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Introduction
This document summarizes remaining issues proposed in company contributions of AI 9.2.4 for the following objective in Rel-19 WI of NR MIMO Phase 5:
	5. Specify enhancement for asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios, assuming intra-band intra-DU non-co-located mTRP scenarios, without changing existing cell definition or defining a new cell (e.g. UL-only cell), assuming the Rel-17/18 unified TCI framework and fully reusing the legacy QCL/UL spatial relation rules, targeting FR1 and FR2 
a. Two closed-loop PC adjustment states for SRS, both separate from PUSCH; and pathloss offset configurations for pathloss calculation to UL TRP(s), when the pathloss RS is from DL sTRP.



Issues for Discussions
#1: Pathloss offset configuration
FL note: For the original proposal 1.1, one controversial is the number of PL offset configurations can be configured due to different understanding on following designs of different companies.  Associating PL offset with UL TCI state in proposal 1.2 seems to be generally ok to all the companies. Therefore, one wayforward is to combine 1.1 and 1.2:
Update Proposal 1.1: 
For the asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios, support to associate a UL TCI state with a PL offset:
· When a UL TCI state associated with a PL offset is applied for the PUSCH/PUCCH/SRS transmission, the UE shall calculate the Tx power of the PUSCH/PUCCH/SRS based on the DL PL RS and PL offset associated with this UL TCI state.
· Reuse the legacy uplink power control formulation by replacing legacy PL with UL PL which is derived from the DL PL RS and the PL offset.
· FFS: The UE can update UL PL in a way that new UL PL = current UL PL + an update delta indicated by the NW.
· Note: it does not intend to increase the number of maintained PLs per cell.
· FFS: whether to support associating joint TCI state (if supported) with a PL offset.
Further study whether/how to apply a PL offset on PDCCH-order PRACH transmission too.
· FFS: how to determine the Tx beam of PRACH towards UL TRP 
· Note: this does not imply to support 2 TA for single-DCI based system.
FFS: whether to support associating joint TCI state with a PL offset.
· 
FL note: In round 1 summary, companies are generally ok with the principle of proposal 1.4, i.e., MAC CE to update the PL offset, and they also proposed to discuss the details later. Given that, the proposal 1.4 is updated as follows.
[bookmark: _Hlk159895376]Updated Proposal 1.4: Support updating PL offset through MAC CE.
· FFS: whether the TCI state activation MAC CE can realize the update of PL offset through update the TCI state 
· FFS the need of dynamic indication via DCI for FR2.
· FFS: the UE behaviour and solutions if NW cannot provide a valid pathloss offset

FL note: Supporting separate TCI state mode seems to be common understanding among companies. MTK suggested that the sub-bullets of the first bullets are not needed, which I agree. 
The proposal is updated as follows:
[bookmark: _Hlk159895411]Updated Proposal 1.6: 
· For the asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios, separate TCI state mode of Rel-17/18 unified TCI framework can be configured.
· The gNB can indicate one pair of DL TCI state and UL TCI state to the UE.
· The gNB can indicate one DL TCI state, two UL TCI states to the UE.
· FFS: the following TCI state configuration case:
· Configure joint TCI state mode
· The gNB can indicate one pair of joint TCI state and UL TCI state to the UE.

FL note: Companies think we should first discuss whether inter-cell case is supported or not.
Updated proposal 1.8: Study whether to support if intra-band intra-DU inter-cell case is supported for asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios.

FL note: Companies are ok the main bullet. And some companies think the FFS is not needed.
Updated Proposal 1.9: Single-DCI based system is supported for In asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenario:
· For rel-17 unified TCI framework, sTRP transmission is supported
· For rel-18 unified TCI framework, single-DCI based system is supported.
· FFS: whether support configuring two different coresetPoolIndex values for this deployment scenario

Table 1-2: Company input for Issues 1.x
	Company 
	Comments

	Mod00
	Please share your views/inputs on the issues 1.x

	Samsung
	Updated Proposal 1.1: Generally fine. We can add FFS for the case when PUCCH/PUSCH/SRS is not followed the indicated TCI state, because main bullet mentioned “PL offset associated with the indicated UL TCI state”.
Updated Proposal 1.4: Support.
Updated Proposal 1.6: Support.
Updated Proposal 1.8: Our understanding is that inter-cell case is in-scope since Rel-19 WID mentioned that the scenario is intra-DU which includes intra-/inter-cell.
Updated Proposal 1.9: Support.


