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[bookmark: _Ref129681862][bookmark: _Ref124589705]Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref129681832]This document summarizes the discussions on the 38.212 draft CR on NR_MIMO_evo_DL_UL-Core, and aims to stabilize the 38.212 draft CR. 
[Post-115-AAA-BBB] Email discussion on endorsement of updated Rel-18 RAN1 CRs from Nov 27 until Nov 30 – Editors
· Editors to prepare updated draft CRs by Nov 27 (Monday)
· Endorsements by Nov 30 (Thursday)
· Replace AAA with specification number, replace BBB with WI code
First round discussions    
This section summarize the first round email discussions on draft CR v00. Companies are encouraged to provide the first round views by 11/28 (Tuesday), 11:59pm UTC, then we can update the draft CR accordingly for the next step discussions.  
[bookmark: OLE_LINK36]Multi-TRP enhancements 
Please provide your comments/suggestions on Multi-TRP enhancements here, including unified TCI framework and two TAs for multi-DCI. 
	Company
	View

	Editor
	The changes are marked with author “Yan Cheng_post RAN1#115” on top of the version R1-2310748 endorsed in RAN1#114bis, which are to reflect the agreements from RAN1#115.

	QC
	Comment 1: For 2TAs and interpretation of “PRACH association indicator” field, we suggest the following changes due to the fact that inter-cell and intra-cell multi-DCI based mTRP operation can be switched by MAC-CE that activates TCI states associated with serving cell PCI or additional PCI:
-	PRACH association indicator - 0 or 1 bit
-	1bit if the UE is provided with tag-Id2, and the UE is not provided coresetPoolIndex or is provided coresetPoolIndex with value 0 for the first CORESETs, and is provided coresetPoolIndex with value 1 for the second CORESETs.
-	This field indicates the PCI associated with the PRACH transmission if the UE is provided SSB-MTC-AddtionalPCI and an additionalPCI is associated with active TCI states. The bit field index 0 of this field is mapped to the PCI of the serving cell, and the bit field index 1 of this field is mapped to the additionalPCI active additional PCI.
-	This field indicates the PL-RS for the PRACH transmission if the UE is not provided SSB-MTC-AddtionalPCI or no additionalPCI is associated with active TCI states. The bit field index 0 of this field is mapped to the DL RS that the DM-RS of the PDCCH order is quasi-collocated with, and the bit field index 1 of this field is mapped to the SS/PBCH indicated by the SS/PBCH index field in this DCI format.  
-	0 bit otherwise. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK8][Chengyan]: Thanks for the comment. Based on the inputs from companies below, it seems that there are at least two companies have different views as you. Therefore, I will not do any change for now. If needed, it can be further discussed in next RAN1 meeting, and once consensus achieved in the group, then we can update accordingly.  

Comment 2: For 2TAs, the presence of the field “PRACH association indicator” also impacts the number of reserved bits in DCI format 1_0. One way to reflect this is through the following changes (but there can be other ways, which is up to the editor):
-	Reserved bits - a number of bits as determined by the following, where i=0 if “PRACH association indicator” field is not present in this DCI format; otherwise, i=1:
-	12-i bits for operation in a cell with shared spectrum channel access in frequency range 1 or when the DCI format is monitored in common search space for operation in a cell in frequency range 2-2, and if the UE is not configured with higher layer parameter EarlyUlSyncConfig; 
-	11--i bits for operation in a cell with shared spectrum channel access in frequency range 1 or when the DCI format is monitored in common search space for operation in a cell in frequency range 2-2, and if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter EarlyUlSyncConfig;
-	9--i bits for operation in a cell without shared spectrum channel access in frequency range 1 or for operation in a cell in frequency range 2-1 or when the DCI format is monitored in UE-specific search space for operation in a cell in frequency range 2-2, and if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter EarlyUlSyncConfig;
-	10-i bits otherwise.
[Chengyan]: Yes you are right, I missed this when made the draft CR. The suggestion above from you can work, but it is not aligned with the manner to handle other fields like Cell indicator and PRACH retransmission indicator. I would prefer to use the uniform manner. After some quick thinking here, the changes may not be simple especially we need to consider the potential combination with LTM also, considering that we will only have one day left for review before the deadline, I feel it is better to make the changes next meeting, as suggested by ZTE below.    

