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1	Introduction
This document collects comments for the following e-mail discussion:
[Post132][213][MIMO_Ph5] CR for TS 38.331(Ericsson)
Intended outcome: Review and agree the CR for TS 38.331
Deadline:  Short

Companies are invited to provide contact details on the table below.
	Company
	Name
	E-mail

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



2	Discussion
2.1	Topics for further discussion
In RAN2#132, the following was captured for the TDoc R2-2509123:
Further discuss P1, P2 and P3 in the post meeting email discussion for the RRC CR

Proposal 1: To avoid interoperability issues, change startingBitOfFormat2-3-r19 to startingBitOfFormat2-3-r19, defined as INTEGER (32..45).
As pointed out in R2-2509123, the configuration of startingBitOfFormat2-3-r19 and startingBitOfFormat2-3 are defined as independent configurations, but the capability indicating support of startingBitOfFormat2-3-r19 seems to imply that the Rel-19 feature is just an extension of the Rel-15 feature. To remove the contradiction between the two features, we have to align both configuration and UE capability to either make Rel-19 feature dependent on the Rel-15 feature or make Rel-19 feature independent of Rel-15 feature.
Option 1: Rel-19 feature depends on support of Rel-15 feature.
With the following changes:
· change in 38.331 startingBitOfFormat2-3-r19 to startingBitOfFormat2-3-v19 and define it as INTEGER (32..45);
· clarify in 38.306 that the Rel-19 feature is only supported if the UE includes the Rel-15 feature;

Option 2: Rel-19 feature depends on support of Rel-15 feature.
· keep 38.331 as it is;
· clarify in 38.306 that the Rel-19 feature shall support the full value range (i.e. 1 to 45);

Which option is preferred by companies? Note that the corresponding 38.306 changes do not have ASN1 impact and can be discussed next meeting.
	Company
	Option 1/ Option2
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




Proposal 2: In the field description of pathlossOffset, change the description from "UL-only TRP" to "UL TRP", or completely remove the phrase "UL-only TRP".
Please provide your preference between changing the description from the term "UL-only TRP" to "UL TRP" or remove the "UL-only TRP" term completely. If any other suggestion please indicate below.

	Company
	Change to "UL TRP"/ Remove "UL-only TRP" / Other?
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Proposal 3: The field description of “sym0” and “sym1” in minimumPucch-PuschOffset should be “Value sym0 corresponds to the first symbol, value sym1 corresponds to the second symbol, and so on.”
Do companies agree with the proposal above?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



2.2	Comments to the MIMO CR
The running CR implements the latest agreements from RAN2#132 and L1 parameters. The additions compared to the previous version are highlighted with bubble comments.
Please do not make changes/comments directly on the running CR – companies are invited to provide suggested changes/comments on the table below. To make it easier to track and reply to the comments, please label each comment i.e. [Issue 1], [Issue 2], and so on. 
	Company
	Comments
	Rapporteur response
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