	Panasonic
	Updated Proposal 1.1: 
Support with following suggestions:
·  Use “legacy PL” instead of “DL PL”. For example: “Reuse the legacy uplink power control formulation with replacing DL legacy PL with UL PL which is estimated from the DL legacy PL RS and the PL offset.
· Add that in case PL offset is not configured for TCI state, the default value is zero
· Remove the last FFS. WID mentions “non-co-located mTRP”

Updated Proposal 1.4: Not support. 
We have questions about the motivation for MAC-CE reporting. For example, why not consider RRC update along with closed loop power control. If this is enough, then less spec impact.
We can also support both

Updated Proposal 1.6: Not support because we do not understand the motivation

	Mod
	@Samsung,  it is not intended to only talk about the PUSCH/PUCCH/SRS followed the indicated TCI states. For that, I change the “indicated” to “applied”.

@Panasonic: change DL PL to legacy PL. Regarding the case PL offset not configured for TCI state, we do not define the default value because the PL offset is not used for that.

	OPPO
	Updated Proposal 1.1: 
Support. It seems more concrete to associate PL offset(s) with UL TCI state rather than PL offset configuration(s). In such case, we could leverage the uTCI framework to update the PL offset accordingly. 

Updated Proposal 1.4: 
Support to update the PL offset via MAC CE. Note that in legacy release, MAC CE can also update uTCI state and even PL RS. As for DCI-based update, it seems too dynamic. 

Updated Proposal 1.6: 
Fine with the direction. But we would like to remind the FL that in legacy uTCI framework, joint TCI state and UL cannot be configured within a CC. So we suggest to only study the case whether joint TCI state can be used for Asym TRP scenario.   

Updated Proposal 1.9: Support. 

	Nokia/NSB
	Proposal 1.1: we are fine with the proposal in general. 
Proposal 1.4 we are fine with it
Proposal 1.6: we are fine with it
Proposal 1.8: we are fine with it
Proposal 1.9: we are fine with it

	Google
	Update Proposal 1.1: We cannot accept it and have a couple of comment on this proposal. 

First, we think the FFS for associating PL offset with joint TCI state should be kept. 
Mod:Ok, I bring back this bullet.

Second, for the sub-bullet “FFS: how to determine PRACH direction towards UL TRP without DL RS”, we do not understand the intention. Does this mean how to determine whether a PRACH is transmitted towards UL TRP? 
Mod: That is one concern on PRACH to UL TRP. I think it is ok to study and anyway, the whole bullet is for FFS


Third, if our understanding is correct, the sub-bullet under the first FFS should be formulated as below to make it clear: 
· The UE updates UL PL with in a way that new UL PL = current UL PL + an update delta indicated by the NW.
Mod: Updated accordingly

Update Proposal 1.9: We do not support this proposal, since it suggests UL M-DCI is not supported for asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenario. We think it is too early to claim that in the first meeting. We are OK if we add below FFS. 

FFS: Whether and how to support UL M-DCI schemes.
Mod: There is no UL M-DCI scheme in current spec. It would helpful if you can describe the design with clear details.  If simply says supporting multi-DCI based system, it would involve much multi-DCI based DL transmission schemes which is out of scope since the WI says DL sTRP.


	Spreadtrum
	Updated Proposal 1.1: Generally, we are fine. Just one minor suggestion: Given the main bullet is about PL offset associated with TCI state, and no unified TCI state for PRACH, the FFS related to PRACH could be deleted. It can be discussed separately.
Updated Proposal 1.4: Support
Updated Proposal 1.6: Support
Updated Proposal 1.9: Support

	Ericsson
	Updated Proposal 1.1
The benefit of indicating an accumulated pathloss offset is not clear to us. But we are OK this sub bullet is FFS.
Updated Proposal 1.4
We support this proposal, but we would like to add an FFS:
FFS: study the UE behavior and solutions if NW cannot provide a valid pathloss offset
Updated Proposal 1.6
We support
Updated Proposal 1.8
We need clarification on whether inter-cells are referred to the cells between the DL/UL TRP and the UL-only TRP, not between two DL/UL TRPs, unless both DL/UL TRPs belong to the same DU.