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Similar view as comment 2 of QC.
For the comment 1 of QC, we don’t think it is needed. Since Rel-17, the condition to distinguish inter-cell mTRP and inter-cell mTRP is whether SSB-MTC-AddtionalPCI is configured or not, rather than whether SSB-MTC-AddtionalPCI is associated with the active TCI-state or not. Following is an example. There are a lot of such examples in the spec.

38.213
If a UE
-	is not provided coresetPoolIndex or is provided coresetPoolIndex with a value of 0 for first CORESETs on an active DL BWP of a serving cell,
-	is provided coresetPoolIndex with a value of 1 for second CORESETs on the active DL BWP of the serving cells, and
-	is provided SSB-MTCAdditionalPCI
SS/PBCH block indexes associated with a physical cell identity other than the one provided by physCellId in ServingCellConfigCommon can be provided in either  or  set and the corresponding  or  set is associated with the physical cell identity.
[Chengyan]: Please see my reply to Qualcomm above. 

	Samsung
	For Rel-18 eUTCI, the following agreement/TPs made in RAN1 #115 seem missing from this draft CR.
Agreement
Adopt the following text proposals to TS 38.212 V18.0.0 Section 7.3.1.2.2 and Section 7.3.1.2.3:
· Reason for change: In S-DCI based MTRP operation, Rel-18 unified TCI extension uses different schemes (TCI selection field in the DCI, RRC configuration, or default rule) to select one or two indicated TCI states for PDSCH reception, rather than being based on legacy DCI field 'Transmission Configuration Indication' indicating one or two TCI states. Without a specification change, to switch to S-DCI based PDSCH Tx still only depends legacy condition (i.e., TCI field indicating two TCI states), thus S-DCI based PDSCH transmission would not work under Rel-18 unified TCI framework extension based on current specification.
· Summary of change: In S-DCI based MTRP operation, Rel-18 unified TCI extension uses different schemes (TCI selection field in the DCI, RRC configuration, or default rule) to select one or two indicated TCI states for PDSCH reception, rather than being based on legacy DCI field 'Transmission Configuration Indication' indicating one or two TCI states.
· Consequences if not approved: Incomplete and unclear specification of Rel-18 unified TCI extension
	7.3.1.2.2	Format 1_1 
<Unchanged text omitted>

-	Antenna port(s) – 4, 5, 6, 7 or 8 bits as defined by Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1/2/3/4/7/8/9/10 and Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1A/2A/3A/4A/7A/8A/9A/10A, where the number of CDM groups without data of values 1, 2, and 3 refers to CDM groups {0}, {0,1}, and {0, 1,2} respectively. The antenna ports  shall be determined according to the ordering of DMRS port(s) given by Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1/2/3/4/7/8/9/10 or Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1A/2A/3A/4A/7A/8A/9A/10A. When a UE not configured with dl-OrJointTCI-StateList receives an activation command that maps at least one codepoint of DCI field 'Transmission Configuration Indication' to two TCI states, or when a UE configured with dl-OrJointTCI-StateList is having two indicated TCI states, the UE shall use Table 7.3.1.2.2-1A/2A/3A/4A/7A/8A/9A/10A; otherwise, it shall use Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1/2/3/4/7/8/9/10. The UE can receive an entry with DMRS ports equals to 1000, 1002, 1003 when the UE is not configured with dl-OrJointTCI-StateList and two TCI states are indicated in a codepoint of DCI field 'Transmission Configuration Indication', or when the UE configured with dl-OrJointTCI-StateList is having two indicated TCI states to be applied to PDSCH.
<Unchanged text omitted>
7.3.1.2.3	Format 1_2 
<Unchanged text omitted>
-	Antenna port(s) – 0, 4, 5, 6, 7 or 8 bits 
-	0 bit if higher layer parameter antennaPortsFieldPresenceDCI-1-2 is not configured;
-	Otherwise 4, 5, 6, 7 or 8 bits as defined by Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1/2/3/4/7/8/9/10 and Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1A/2A/3A/4A/7A/8A/9A/10A, where the number of CDM groups without data of values 1, 2, and 3 refers to CDM groups {0}, {0,1}, and {0, 1,2} respectively. The antenna ports shall be determined according to the ordering of DMRS port(s) given by Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1/2/3/4/7/8/9/10 or Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1A/2A/3A/4A/7A/8A/9A/10A. When a UE not configured with dl-OrJointTCI-StateList receives an activation command that maps at least one codepoint of DCI field 'Transmission Configuration Indication' to two TCI states, or when a UE configured with dl-OrJointTCI-StateList is having two indicated TCI states, the UE shall use Table 7.3.1.2.2-1A/2A/3A/4A/7A/8A/9A/10A; otherwise, it shall use Tables 7.3.1.2.2-1/2/3/4/7/8/9/10.
<Unchanged text omitted>



