happening for most cases in R16.

	3
	Ericsson
LM
	W r t ”It should be obvious which WG makes the decision”, to whom should it be obvious? Not sure WGs always share the same understanding.


Requirement E4.
[Ericsson]W r t the first bullet of sectionE.4 we arewondering if the suggestion is to introduce uniqueTEI identifiers retroactivelyfor TEI16 or this is an artifact froma prolongeddiscussion
startingbefore Rel-16was completed? If the ideais to introduceidentifiers retroactivelyfor TEI16 whatwouldthismean? WoulditbeforallTEI16oronlybasedonnew(CatF)TEI16CRs? Toour understanding thereshould not benew TEI16 Cat B/C CRs, should there?
[ZTE]Regardingthe commentfromEricsson, we think we should start the new processonly from Rel-17.
[Huawei,HiSilicon]Tous those questions fromEricsson needsto beclarified
Feedback Form 7: Can MCC and/or someone else clarify this? Does this start from Rel-17 or Rel-16?
	Item
	Company
	Comments

	1
	ETSI
	RP-202867 clarified that ”unique identifiers are not added retroactively”. This is also confirmed under E2. But yes, the text under E4. should be rephrased to start with REL-17 (REL-16 is frozen and TR 21.900 forbids cat.B/C CRs to frozen releases).
Trying to address all feedback comments a revised_RP-210224_v01_MCC.zip is provided in the Inbox/Drafts folder for this email discussion.

	2
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd
	I think this process should start from Rel-17



Questions Intermediate round Part 2
Many issues brought up in the Intermediate round (”Part 1”) were resolved, with only the issue of ”single WG responsible” not resolved. However, in further offline discussions, MCC agreed after all that the requirements can be separately listed for better readability, and it became clear that there is no agreement on when the procedures will be started (from Rel-17 TEI, or after RAN#91e?) General
[Intel]This is a long documentand, whether we like it or not, the realityis that most delegateswill readat most the boldrequirements- some won’teven readthat much. The motivation behindmy proposalis that putting them in one placewas to maximise the chancethat delegatesat leastreadall theboldrequirements.
[MCCinofflinediscussion]Noproblemtoaddaseparateannexjustcollectingallrequirements.Ijust wantedtoavoidthatpeoplegotlostwhentheyhavetojumpbackandforthtofindtheexplanationfor theconsideredrequirement.
[Moderator] Since I originally proposed to accept Intel’s proposal, MCC now accepts it, and there were no other comments on this in the previous round of discussion, we can consider this accepted. Whether this list of requirements is in the beginning of the document as preferred by Intel or in an Annex can in my view be left to MCC - as long as such a list is provided. So, no feedback form is needed for this issue, I’m only highlighting it because the conclusion is different from what I wrote in RP-210808.
Requirements E (E1., E2., E3., E4)
Originally, Ericsson brought up the question whether requirement E4. would apply from Rel-16 or Rel-17. Almost all companies have expressed a preference for Rel-17. However, MCC brought up the following consideration in offline discussion on this topic.
[MCCin offline discussion] Wehave to distinguish 2 things:
1. E.4: The trackingof cat.B/CTEI featuresby MCC in a REL-list. HereI fully agreethat havinganextraREL-16 list with 1, 2 or 3 featuresonly is not really a list of greatuse.
2. E.1/E.2/E.3 Alsofor a REL-16 cat.B/CTEI CR set it will bevery useful (if not even moreusefulthenforaREL-17CRset)todothissortoftrackingstoseewhetherRANgotacompleteCR setor not.
Thesecondpoint is the main reasonfor this whole activity.The first pointis a positiveside effectof thesecondand only works if the secondpointis in place.
 Thebigger problemthat I seeis: If we write into the documentthat we only do this activity for REL-17andbeyond,peoplecanstillcomein3years,doaREL-16cat.B/CTEICRsetandsay”this wasexcluded fromthis TEI trackingactivity as we only start fromREL-17”. This will not achieve thesecondpointabove.
[Moderator] In short, MCC prefers that we start applying the procedures to any Cat.B/C TEI CR, regardless of release, after the current plenary because it is beneficial for E1., E2. and E3. Requirement E4. is not the reason to do this, but limiting to TEI17 and later releases would not be helpful for E1., E2. and E3.
Note 1: It has been clarified before that this does NOT mean a retroactive application to earlier TEI CRs. It only applies to new Cat.B/C TEI CRs submitted to RAN plenary after RAN#91e.
Note 2: The number of TEI Cat. B/C CRs for Rel-16 or earlier should be extremely small because in principle they are not allowed. There are only some very specific exceptions when TEI Cat.B/C CRs to frozen releases are allowed, and we can assume that such CRs will be rare.
So, with this explanation from MCC, can we adopt the procedures starting after this plenary, regardless of release? Any objection?
Feedback Form 8: Do you object to applying the TEI procedures starting after RAN#91e, for all new Cat.B/C TEI CRs , independent of release?
(yes=object)
	Item
	Company
	Comments


Also on requirements E1., E2., E3., E4., Intel requested that the list of guidance statements from the
RAN WG Chairman in RP-191602 would be adopted in the new guidance document (revision of RP-210224), or at least the ones that Intel considered the most important. MCC has agreed to do so, except:
• A single WG makes the yes/no decision on a TEI
o It should be obvious which WG makes the decision - if it is not obvious then the cross WG interaction is too much for a TEI
MCC believes that although this would be the ideal case, in practice it does not happen and WGs are apparently not coordinated on such TI CRs. Ericsson asked to whom it should be obvious and believes different RAN WGs have different understanding of this.
[Moderator] I do not have a proposed solution for this one, therefore my question is general: Do you have any feedback on this issue?
Feedback Form 9: Do you have any feedback on this issue of ”single WG decides”? Shall this guidance from WG Chairs (RP-191602) be adopted also in the new guidance?
	Item
	Company
	Comments

	1
	Intel Corporation (UK) Ltd
	I would be OK not to capture the ”single WG decides aspect” if other companies have concerns (although I note that there were no concerns when we agreed for the first time 18 months ago). I actually think that the most important aspect from RP-191602 to capture is:
”RAN2 impact of RAN1/4-led TEI CRs shall be limited to RRC signalling of configuration parameters and UE capabilities (no MAC impact, no RRC procedural impact, etc.)”
And this one is already added to the revision of RP-210224.
My only suggestion for the revision of RP-210224 would be to make this bullet bold. This bullet is not just guidance but a requirement that we expect everyone to follow.



1
1
1