We also propose the following modification:
Study whether to support intra-band intra-DU inter-cell case for asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios.
Updated Proposal 1.9
We support


	Mod
	Update proposal 1.4 with adding the FFS bullet suggested by Ericsson
@Spreadtrum: change the format of proposal 1.1 to move the FFS on PRACH to a bullet, not a sub-bullet. 

	Lenovo
	Updated Proposal 1.1: We are in general OK with the updated proposal. However, the “UL PL” is not estimated by the UE as it does with DL PL, but is derived by the UE from the estimated DL PL and the PL offset. We suggest to make the following wording change:
· Reuse the legacy uplink power control formulation with replacing DL legacy PL with UL PL which is estimated derived from the DL PL RS and the PL offset.
· FFS whether to additionally support updating UL PL as follows:
· The initial value of UL PL is estimated derived from the DL PL RS and the PL offset
Updated Proposal 1.4: Support
Updated Proposal 1.6: Support
Updated Proposal 1.8: OK. We do not think inter-cell case should be supported.
Updated Proposal 1.9: Support.  


	Mod
	Update 1.1 according to the comment of Lenovo

	Sony
	Updated Proposal 1.1:.Support.
Updated Proposal 1.4: Support.
Updated Proposal 1.6: Support.
Updated Proposal 1.8: Similar view to Ericsson. Further clarification is need for intra-band intra-DU inter-cell case for asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios. 
Updated Proposal 1.9: Support.

	Docomo
	Updated Proposal 1.1: Support. 
Re the 1st FFS (new UL PL indication), we believe it is out of scope, because WID clearly mention 
“PL-offset configurations …, when the pathloss RS is from DL sTRP”.
Re the 2nd FFS (joint TCI), we don’t understand the benefit. If gNB wants to use joint TCI state, gNB can configure the same QCL source RS to a pair of DL + UL TCI state, which is equivalent.
Re the 3rd FFS (PDCCH order PRACH), our motivation is for TA acquisition to UL TRP. In legacy, SSB indicated by PDCCH order is used as PL-RS of the PDCCH order PRACH. If UE transmits PRACH to UL TRP, Tx power of the PRACH is too large, because PL-RS is transmitted from DL TRP. Hence, the same issue happens for PRACH.

Updated Proposal 1.4: Support. If PL-offset is configured per a TCI state, different PL-offset can be configured in different TCI state. It is natural that MAC CE/DCI indicate TCI state and the associated PL-offset. However, whether MAC CE needs to update PL-offset in a TCI state is a different discussion.

Updated Proposal 1.6/1.8/1.9: Our understanding of the WID scope is the following:
- Two CL-PC: Support both intra/inter-cell (R17 and 18 sDCI TCI framework)
- PL-offset config.: Support only intra -cell (only 18 sDCI TCI framework)

Question to FL: We don’t understand the relation between P1.6 and P1.9. P1.6 says “Rel-17/18 unified TCI framework” and P1.9 says “sDCI” which means “Rel-18 unified TCI framework for sDCI”.
 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Update Proposal 1.1: OK.

Updated proposal 1.4: Not support

We think, in practice, it is sufficient to directly signal the PL offset in RRC. Any further optimization (eg, configuring multiple PL offsets in RRC and indicating one of them in MAC-CE) would complicate the procedure without any real benefit. The reason is that the PL offset should be subtracted from the DL PL estimate which itself is obtained through a L3 filtering of the DL PL-RS RSRP. Since the estimated DL PL-RS is L3 filtered, it is not much responsive to, eg,  UE movements and a “low-latency” indication of the PL offset would not make the PL value towards UL TRP any more accurate. 

Updated Proposal 1.6: In the asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment, UE operates in mTRP mode. So, we are not sure how Rel-17 unified TCI framework can work in this case. For FFS part, we think “The gNB can indicate one pair of joint TCI state and UL TCI state to the UE” is out of scope. We suggest the following modification:
Updated Proposal 1.6: 
· For the asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios, separate TCI state mode of Rel-17/18 unified TCI framework can be configured.
· The gNB can indicate one pair of DL TCI state and UL TCI state to the UE.
· The gNB can indicate one DL TCI state, two UL TCI states to the UE.
· FFS: the following TCI state configuration case:
· Configure joint TCI state mode
· The gNB can indicate one pair of joint TCI state and UL TCI state to the UE.

Updated proposal 1.8: We are not sure how to study this!