[Chengyan]: Thank you very much for the careful check. Yes I missed it in the previous version. It will be reflected in the next update, since this is straightforward based on the agreement. 

	ZTE
	Regarding QC’s comment-1, we share the similar view to Huawei that it is better to keep the consistency with the legacy. For the case of SSB-MTC-AddtionalPCI is configured but no additionalPCI is associated with active TCI states when intra-cell MTRP operation, we think it can be scheduled by gNB and also distinguished by UE.
[Chengyan]: Please check my reply to Qualcomm. 
Regarding QC’s comment-2, we tend to agree this is a valid issue in principle but it is proper to be discussed in next meeting.
[Chengyan]: Please check my reply to Qualcomm, and yes I think better to handle it next meeting considering that we don’t have much time left for CR review and the potential changes are not that simple. 

	Samsung
	Regarding comment 1 from QC, we don’t think that that this change is needed. However, we don’t think that the term “active additional PCI” has been previously defined. We prefer to replace with “additional PCI associated with active TCI states”.
 
This field indicates the PCI associated with the PRACH transmission if the UE is provided SSB-MTC-AddtionalPCI. The bit field index 0 of this field is mapped to the PCI of the serving cell, and the bit field index 1 of this field is mapped to the active additional PCI associated with active TCI states.

[Chengyan]: Thank you very much for the comments. As I replied to Qualcomm above, I will not do any change for now, and if needed this issue can be further discussed in next RAN1 meeting first. Regarding your comment on ‘active additional PCI’, since it might be related to the issue raised by Qualcomm, let’s keep it as it is for now and can update next meeting if needed. 

	
	



CSI enhancements 
Please provide your comments/suggestions on CSI enhancements here, including CSI enhancement for high/medium UE velocities and coherent JT (CJT). 
	Company
	View

	Editor
	The changes are marked with author “Yan Cheng_post RAN1#115” on top of the version R1-2310748 endorsed in RAN1#114bis, which are to reflect the agreements from RAN1#115.

	Xiaomi
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK9]In Table 6.3.2.1.2-5G, the range of n from 0~N0-1 does not change to 1~ N0 in the expression  .
[Chengyan]: Thank you very much for the careful check. It will be reflected in the next update. 

	
	



Reference signal enhancement 
Please provide your comments/suggestions on Reference signal enhancements here, including increased number of orthogonal DMRS ports and SRS enhancements. 
	Company
	View

	Editor
	The changes are marked with author “Yan Cheng_post RAN1#115” on top of the version R1-2310748 endorsed in RAN1#114bis, which are to reflect the agreements from RAN1#115.

	Fujitsu
	Regarding the PTRS-DMRS association in DCI 0_1/0_2 for 8Tx uplink transmission when two port PTRS is configured, the formulation of current spec could be interpreted as the legacy table is used for the case of maxRank<=4.
However, RAN1 didn’t have corresponding agreement to use the legacy table for the case of maxRank<=4 when two port PTRS are configured for the 8Tx UE.
This issue was identified in RAN1 #115 meeting but the solution to address this issue was not agreed yet.
Based on RAN1 chair’s guidance, the supporting of one feature without explicit RAN1 agreement should be removed from the spec.
Therefore, we suggest the following change to restrict that the legacy table is not applied to 8-port PUSCH for the case of maxRank<=4 when two port PTRS are configured for 8Tx UE.

