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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

	Ofinno
	Hsin-Hsi Tsai
	htsai@ofinno.com

	Nokia
	Andrew Lappalainen
	andrew.lappalainen@nokia.com

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



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.
[Huawei] The above is a complete misunderstanding of the problem. The problem is that:
- values 1 to 31 have exactly the same meaning regardless whether they are signalled using the Rel-15 or the Rel-19 field
- the Rel-19 UE capability applies to support of values 32 to 45
Accordingly, a network implemented using 38.331 Rel-19 will assume that the Rel-19 UE that does not support the Rel-19 capability still can decode the Rel-19 field set to values 1 to 31, but most likely, such a UE will not understand this field and may ignore it or trigger re-establishment.
To avoid this problem, the network should use the legacy field when it wants to signal a value between 1 and 31, and the new field when it wants to signal a value between 32 and 45, and there is no need for any change to 38.306. The most sensible way to capture that is to remove the values 1 to 31 from the new field.
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);

Option 3:
· change in 38.331 startingBitOfFormat2-3-r19 to startingBitOfFormat2-3-v19 and define it as INTEGER (32..45);
· no change to 38.306

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

	Ofinno
	Option 2
	TS 38.331 specified that the network does not configure both startingBitOfFormat2-3 and startingBitOfFormat2-3-r19 simultaneously. If the network wants to configure startingBitOfFormat2-3-r19 when the UE is supported, the value from 1 to 31 should also be applicable. The extension normally covers the original range.
[Huawei] What does "when the UE is supported" mean? The problem is that now, when the UE does NOT indicate support, it still looks like the network could send the new field to a value from 1 to 31.

	Nokia
	Option 2
	We thought that this was the understanding in RAN1 already. If the R19 capability supports the range 1 to 45, there does not seem to be any interoperability issue here.
[Huawei] The question is not whether the UE supports 1 to 45 when it indicates support of this capability, the question is whether the UE understands the new field set to a value from 1 to 31 when it does not indicate support of this capability.
Since values 1 to 31 can be signalled with the legacy field, and the values 1 to 31 in the new field have exactly the same meaning, there is not use to signal these values with the new field (apart from creating problems).

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 3
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




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

	Ofinno
	Change to "UL TRP"
	This parameter is for TCI-UL-State. Remove the whole term makes the purpose of the parameter a bit ambiguous. "UL TRP" is used in TS 38.300, which is ok for TS 38.331.

	Nokia
	Keep (UL-only TRP) or change to UL TRP
	We have some preference for UL-only TRP because the point is that it does not apply to a TRP with DL (SSBs), but we also understand that the term “UL-only” is not defined elsewhere, so UL TRP is acceptable if preferred by most companies.
We agree with Ofinno that removing UL TRP leaves the description of the field ambiguous.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Change to "UL TRP"
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



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

	Ofinno
	No
	In the legacy, the value symbols/slots/ms X corresponds to X symbols/slots/ms, etc. Probably we can add “symbol” to align with the legacy, for example:
[bookmark: _Hlk213253199]minimumPucch-PuschOffset
[bookmark: _Hlk213253287]Indicates the time offset in number of symbols for determining available transmission occasion of PUSCH from the PUCCH for mode-B UE initiated CSI reporting. Value sym0 corresponds to 0 symbol, value sym1 corresponds to 1 symbol, and so on.

The legacy parameter measDurationSymbols could be a good reference.

	Nokia
	No
	Ofinno’s understanding seems correct. The offset is in total number of symbols, not “first symbol”, “second symbol”, etc. 

	Huawei
	See comment
	Ok with Offino's suggestion.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



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

	Ofinno
	[Issue 1]

The full name of UEIRI (UE Initiated Report Indication) does not include CSI.
Change “UE initiated CSI reporting indicator” to “UE initiated report indicator” of pucch-Resource as below:

pucch-Resource
Indicates the periodic PUCCH resource for the UE initiated CSI reporting indicator for both mode-A and mode-B UE initiatedinitated CSI reporting:
-	to request dynamically scheduled PUSCH to carry UE- initiated/event-driven beam CSI report for mode-A;
-	to notify the network of a Type-1 CG PUSCH to carry UE- initiated/event-driven beam CSI report for mode-B.
[Huawei] There is no field called pucch-Resource in CSI-ReportUE-Initiated, there are pucch-ResourceConfig, pucch-ResourceList and resource. Which one is that supposed to be a description of?
	

