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1	Introduction
In RAN#89e, it was agreed to attempt to improve the TEI handling practices in RAN WGs, with a post-meeting email discussion tasked to consider those. The discussion was held under the tag "[TEI traceability]", but there were only few replies to it, with 3 proposals being discussed. In this document, we attempt to consider way forward with the proposal to assess the benefits of each proposal and come to a conclusion.
2	TEI traceability problems
The problems recognized during RAN#89e discussion were mainly related to the traceability of TEI items. With proliferation of TEIs, it has become difficult for implementations to untangle which CR is related to which feature: since all the TEI items share the same WI code, it is not possible to filter the TEI features via the normal mechanisms from the list of agreed CRs, requiring laborious (manual) efforts. This wastes time for all companies and increases the probability of errors for tracking CRs for corrections to a specific TEI feature. 
Observation 1: TEI CRs cannot be traced using the TEIXX WI code, which creates requirement for laborious manual checking by all companies.
A second problem is that while TEI are supposed to be contained within a single meeting cycle of a single WG of a single TSG, this is in practice sometimes difficult: For example, features introduced by RAN1 typically require UE capabilities and (at least simple) signalling to activate them, all of which are defined by RAN2. Further, in some cases RAN4 requirements, might be needed to properly test the feature, which is often overlooked by TEI proponents. Finally, RAN5 tests are typically created according to RAN2/RAN4 work and is usually not counted towards the TEI "single cycle/WG" requirement. Requiring companies to consider that would make it easier to understand whether the feature truly is something that never needs to be tested, ior whether that was simply not thought out at the inception of the feature.
Observation 2: TEI proposals often don't consider the impact to other WGs, e.g. RAN4 requirements or RAN5 test case creation.
Finally, it was noted that the TEI proposals are often not even mentioned in WG reports and thus can easily vanish as they will only be visible in the (big) list of agreed CRs. This makes it difficult to even count how many TEI proposals have been agreed in a given release, let alone understand the requirements of each (given the other traceability problems noticed for the agreed TEI CRs).
Observation 3: The approval of (new) TEI feature is currently not tracked within WG status reports and can only be noticed via reading all the CRs with TEIXX WI code.
3	Way forward with the TEI handling in RAN
The three proposals within the email discussion addressed bul of the complaints about TEIs:
-	Cross-WG impact analysis via CR cover: Indicate cross-WG impacts of each TEI feature in the CR cover page when the TEI feature is first introduced. (=> Mitigates issues noted in observation 2)
-	WG chairman's report of Cat.B/C TEI CRs to RAN: The chairman status report from each WG should indicate the Cat B/C TEI CRs explicitly to allow finding all TEI features introduced in a particular RANP. This also enables each RANP to track the agreed TEIs across all WGs. (=> Mitigates issues noted in observation 1)
-	Named TEIs: When a TEI Cat B/C CR is agreed, the cover page assigns an unique "name" to it that will be used in subsequent Cat F CR titles affecting this feature. (=> Mitigates issues noted in observation 3)
The common denominator among all of these is the use of cover page for recording information, which fits with existing procedures as the purpose of the cover page is to allow reader to determine the scope of the correction before proceeding into the details. This would fit with existing working procedures without requiring lot of additional procedures to follow.
Observation 4: All the proposals discussed during post-RAN#89e email discussion consider (some) improvements to the cover page.
Further, the proposals are almost fully complementary to each other, i.e. each one provides something that the other proposals don't.
Observation 5: The proposals discussed during post-RAN#89e email discussion are complementary and can work together.
During the 2nd phase, it was also discussed that there were some specific aspects that would require further clarifications. However, it seemed like these clarifications were all feasible to do, so it would seem possible to consider all the proposals as improvements since they address different problems.
Proposal 1: Adopt all three proposals (i.e. cross-WG impact analysis, TEI list in chairman report, TEI naming) from the email discussion for improving TEI handling practices in RAN WGs.
4	Conclusion
We have discusssed the improvements to RAN TEI handling, wtih the following observations and proposals:
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