7.3.1.1.2	Format 0_1
…
-	PTRS-DMRS association - number of bits determined as follows
-	0 bit if PTRS-UplinkConfig is not configured in either dmrs-UplinkForPUSCH-MappingTypeA or dmrs-UplinkForPUSCH-MappingTypeB and transform precoder is disabled, or if transform precoder is enabled, or if maxRank=1 and multipanelScheme is not configured, or if maxRank=1 and maxRankSfn=1, or if maxRank=1 and maxRankSdm=1 when two PTRS ports are configured by maxNrofPortsforSdm;
-	2 or 4 bits otherwise, where Table 7.3.1.1.2-25/7.3.1.1.2-25A/7.3.1.1.2-25B/7.3.1.1.2-26/7.3.1.1.2-26A are used to indicate the association between PTRS port(s) and DMRS port(s), and the DMRS ports are indicated by the Antenna ports field.
-	2 bits when one PTRS port is or two PTRS ports are configured by maxNrofPorts in PTRS-UplinkConfig or two PTRS ports are configured for 2-port or 4-port PUSCH by maxNrofPorts in PTRS-UplinkConfig, SRS resource set indicator field is absent or SRS resource set indicator field is present and equals "00" or “01” and maxRank<=4, this field indicates the association between PTRS port(s) and DMRS port(s) corresponding to SRS resource indicator field and/or Precoding information and number of layers field according to Tables 7.3.1.1.2-25 and 7.3.1.1.2-26.
…
7.3.1.1.3	Format 0_2
…
-	PTRS-DMRS association - number of bits determined as follows
-	0 bit if PTRS-UplinkConfig is not configured in either dmrs-UplinkForPUSCH-MappingTypeA or dmrs-UplinkForPUSCH-MappingTypeB and transform precoder is disabled, or if transform precoder is enabled, or if maxRankDCI-0-2=1 and multipanelScheme is not configured, or if maxRankDCI-0-2=1 and maxRankSfnDCI-0-2=1, or if maxRankDCI-0-2=1 and maxRankSdmDCI-0-2=1 when two PTRS ports are configured by maxNrofPortsforSdm;
-	2 bits otherwise, where Table 7.3.1.1.2-25/7.3.1.1.2-25A/7.3.1.1.2-25B/7.3.1.1.2-26 are used to indicate the association between PTRS port(s) and DMRS port(s), and the DMRS ports are indicated by the Antenna ports field. 
-	When one PTRS port is or two PTRS ports are configured by maxNrofPorts in PTRS-UplinkConfig or two PTRS ports are configured for 2-port or 4-port PUSCH by maxNrofPorts in PTRS-UplinkConfig, SRS resource set indicator field is absent or SRS resource set indicator field is present and equals "00" or “01” and maxRankDCI-0-2<=4, this field indicates the association between PTRS port(s) and DMRS port(s) corresponding to SRS resource indicator field and/or Precoding information and number of layers field according to Table 7.3.1.1.2-25 and 7.3.1.1.2-26.
…
[bookmark: OLE_LINK11][bookmark: OLE_LINK12][Chengyan]: Thanks for raising the issue here. Based on the inputs from companies below, it seems better for us to discuss more in next meeting first, and if needed we can update accordingly next meeting. 

	QC
	We think the TP proposed by Fujitsu can be discussed together in next meeting under the “case of maxRank<=4 when two port PTRS are configured for the 8Tx UE”. We are hesitate to take a TP in spec review stage without RAN1 agreement. 
[Chengyan]: Please check my reply to Fujitsu above. 

	ZTE
	Regarding Fujitsu’s TP, we share the same feeling with QC that it should be further discussed in the next meeting. At the current stage, we do not agree with Fujitsu’s TP.
[Chengyan]: Please check my reply to Fujitsu above.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Given Mr. Chairman’s guidance we tend to agree with Fujitsu’s TP.
[Chengyan]: Please check my reply to Fujitsu above.

	Fujitsu
	The fact is RAN1 doesn’t have agreement to use the legacy PTRS-DMRS association table for the case of maxRank<=4 when two port PTRS are configured for the 8Tx UE.
What we are proposing is just to remove the supporting of using legacy PTRS-DMRS association table for the case of maxRank<=4 when two port PTRS are configured for the 8Tx UE from the spec.
In 3GPP spec, the supporting of some feature should not be based on non-existing agreement.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK16][Chengyan]: As replied above, since different companies have different views, let’s keep it as it is for now. It would be difficult to achieve consensus within such short time. We can update accordingly if needed based on further discussion in RAN1 next meeting.   