The only way to proceed is RAN1 to conclude whether or not inter-cell case for asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment is within the scope of the WID. We think it is not. 
Even if RAN1 concludes that the inter-cell case is within the scope, we think specifying the intra-cell case should be prioritized. 

Updated Proposal 1.9: OK. 


	MediaTek
	Updated Proposal 1.1
OK
Updated Proposal 1.4
OK
Updated Proposal 1.6
We still prefer to remove the 2nd FFS bullet, which cannot be supported by Rel-17/18 unified TCI framework
Updated Proposal 1.9
Support

	LG
	Proposal 1.1: support the proposal 
Proposal 1.4/1.6/1.8/1.9: we are fine with it

	CATT
	Updated Proposal 1.1: We prefer to keep the bullet regarding PRACH transmission. It is our view that it is out of scope but we can live that whether to apply it is FFS.
Updated Proposal 1.4, 1.6, 1.8&1.9: Fine to support.

	TCL
	Proposal 1.1: Support.
Proposal 1.4: Support.
Proposal 1.6: 
When joint TCI state mod is configured, the network configures a DL TCI state list for the UE but does not configure an UL TCI state list. So the joint TCI state type must not be suitable for asymmetric DL/UL deployment.
We suggest to study a new TCI state mod (may be named as partJoint). When this TCI state type is configured, the gNB can indicate a DL TCI state and a UL TCI state to the UE. UE can receive DL signals from and transmit UL signals to DL & UL TRP by using the indicated DL TCI state. UE can transmit UL signals to UL-only TRP by using the UL TCI state.
Proposal 1.8: Support.
Proposal 1.9: Support.

	CMCC
	Updated Proposal 1.6: Support.

Updated Proposal 1.8: Inter-cell case is in-scope, the WID mentioned that the scenario is intra-DU which includes intra-/inter-cell. Based on the intra-DU described in WID, we are fine to also add intra-DU in the proposal.
We propose the following modification to align with WID:
Study intra-band intra-DU inter-cell case for asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios.

Updated Proposal 1.9: In our network, M-TRP has not been deployed, and UEs support of M-TRP has not been widely commercialized, so we prefer to use Rel-17 unified TCI state as a baseline to support asymmetric DL and UL.

	China Telecom
	We support the updated proposals.
For Proposal 1.8, we prefer the version with modification by Ericsson.

	Xiaomi
	Proposal 1.1: fine
Proposal 1.4: support 
Proposal 1.6: fine 
Proposal 1.8: support for further study,E///’s revision is fine to us too.
Proposal 1.9: support without the FFS.

	Mod
	@TCL: Re 1.6: my understanding your proposed new TCI state mode does not work technically. The UE can not use a DL TCI state to transmit UL signal because DL TCI state does not have the power control parameters that is needed for UL transmission. I understand your thinking is UE can use the same ‘beam’ of DL TCI state to transmit UL signal to DL/UL TRP, but that is not sufficient, there is no power control parameter.  

@DOCOMO: for your question on P1.9: the intention of P1.9 is to say that regarding the mTRP system, we can configure single-DCI based system to asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP scenario. 


Proposal 1.4:
Support: SS, OPPO, Nokia/NSB, Spreadtrum, Ericsson, Lenovo, Sony, DOCOMO, MTK, LG, CATT, TCL, China Telecom, Xiaomi, 
Not support: Panasonic, HW


Proposal 1.6: delete the second FFS bullet because a few companies commented that case can not be supported in rel17/18 unified TCI frame.

Proposal 1.8: revise according to comments.

Proposal 1.9: revise according some offline discussion. The intention for this proposal is to clarify that for the asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP scenario, sTRP or single-DCI based system can be configured, but not multi-DCI based system.  



#2: Closed-loop PC for SRS
FL note: All companies are ok with proposal 2.1. 
@ Fujitsu: It does not mean one SRS set or one SRS is going to be configured with two CLPC index. Each SRS set or SRS resource is associated with only one closed-loop index. 
To resolve Fujitsu’s concern, I revised the wording by removing “configuring”. 
Proposal 2.1: To facilitate the asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios, support configuring two closed-loop PC adjustment states for SRS in one CC, both of which are separate from that of the PUSCH.



