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1 Discussion
RP-210123, RP-210124, and RP-210125 aim to replace the corresponding CRs (R3-211323, R3-211120 and R3-211324) agreed at the last RAN3 meeting and submitted to RAN #91e in RP-210236 for approval.
RP-210123, RP-210124, and RP-210125 correct last-minute mistakes found in R3-211323, R3-211120 and R3-211324 after the RAN3 meeting closed. The CRs have been shared and reviewed over the RAN3 reflector before the start of RAN #91e.

Proposal: approve RP-210123, RP-210124, and RP-210125, replacing the corresponding CRs in RP-210236.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	We agree with the revised CRs, although a bit strange to see Cat-B CRs at this stage of Rel-16 (an alternative could have been Cat-F CRs with WI code “NR_newRAT-Core, TEI16”, but no strong view as long as Cat-B is still allowed for Rel-16).

	CATT
	We are OK with the CRs for F1 and Xn. For X2AP CR, we have a comments as below:

For EN-DC X2 setup procedure, it may be initiated either by eNB or en-gNB. However, the current CR only covers the case that eNB initiated EN-DC X2 Setup/ EN-DC Configuration Update procedure. We think the similar description should also be added for en-gNB initiated EN-DC X2 setup/ EN-DC Configuration Update procedure.
(Sorry for the late comment, I just noticed it this morning)

	vivo
	We are fine with the revised CRs.
We agree with CATT that the procedure may be initiated by either eNB and en-gNB.

	Qualcomm
	We support the CRs, of course
Regarding CATT’s comment, this seems correct, and probably the easiest change would be to lift the new paragraph and paste in the general section of 8.7.1.2, above “eNB initiated EN-DC X2 Setup”, since anyway it was written as general text. In any case either change is fine for us.

Regarding category as raised by Nokia, we had discussed this offline previously. If indeed cat B is not allowed, we think it is fine to change to cat F as anyway it is fixing known performance issues, at least in some scenarios.

	LGE
	Yes, we agree with the CRs
On CATT’s comments, it is correct. Since the text itself is very general to cover both cases, the way suggested by Qualcomm is preferred. It is better not to repeat the same generic text. 

	Huawei
	Thank you to Nokia and CATT to detect the errors.
Qualcomm approach is fine.

For the category, we feel not comfortable with a new functionality on frozen release, revision to cat F may be better.
On more round of review on RAN3 reflector will be appreciated. 

	
	


2 Conclusions from First Round

No objections to approving RP-210123, RP-210124, and RP-210125 at this time.

NOTE: it has been clarified that Cat. B seems acceptable for these CRs.

RP-210125 needs to be revised to take into account the comments received in the first round, and for final checking.

RP-210125 is then revised to RP-210799.

Pending final checking of RP-210799, the 3 CRs in RP-210123, RP-210124, and RP-210799 can be approved.