	Fujitsu
	Thanks Chengyan for the efforts and the reply.
We still have concerns.
In RAN1 #115 meeting, Mr. Chairman checked with companies whether we are on the same page that the supporting of some feature without explicit RAN1 agreement should be removed from the spec. At that time, all the companies agreed that it should be removed.
But now looks the situation is different.
So, we would like to check the simple yes/no question again, whether the supporting of some feature without explicit RAN1 agreement should be removed from the 3GPP spec or not?
In our view, the case of using the legacy PTRS-DMRS association table for maxRank<=4 when two port PTRS are configured for the 8Tx UE should be removed from the spec at this stage. If companies have better suggestion on how to remove it, we are open to consider.
The solution on which PTRS-DMRS association table should be used could be further discussed in the next meeting and we are totally fine to discuss the solutions in the next meeting. Even using the legacy table is a candidate solution and companies can propose if they want. The door is still open and if finally we can reach agreement to use the legacy table then it can be added back. But at this stage, the using of legacy table should be removed from the spec.
[Chengyan]: I can understand your concern. However, as you could see indeed there are different views here, for editor CR discussion not much we can do. So I would still suggest to leave it for further discussion in next RAN1 meeting, if there is no consensus achieved in next RAN1 meeting to support this case, then the corresponding description will be removed. Hopefully you can accept it. 

	QC
	To Fujitsu and all, to clarify Qualcomm’s view: we are not saying the CR from Fujitsu is correct or incorrect. Our previous comment was more from RAN1 procedure perspective. We just feel the TP can be discussed together with the unresolved “case of maxRank<=4 when two port PTRS are configured for the 8Tx UE”. We prefer to do this in one shot with an explicit RAN1 agreement, rather than taking two steps to agree a TP now and agree another TP for the unsolved case. Like editor already mentioned, editor CR suppose to capture agreed RAN1 TPs. So we are hesitate to take a TP now without any formal RAN1 agreement. We are fully open to discuss Fujitsu TP in next meeting. 
[Chengyan]: Yes, let’s discuss more in next RAN1 meeting for this issue first. The updated draft CR v1 didn’t make any change for the issue.



Enhanced uplink transmission 
Please provide your comments/suggestions on enhanced uplink transmission here, including UL precoding indication for multi-panel transmission and SRI/TPMI enhancement for enabling 8TX UL transmission. 
	Company
	View

	Editor
	The changes are marked with author “Yan Cheng_post RAN1#115” on top of the version R1-2310748 endorsed in RAN1#114bis, which are to reflect the agreements from RAN1#115.

	QC
	The following agreement from RAN1 #115 is not implemented:
Agreement
When multi-DCI based STxMP PUSCH+PUSCH is configured, the UE expects to be configured with two SRS resource sets with usage ‘codebook’ or ‘nonCodeBook’ in srs-ResourceSetToAddModList 
· When UE is configured to monitor DCI format 0_2 and if two SRS resource sets of CB/NCB are configured for DCI 0_1 while one SRS resource set of CB/NCB is configured for DCI 0_2, the UE monitors DCI format 0_2 only in coresets associated with CORESETPoolIndex = 0.

