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1	Introduction
This document captures discussion and proposals from the following offline discussion

* [AT125bis][202][MIMOevo] Offline discussion on the remaining RILs and other issues  (Ericsson)
Scope:  Discuss the remaining RILs and other issues for MIMOevo
      Intended outcome: Agreeable proposal for handling the RILs or other critical open issues, summary in R2-2403742
      Deadline:  before Wednesday CB session

The changes to RRC specification based on the offline discussion can be found in R2-2403743. 

[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion

R2-2402804	RIL S958, S959 on codebook CBSR	Samsung, Xiaomi, Ericsson	discussion	Rel-18	NR_MIMO_evo_DL_UL-Core
-	HW think it is better to specify the length via ASN.1, rather than in the FD. 
-	ZTE and CATT support intention of Samsung proposal. CATT support Option 1. 

?? Separate n1-n2 and CBSR for Rel-18 codebook-Config, and adopt option 1 (specify CBSR bitmap length in field description) as baseline.
Included in offline

Offline discussion and proposal

HW would prefer the alternative way which is close to how n1-n2 has been captured previously in ASN.1.
Ericsson think HW proposal makes sense.
CATT wonders if original TP is more efficient if there is no CBSR? 
HW explains it should be the opposite way
Samsung: Fine to go with HW proposal, CBSR is also used in another parameter which we need to change as well
HW: We could keep the existing CBSR-r18
Samsung: it is optional
HW: OK then we could use similar structure for this case as well 

 
[bookmark: _Toc164350760]Adopt the alternative option which aligns with existing design (in Appendix). We also make CBSR configuration optional in both type 2 CJT and type 2 Doppler codebooks and update the field description(s). 


R2-2402538	[C506][C508][C512][C513][C514][C515][C516][C519] RRC Corrections for MIMO	CATT, Ericsson	discussion	Rel-18	NR_MIMO_evo_DL_UL-Core

RILs are already agreed, exact wording can be further discussed in offline if needed

Offline discussion

The details of these RILs were not discussed in the offline session.


R2-2402803	RIL S952, S953, S954, S955, S956, S957, C515, C516, E228, E229	Samsung	discussion	Rel-18	NR_MIMO_evo_DL_UL-Core
-	HW agree with the proposals and think we can even remove more (e.g., for S955). 
-	CATT think it is useful to have some description in RRC.
-	Ericsson agree from high level that we can simply.
Intention of S952, S953, S954, S955, S956, S957 are agreeable, exact wording will be checked in offline.


Offline discussion and proposal


S952, S953, S954: Similar changes, adopt similar principle to all?

HW: would like to simplify further and just refer to RAN1 spec
Ericsson: Understand we have similar text HW wants to remove already in some R17 field descriptions
Rapporteur (Ericsson): If there are field descriptions which do not need to be aligned with other ones with redundant information, we can also remove in RRC review. 

[bookmark: _Toc164350761][bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Agree to RILs S952, S953, S954: Remove “If more than one value for the field coresetPoolIndex is configured in IE controlResourceSet for the BWP, the value 'first' corresponds to the "indicated" joint/UL TCI states specific to coresetPoolIndex value 0 and the value 'second' correspond to the coresetPoolIndex value 1, respectively. In this case, network does not configure the value 'both'.” from corresponding applyIndicatedTCI-state field descriptions.

S955: Same as above, also do we add more details here? 

Samsung: Motivation for this was to add text from RAN1 spec to clarify
Ericsson, HW, QC would like to simplify and not add RAN1 details (according to the discussed principle of not duplicating info found in RAN1 specs)
CATT prefers Samsung’s TP
HW: After checking RAN1 spec, it does not seem to be consistent so there could be something to clarify in RAN2
SS: Also fine to remove text if all agree 


[bookmark: _Toc164350762]Agree to remove text as in S955 but also remove the new added details. 

S956, S957: Adopt the change or simplify? 

[bookmark: _Toc164350763]Agree to S956, S957.




R2-2403222	Remaining aspects on RRC for MIMOevo, E228, E229, C515, C516	Ericsson	discussion	Rel-18	NR_MIMO_evo_DL_UL-Core
-	CATT agree with the intention, but do not think it is good to use the wording ‘active bwp’. CATT think we can just refer to R1 spec if there is confusion.
Included in offline


Offline discussion and proposal


E228, E229: How to capture UL/DL dependency 

Ericsson: Propose to add reference to “active BWP” to clarify in RAN2 specs
HW: we could capture in RRC in each field decription we can refer to DL or UL BWP as if they were configured together and we clarify this in one common place which applies to UL and BWP which are used together
Samsung: Thinks we don’t need to capture this and instead just refer to RAN1 specifications
HW thinks we are not consistent on what we are clarifying with regards to UL and DL field descriptions
QC, xiaomi think that we can just refer to RAN1 specs.

