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Context
At TSG#95, the first version of the "Guidelines on WIDs names and acronyms" was proposed to CT (CP-220370), RAN (RP-220065) and SA (SP-220273).

CT#95 endorsed the proposal, after some clarifications.

RAN#95 handled the proposal by NWM, which generated the report in  RP-220882.
SA#95 postponed it to SA#96, to give more time to collect off-line comments.

At TSG#96, another version was provided, in SP-220698, which included most of the RAN#95's comments (i.e. the ones for which there was a clear consensus) made in  RP-220882. 
SA#96 decided to conduce an e-mail thread on it, that would result in: "the WP Manager to produce an updated version including the comments received online, and potentially a companion contribution if conflicting comments were not possible to be resolved. This new version would be the proposal to be sent to plenary for further discussion and possible approval (by all three TSGs).", and this was to be done by SA#97 deadline.
Over this e-mail thread, only one comment was made, by the SA5 Chair, proposing that MCC defines the Acronyms, while the Names will continue to be proposed by the WGs – and reviewed at the plenary.
Note: 
As also mentioned by the SA5 Chair, there is a problem with terminology: " WID Name" is used in the Work Plan (because this is how MS Project refers to tasks), while "WID Title" is used in the WID template. This should be aligned, but it is not intended to be covered by these Guidelines.

Back to the acronyms, MCC defining the acronyms is already the case: the WID template states, for the acronym field: {Propose an acronym. Final acronym to be confirmed at the plenary.}. And SA confirmed on several occasions that the last word on acronyms should be for the WP Manager, as to maximise the consistency between acronyms.
This approach is however not optimal: it can create some confusion, since there is a period of time where a WID can show a different Acronym than the final one. And it can lead to ignore/not implement the MCC acronyms (see e.g. the WP manager's comments on SP-220610 to SP-220615 at SA#96, where some of them ended up not implemented). 
New proposed approach for the acronym
A simpler approach is proposed: 
In CT and SA, it is proposed to leave the "acronym" field blank in the WID form until the final one is allocated by MCC, i.e. to follow the same process as for the UID. (In RAN, there is no confusion, so the ongoing process can continue).

This approach would indeed have several benefits:

· It alleviates the delegates from having to propose conformant acronyms. Acronyms conformity/consistency becomes a purely MCC-internal problem. 

· It becomes clear that the acronym is to be allocated by MCC – no possible confusion between WG-proposal acronym and the final acronym. In case the (MCC) acronym is not "appreciated" by the rapporteur/WG chair, this will of course be changed – but the default approach is inverted.
· This would confirm the alignment of the processes in CT, SA and RAN. 
· The process for the Acronym allocation will be exactly the same as for the UID allocation: in RAN, this is done after the plenary, while in SA and CT, this is done just before TSG (for WG-endorsed WIDs). 
Proposed endorsements at TSG #97
TSG#97 are proposed to endorse that: 
· It is confirmed that MCC defines the Acronyms. 
· In CT and SA, it is recommended to leave the "acronym" field (in the WID form) blank, until the final acronym is allocated by MCC (as per the UID). In case the field is not left blank, it is clear that the acronym is a suggestion, and this can be later changed by MCC.
· In RAN, the process is unchanged.

· WID Names will continue to be reviewed at the plenary.
With this clarification that Acronyms are to be defined by MCC, it is not so important to set several rules/guidelines. The Guidelines are simplified as to apply only for the WID Names – they then become "Guidelines on WIDs names". Some indications on how MCC will allocate the Acronyms are kept, to make it a fully-transparent process. 
The revised proposal is attached, in two versions: one showing the revisions, and a clean one.