We suggest the following changes in Section 7.3.1.1.2 and 7.3.1.1.3:
[bookmark: _Toc146188105][bookmark: _Toc146727653]7.3.1.1.2	Format 0_1
…
When the UE is not provided coresetPoolIndex or is provided coresetPoolIndex with value 0 for the first CORESETs, and is provided coresetPoolIndex with value 1 for the second CORESETs, and is provided enableSTx2PofmDCI,  and there are the UE expects two SRS resource sets to be configured by srs-ResourceSetToAddModList and associated with usage of value 'codebook' or 'nonCodeBook'., tThe first SRS resource set is associated with coresetPoolIndex value 0 and the second SRS resource set is associated with coresetPoolIndex value 1, where the first and the second SRS resource sets are respectively the ones with lower and higher srs-ResourceSetId of the two SRS resources sets.
…
[bookmark: _Toc146727654][bookmark: _Toc146188106]7.3.1.1.3	Format 0_2
…
[bookmark: OLE_LINK18][bookmark: OLE_LINK19]When the UE is not provided coresetPoolIndex or is provided coresetPoolIndex with value 0 for the first CORESETs, and is provided coresetPoolIndex with value 1 for the second CORESETs, and is provided enableSTx2PofmDCI, and there are two SRS resource sets configured by srs-ResourceSetToAddModListDCI-0-2 and associated with usage of value 'codebook' or 'nonCodeBook', the first SRS resource set is associated with coresetPoolIndex value 0 and the second SRS resource set is associated with coresetPoolIndex value 1, where the first and the second SRS resource sets are respectively the ones with lower and higher srs-ResourceSetId of the two SRS resources sets, and the first and second SRS resource sets are composed of the first  SRS resources together with other configurations in the first and second SRS resource sets configured by higher layer parameter srs-ResourceSetToAddModList, if any, and associated with the higher layer parameter usage of value 'codebook' or 'nonCodeBook', respectively, except for the higher layer parameters 'srs-ResourceSetId' and 'srs-ResourceIdList'.
When the UE is not provided coresetPoolIndex or is provided coresetPoolIndex with value 0 for the first CORESETs, and is provided coresetPoolIndex with value 1 for the second CORESETs, and is provided enableSTx2PofmDCI, and there are two SRS resource sets configured by srs-ResourceSetToAddModList and associated with usage of value 'codebook' or 'nonCodeBook' while there is only one SRS resource set configured by srs-ResourceSetToAddModListDCI-0-2 and associated with usage of value 'codebook' or 'nonCodeBook', the UE monitors DCI format 0_2 only in the first CORESETs.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK17][Chengyan]: Thank you very much for the comment. But looking at the agreement, I think it is not appropriate to capture in 38.212, usually 38.212 doesn’t define UE behavior for where to monitor the DCI format. Is it better to define in other spec like 38.213? If I missed any point here, please let me know, and we can check again.  

	QC
	Thank you, Chengyan, for your response. 
· The first two changes above are for the existing text in 212 and are a result the agreement above “When multi-DCI based STxMP PUSCH+PUSCH is configured, the UE expects to be configured with two SRS resource sets with usage ‘codebook’ or ‘nonCodeBook’ in srs-ResourceSetToAddModList”:
· Always two SRS resource sets for DCI format 0_1 are expected
· “if any” is no longer needed because of the above.
[Chengyan]: Thanks for clarifying more the comments. 
1. Regarding the first change for DCI format 0_1, I think it is fine for 38.212 to just say “and there are two SRS resource sets…”, since it should be the fact that two SRS resource sets will be configured as what you said here. Maybe in 38.331 for RRC configuration, some description can be added to explicitly saying two SRS resource sets will be configured? By the way, in 38.212, usually we don’t have description like ‘UE expects…’. 
2. Regarding the second change for DCI format 0_2, actually ‘if any’ is not to say if there are two SRS resource sets configured or not. You can find that ‘if any’ is there even for cases not for STMP. ‘If any’ is to say if there is SRS resource set configured for DCI format 0_1, then the SRS resource set for 0_2 should be a sub-set for that for DCI format 0_1, which is agreed based on some other topics in R16 I recall. 
· The third change is related to the bullet of the agreement. 38.213 does not mention SRS resource sets and the number of SRS resource sets for each DCI format. To us, given the existing paragraphs in 38.212 above (that mention number of SRS resource sets for each DCI format), it seems natural for this agreement to be implemented in Section 7.3.1.1.3 of 38.212. Having said that, if you and Aris think this should be captured in 213, that is also ok. In order to avoid parallel discussions in “Post-115-38.213-NR_MIMO_evo_DL_UL”, I leave it up to you and Aris to decide which spec is the best to implement that bullet of the agreement. 
[Chengyan]: Yes I think we have the same goal to capture it in the appropriate spec. My original worry is that usually 38.212 doesn’t define where to monitor DCI format, people may only check 38.213 for DCI format monitoring then the definition in 212 would be missing, so I think better to capture related behavior in the same place. Of course if later all think it is ok or better to capture in 38.212, I am fine for sure. I can do some coordination with Aris, but maybe we cannot address it this meeting since the deadline is coming. So I would suggest not to do any change for now, and we can figure out where/how to capture in next meeting. 



Second round discussions    
Please find the updated draft CR v1 based on inputs from the first round. Companies are encouraged to provide the second round views ASAP, the latest by 11/29 (Wednesday), 11:59pm UTC.  
	Company
	View

	Editor
	@all
Please all check my replies to your comments in the first round also. 

	
	

	
	



Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]Draft CR v1 is endorsed with final CR in R1-2312741. 
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