[bookmark: _Toc164350764]UL / DL dependency is captured in RAN1 specifications and we remove corresponding text from field descriptions.

C515, C516: RILs agreed already, discuss wording 

Rapporteur (Ericsson): These were not explicitly discussed during the “online offline”. But rapporteur comment after the offline: We agreed to capture UL/DL dependency only in RAN1 specs, therefore these should be updated accordingly. 


R2-2403293	[H152][H153] RRC corrections for MIMO	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-18	NR_MIMO_evo_DL_UL-Core

P1:
-	CATT agree with the intention of P1, wording requires further checking.

P1 is agreed, exact wording can be further checked.

P2:
-	CATT think we do not combine these two. ZTE want to understand what is the issue if we configure these two together. 
-	Samsung understand the issue and think currently there is no restriction for NW to configure different PCI. HW also do not think such restriction is needed. 

P2 and P3 are included in offline

P4:
-	CATT disagree. 


Offline discussion and proposal

		H153: P1 agreed, wording to be checked (or leave to RAN1 specs)? 

[bookmark: _Toc164350765]H153 wording agreed as baseline according to the text proposal, can be further updated during RRC review if there is need. 



		H152: P2 and P3 to be discussed

Proposal 2: Discuss whether it should be allowed or not to configure a combination of Rel-17 ICBM and Rel-18 2TA for the same serving cell/UL BWP.
Proposal 3: Discuss whether to make additionalRACH-perPCI-ToAddModList a proper extension of additionalPCI-ToAddModList following the guidelines in A.4.3.6 example 2.

Rapporteur (Ericsson): These were briefly discussed based on HW proposal in draft folder (MIMO_H152_TP). Companies didn’t have time to review prior to session so it is expected they will check further after the offline session. Additionally, there is different understanding between companies whether 2TA and ICBM should be allowed to be configured together. 

Conclusion on H152 / P2 and P3: Companies should check with their RAN1 colleagues whether 2TA and ICBM should be allowed to be configured together, comeback in offline session to determine the next steps. 
Companies can additionally double check the TP uploaded in the draft folder. 

[bookmark: _Toc164350766]Discuss how to progress with H152, e.g. whether 2TA and ICBM are allowed to be configured for the same serving cell / UL BWP. 

3	Conclusion
Based on the offline discussion the following is proposed:

Proposal 1	Adopt the alternative option which aligns with existing design (in Appendix). We also make CBSR configuration optional in both type 2 CJT and type 2 Doppler codebooks and update the field description(s).
Proposal 2	Agree to RILs S952, S953, S954: Remove “If more than one value for the field coresetPoolIndex is configured in IE controlResourceSet for the BWP, the value 'first' corresponds to the "indicated" joint/UL TCI states specific to coresetPoolIndex value 0 and the value 'second' correspond to the coresetPoolIndex value 1, respectively. In this case, network does not configure the value 'both'.” from corresponding applyIndicatedTCI-state field descriptions.
Proposal 3	Agree to remove text as in S955 but also remove the new added details.
Proposal 4	Agree to S956, S957.
Proposal 5	UL / DL dependency is captured in RAN1 specifications and we remove corresponding text from field descriptions.
Proposal 6	H153 wording agreed as baseline according to the text proposal, can be further updated during RRC review if there is need.
Proposal 7	Discuss how to progress with H152, e.g. whether 2TA and ICBM are allowed to be configured for the same serving cell / UL BWP.
[bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery] 
Appendix
N1-N2-CBSR-List-r18 ::= CHOICE {
    two-one-r18            CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (8))},
    two-two-r18            CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (27))},
    four-one-r18           CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (16))},
    three-two-r18          CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (35))},
    six-one-r18            CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (24))},
    four-two-r18           CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (43))},
    eight-one-r18          CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (32))},
    four-three-r18         CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (59))},
    twelve-one-r18         CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (48))},
    four-four-r18          CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (75))},
    eight-two-r18          CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (75))},
    sixteen-one-r18        CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-list-r18 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..4)) OF BIT STRING (SIZE (64))}
}

N1-N2-CBSR-r18 ::=     CHOICE {
    two-one-r18            CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (8))},
    two-two-r18            CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (27))},
    four-one-r18           CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (16))},
    three-two-r18          CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (35))},
    six-one-r18            CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (24))},
    four-two-r18           CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (43))},
    eight-one-r18          CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (32))},
    four-three-r18         CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (59))},
    twelve-one-r18         CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (48))},
    four-four-r18          CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (75))},
    eight-two-r18          CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (75))},
    sixteen-one-r18        CHOICE {no-cbsr-r18 NULL, cbsr-r18 BIT STRING (SIZE (64))}
}
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