	Nokia
[Issue 1]
	There are redundant spaces (before “-r19”) in these field names that should be deleted:
ng-n1-n2-cbsr-r19                             CHOICE {
                    two-four-three -TypeI-MultiPanel-Restriction-r19              BIT STRING (SIZE (192)),
                    two-six-two -TypeI-MultiPanel-Restriction-r19                 BIT STRING (SIZE (192)),
                    two-eight-two -TypeI-MultiPanel-Restriction-r19               BIT STRING (SIZE (256)),
                    four-four-two -TypeI-MultiPanel-Restriction-r19               BIT STRING (SIZE (128)),
                    two-four-four -TypeI-MultiPanel-Restriction-r19               BIT STRING (SIZE (256)),
                    four-four-four -TypeI-MultiPanel-Restriction-r19              BIT STRING (SIZE (256)),
                    four-eight-two -TypeI-MultiPanel-Restriction-r19              BIT STRING (SIZE (256))
                }

	

	Nokia
[Issue 2]
	In additionalOneSlotOffsetDoppler each of the choices corresponds to the case where there are X (}) CSI-RS resources per CSI-RS resource group, and the choice configured applies to all  resource groups simultaneously.
Right now the field names sound like “2nd CSI-RS resource group”, “3rd CSI-RS resource group”, “4th CSI-RS resource group”. It would be clearer to use a name like ‘twoResourcesPerGroup’, ‘threeResourcesPerGroup’, ‘fourResourcesPerGroup’.
additionalOneSlotOffsetDoppler-r19  CHOICE {
        resourceGroup4resourceGroup2-r19                      BIT STRING(SIZE(42)),
        resourceGroup8resourceGroup3-r19                      BIT STRING(SIZE(83)),
        resourceGroup12resourceGroup4-r19                     BIT STRING(SIZE(124))
    }
[Huawei] Agree.                                                                                                           
	

	Huawei
[Issue 1]
	The CR should not include clauses and IEs without change, and the language should not be changed to Portuguese in perhaps more than 100 places.
	

	Huawei
[Issue 2]
	In the text below:
- what does the addition "(including codebookType)" mean?
- what does "For codebookConfig-r19 ..., cri-Type2 can only be configured when typeII-r16 is configured in codebookConfig-r16" mean, knowing that if codebookConfig-r19, codebookConfig-r16 is not configured?

codebookConfig
Codebook configuration for Type-1 or Type-2 including codebook subset restriction. Network can only configure one of codebookConfig, codebookConfig-r16, codebookConfig-r17, codebookConfig-r18 or codebookConfig-r19 (including codebookType) in a CSI-ReportConfig. The network includes codebookConfig-v1730 only if codebookConfig-r17 is configured. For codebookConfig-r19, cri-TypeI-SinglePanel can only be configured when typeI-SinglePanel is configured in codebookConfig and cri-TypeII can only be configured when typeII-r16 is configured in codebookConfig-r16.
	

	Huawei
[Issue 3]
	Field names like pucchResourceConfig, pucch-ResourceList and PUCCH-Resource-r19 look like they are, respectively, configuration of, list of, critical extension of PUCCH-Resource (in CSI-ReportConfig) but they are not.
To avoid confusion, a different name should be used, e.g. uerir-ResourceConfig, ueiri-ResourceList, ueiri-Resource.
	

	Huawei
[Issue 4]
	The only extension markers in CSI-ReportUE-Initiated-r19 are inside r19eventTypeUE-Initiated, there should at be extensions markers also (i.e., don't remove the existing ones) at the end of CSI-ReportUE-Initiated-r19, possibly also in reportTransmissionMode-r19 and pucch-ResourceConfig-r19 (to be renamed)
	

	Huawei
[Issue 5]
	Wrong English syntax, should be:
eventInstanceCount
Indicates the minimum number of event instances for one of the same new beam within a configured time window forthat the UE can to initiate UEIBM CSI report (see TS 38.214 [19], clause 5.2.1.5.4.1).
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