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In RAN1#82, the following has been agreed for submitting rank >1 codebook proposals over RAN1 email reflector [1]:
· Deadline to submit codebook proposals for evaluation (– Eko (Samsung))
· October 19th for rank 2
· October 23rd for rank 3-8
The following proposals were submitted:

	No.
	Proposal
	Codebook availability

	
	
	Rank 2
	Rank 3-4
	Rank 5-8

	1
	Samsung/Ericsson/NTT DOCOMO/CATT
	x
	x
	x

	2
	Alcatel-Lucent/ASB
	x
	x
	x

	3
	Huawei/HiSilicon
	x
	x
	x

	4
	CMCC
	x
	x
	x

	5
	Intel
	x
	x
	

	6
	LGE
	x
	x
	x

	7
	Qualcomm
	x
	x
	

	8
	ZTE
	x
	x
	



[bookmark: _GoBack]The following summarizes the status of the codebook proposals. The observations below are high-level. A more detailed outlook can be found in companion contributions [2][3].

Class A Rank 2
Out of the 8 submitted proposals:
· 7 proposals (proposals 1-4, 6-8) are aligned in Config 1.
· 5 proposals (proposals 1, 2, 6-8) are aligned in Config 4. The remaining 3 proposals are not aligned among themselves.
· Different designs are proposed for Configs 2 and 3. Some reasons for such divergence include:
· Maintaining or not maintaining the total number of codewords in codebooks tables to 32. For instance, proposals 2, 6, and 7 require at least 36, 34, and 34 codewords, respectively, across all the Configs to maintain nested property  across rank 1-2. The other proposals maintain the total number of codewords to be 32.
· For Config 3, proposals 1 and 8 are identical. In addition, proposals 6 and 7 are identical.
· For Config 2, proposals 2 and 7 are identical.

Class A Rank 3-4
Out of the 8 submitted proposals:
· 3 proposals (proposals 1, 5, 6) incorporate the choice of orthogonal beam grouping as a part of W1 feedback. 4 proposals (proposals 2, 3, 7, 8) incorporate the choice of orthogonal beams as a part of W2 feedback.
· Proposals 1 and 6 share the same design when the number of orthogonal beam groups (values of k) is 2 and checkerboard pattern are used in proposal 1.

Class A Rank 5-8
Out of the 5 submitted proposals:
· Proposals 1, 2, and 4 are characterized by W1-only structure (hence require no i2 feedback). In addition, they share many similarities including identical designs in some Configs.
· On the other hand, proposals 3 and 6, although both requiring i2 feedback, are quite different from each other.

 Class B Rank 2-8
Only proposal 1 contains a complete design proposal for class B codebooks.

Conclusion
Despite a considerably large number of class A proposals, there are some common grounds which can be used as a starting point for achieving consensus. It is recommended that the proposing companies strive to quickly agree on aspects where a clear majority is observed and focus discussion and comparison efforts on diverging views. Some examples where a clear majority is observed are rank-2 Config 1 (and 4) as well as W1-only codebook structure for rank 5-8.
For class B codebooks, since there is only one concrete proposal, it is expected that consensus can be achieved relatively easier compared to class A. 
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