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[bookmark: _Ref129681832]This document summarizes the discussions on the 38.212 draft CR on Netw_Energy_NR-Core, and aims to stabilize the 38.212 draft CR. 
 [Post-114bis-38.212-Netw_Energy_NR-Core] Email discussion and endorsement on updated Rel-18 draft CRs by Oct 20 – Editors
· Editors to provide draft CRs by Oct 18 followed by review and endorsement by Oct 20
First round discussions    
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK19]This section summarize the first round email discussions on draft CR v00. Companies are encouraged to provide the first round views by 10/19 (Thursday), 11:00am UTC, then we can update the draft CR accordingly for the next step discussions.  
	Company
	View

	Lenovo/ MotM
	We would like to thank the editor for his efforts. We have the following minor modification suggestion:
For Table 6.3.1.1.2-11C, the number of CSI sub-reports in CSI report #n should be Nn to align the notation with that used in Tables 6.3.1.1.2-12, 6.3.1.1.2-13, and 6.3.1.1.2-14. To avoid using the same letter for both indexing the report and sub-report, and for the sake of consistency with legacy tables in this section, we prefer to change the notation of the number of CSI sub-reports to Kn. We suggest the same modification to be carried out for Table 6.3.2.1.2-5H
[Chengyan]: Good point. Let’s use  instead, it will be reflected in the next update v2. 

	Ericsson
	Comment #1
For the note at the bottom of the newly introduced Table 6.3.1.1.2-11C, it seems as though it should it be the same as the note at the bottom of Table 6.3.2.1.2-5H.
[Chengyan]: Correct, a similar note on the sub-band numbering is added under Table 6.3.1.1.2-11C also. 
Comment #2
For the newly introduced table Table 6.3.2.1.2-5H, it should not reference Table 6.3.2.1.2-1/2 since those tables are associated with Type II codebook which is not supported for NES. The following change is needed in all PMI rows of the table:
PMI subband information fields  of CSI sub-report #1 of all even subbands with increasing order of subband number, from left to right as in Tables 6.3.1.1.2-1/2 or 6.3.2.1.2-1/2, or codebook index for 2 antenna ports of CSI sub-report #1 according to Clause 5.2.2.2.1 in [6, TS38.214] of all even subbands with increasing order of subband number, if pmi-FormatIndicator= subbandPMI and if reported
[Chengyan]: Correct, it will be reflected in next update v2.  

Comment #3
For NES, we have agreed that neither Type II codebook nor multi-TRP is supported. This means that some of the CSI bitwidth tables referred to by the mapping order Tables 6.3.1.1.2-7/9/10 and Tables 6.3.2.1.2-3/4 are not applicable. We also agreed the following which implies that L1-RSRP/SINR reporting is not supported for a CSI-ReportConfig with sub-configurations:
Agreement
Report quantities of 'cri-RSRP', 'cri-SINR', or 'cri-SINR- Index ' are NOT applicable to NES
We think it should be clarified which CSI bitwidth tables are inapplicable (tables related to Type-II codebook, multi-TRP, and L1-RSRP/SINR). Hence we suggest the following two updates:
Section 6.3.1.1.2:
If csi-ReportSubConfig is configured, for a corresponding CSI sub-report, the mapping order of CSI fields of one CSI sub-report is determined following the procedure in this clause 6.3.1.1.2, by replacing CSI report #n in the following Tables 6.3.1.1.2-7X, 6.3.1.1.2-9Y and, 6.3.1.1.2-10Z with CSI sub-report #n. Within these tables, only the following are applicable for providing bitwidths of CSI fields: Table 6.3.1.1.2-1/2/3/4.
Section 6.3.2.1.2
If csi-ReportSubConfig is configured, for a corresponding CSI sub-report, the mapping order of CSI fields of one CSI sub-report is determined following the procedure in this clause 6.3.2.1.2, by replacing CSI report #n in the following Tables 6.3.2.1.2-3 andX, 6.3.2.1.2-4Y, Z with CSI sub-report #n. Within these tables, only the following are applicable for providing bitwidths of CSI fields: Table 6.3.1.1.2-1/2/3/4.

[Chengyan]: Even without any further clarification, I think it should be clear since gNB won’t configure type II with sub-report here. However, I am fine to add more clarification per your comments. In the updated v2, I will update as below.
6.3.1.1.2:
[image: ]
6.3.2.1.2:
[image: ]

	Xiaomi
	Comment #1
The note in Table 6.3.1.1.2-13 is unclear to us. We prefer following modification to make it clearer:
[Chengyan]: “CSI sub-reports not of two parts” and “CSI part 1 of all CSI sub-reports of two parts” are aligned with the description used in the above rows in the table. I think there should be no misunderstanding, it is there since Rel-15. 
	
Table 6.3.1.1.2-13: Mapping order of CSI reports to UCI bit sequence , 
with two-part CSI report(s)
	UCI bit sequence
	CSI report number

	

	CSI report #1 if CSI report #1 is not of two parts, or
CSI report #1, CSI part 1, if CSI report #1 is of two parts,
as in Table 6.3.1.1.2-7/7A/8/8B/9/9A/9B

	
	CSI report #2 if CSI report #2 is not of two parts, or
CSI report #2, CSI part 1, if CSI report #2 is of two parts,
as in Table 6.3.1.1.2-7/7A/8/8B/9/9A/9B

	
	…

	
	CSI report #n if CSI report #n is not of two parts, or
CSI report #n, CSI part 1, if CSI report #n is of two parts,
as in Table 6.3.1.1.2-7/7A/8/8B/9/9A/9B

	NOTE:	For a CSI report #i containing Ni  CSI sub-reports, where i=1,2,…,n, either all CSI sub-reports not of without two parts or CSI part 1 of all CSI sub-reports of with two parts, either a CSI sub-report without two-part, or CSI part 1 of a CSI sub-report with two-part CSI, are mapped to the corresponding part segment of the UCI bit sequence of CSI report #i, from upper part to lower part of the segment, in increasing order of CSI sub-report number. CSI sub-report #1, CSI sub-report #2, …, CSI sub-report #Nin correspond to the CSI sub-reports in increasing order of CSI-ReportSubConfigID.







	
	

	
	


Second round discussions    
Please find the updated draft CR v2 based on inputs from the first round. Companies are encouraged to provide the second round views ASAP, the latest by 10/20 (Friday), 6:00am UTC.  
	Company
	View

	Ericsson
	Thank-you to the editor for the good update.
Only one additional, very minor comment: in Tables 6.3.1.1.2-12 & -13, CSI-ReportSubConfigID should be italicized to follow the convention for RRC parameters.
[Chengyan]: Thanks. Reflected in draft CR v3. 

	Editor
	@all
Please check draft CR v3 for further review, which capture the comment from Ericsson above. 

	
	



Conclusion 
Draft CR v3 was endorsed in R1-2310750. 

image1.png
If ¢si-ReportSubConfig is configured, for a corresponding CSI sub-report, the mapping order of CSI fields of one CSI
sub-report is determined following the procedure in this clause 6.3.1.1.2, by replacing CSI report #n in the following

. 2-10 with CSI sub-report #n. and taking only Tables 6.3.1.1.2-1/2/3/4 for the
determination of the bitwidth of a CSI field..





image2.png
If ¢si-ReportSubConfig is configured, for a correspondmg CSI sub-report, the mappmg order of CSI ﬁelds of one CSI
sub-report is determined following
Tables 6.3.2.1.2-3 and 6.3.2.1.2-4 with CSI sub-report #n. and faking only Tables 6.3.1.1.2-1/3/3/4 for the
determination of the bitwidth of a CSI field..
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