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Introduction
In RAN1#107-e, the following paper discussed the correction to PRS QCL Type D.
[1] R1-2110847	Correction to PRS QCL Type D	Huawei, HiSilicon

This paper provides the moderator summary for the following email discussion
[107-e-NR-Pos-01] Email discussion/approval on Correction to PRS QCL Type D (Aspect #1) until November 17 – Su (Huawei)


Discussion
In [1], it is noticed that there is no qcl-Type field/IE in LPP to indicate the PRS-PRS Type D QCL for FR2, however it is referred in TS38.214 clause 5.1.6.5. The following CR is proposed to fix this.

	[bookmark: _Toc36645522][bookmark: _Toc29673299][bookmark: _Toc60777143][bookmark: _Toc45810567][bookmark: _Toc29673158][bookmark: _Toc29674292]5.1.6.5	PRS reception procedure
========================= Unchanged parts =========================
If the UE is configured with DL-PRS-QCL-Info and the QCL relation is between two DL PRS resources, then the UE assumes those DL PRS resources are associated with the same dl-PRS-ID. If DL-PRS-QCL-Info is configured to the UE with QCLqcl-Type set to 'type-D' with a source DL PRS resource then the nr-DL-PRS-ResourceSetId and the nr-DL-PRS-ResourceId of the source DL PRS resource are expected to be indicated to the UE.
========================= Unchanged parts =========================




Round 1
The moderator would like to ask the following question corresponding to the proposed change based on the comments received during the preparation phase.
Question 2.1-1
Which option do you prefer to handle the change proposed in [1]?
· Alt.1 Agree to the draft CR.
· Alt.2 Endorse the draft CR and include the change in the editor alignment CR.
· Alt.3 The change is not needed.
	Company
	Alt
	Comments

	Nokia/NSB
	2
	Also okay with Alt 1 with slight preference for 2. 

	vivo
	1 or 2
	We support this change and okay with either Alt .1 or 2.

	ZTE
	2
	It’s an editorial change.

	CATT
	2
	Alt.2 looks better.

	QC
	2
	

	OPPO
	Alt.2
	Editorial change. So it makes sense to include in alignment CR



Round 2
Based on the comments received in Round 1, the moderator has the following proposal.
Proposal 2.2-1
The changes in the draft CR R1-2110847 are endorsed, and recommended to be captured in the editor alignment CR.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	



Conclusion
Agree to the following proposal
Proposal 2.2-1
The changes in the draft CR R1-2110847 are endorsed, and recommended to be captured in the editor alignment CR.