FL note: Please provide your preference on those Alts. In round 1, only a few companies showed their preference.
· Alt1: Samsung, Fujitsu, TCL, China Telecom
· Alt2: CMCC, vivo, MTK
· Alt3: CMCC, vivo, 
· Alt4:
[bookmark: _Hlk159895284]Proposal 2.2: When one UE is configured with two SRS CLPC adjustment states, regarding how to configure one SRS CLPC adjustment state to one SRS resource set, down-select one from the following Alts:
· Alt1: Introduce one new value to the parameter srs-PowerControlAdjustmentStates in SRS resource set and this value indicate the 2nd SRS CLPC adjustment state
· Alt2: When the parameter srs-PowerControlAdjustmentStates is set to 'separateClosedLoop', closedLoopIndex-r17 in the TCI state indicates one of the SRS CLPC adjustment states: 
· value i0 indicates the 1st SRS CLPC adjustment state and 
· value i1 indicates the 2nd SRS CLPC adjustment state;
· Alt3: Add one extra parameter in P0AlphaSet-r17 of TCI state to indicate one of those two SRS CLPC adjustment states
· Alt4: the 2nd SRS CLPC adjustment state is configured to one SRS usage and all the SRS set of that SRS usage is associated with the 2nd SRS CLPC adjustment state, and the 1st SRS CLPC adjustment state is indicated to one SRS resource set per the legacy specification.

FL note: Regarding how to indicate TPC for two SRS CLPC adjustment states, most of companies are ok to enhance DCI format 2_3, however, some company want to discuss/agree which format including new format shall be used. So I revise the proposal accordingly.
@All, please input your views on Option 1~4
@All, please also input your views on Alt1~4, here are the views collected in last round:
· Alt1: CATT, TCL, vivo, 
· Alt2: Samsung, CATT, OPPO, CMCC, TCL, China Telecom, Sony,  MTK
· Alt3: TCL, 
· Alt4:

[bookmark: _Hlk159895298]Updated Proposal 2.3: Study how to indicate TPC command for those two SRS CLPC adjustment states through DCI when the UE is configured two SRS CLPC adjustment states, down-select from the following options:
· Option 1: enhance the legacy DCI format 2_3 of higher layer parameter srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group = typeA;
· Option 2: enhance the legacy DCI format 2_3 of higher layer parameter srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group = typeB;
· Option 3: enhance the legacy DCI format 2_3 of higher layer parameter srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group = typeA and typeB;
· Option 4: enhance DCI format 1_1 or 0_1 to indicate TPC for SRS CLPC adjustment states
· Option 5: enhance the legacy DCI format 2_3 by introducing a new Type for higher layer parameter srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group
· Option 6: new DCI format to indicate TPC for SRS CLPC adjustment states
· Other options are not precluded.
[For the Options1, 2, and 3 and 5, consider and down-select from one from the following Alts:
· Alt1: In DCI format 2_3, add one additional TPC command for each CC configured with two SRS CLPC adjustment states, 
· the first TPC command is associated with the first SRS CLPC adjustment state and the second TPC command is associated with the second SRS CLPC adjustment state.
· Alt2: Introduce one 1-bit closed-loop-indicator field for each TPC command in DCI format 2_3 
· This 1-bit closed-loop-indicator indicates the first SRS CLPC adjustment state or the second SRS CLPC adjustment state. 
· Alt3: use two different TPC-SRS-RNTIs for DCI format 2_3: 
· DCI format 2_3 with CRC scrambled with the first TPC-SRS-RNTI and the second TPC-SRS-RNTI indicates the TPC command for the first and second SRS CLPC adjustment state, respectively. 
· Alt4: Implicit method: 
· DCI format 2_3 sent in even frame indicates the TPC command for the first SRS CLPC adjustment state and DCI format 2_3 sent in odd frame indicates the TPC command for the second SRS CLPC adjustment state]


Table 2-2: Company input for Issues 2.x
	Company 
	Comments

	Mod00
	Please share your views/inputs on the issues 2.x

	Samsung
	Proposal 2.1: Support, this is clearly mentioned in WID.
Proposal 2.2: As mentioned in the last FL summary, we support Alt1 for SRS resource set not following the indicated TCI state and support Alt2 for SRS resource set following the indicated TCI state.
Updated Proposal 2.3: We think that Option 3 is good starting point from now. Among alternatives, we support Alt2.

	OPPO
	Proposal 2.1: 
Support it as exactly mentioned in the WID. Whether configured per SRS resource set or SRS resource, it can be further discussed in next-level details.

Proposal 2.3: 
We support Alt.3 (for both TypeA and TypeB) and we failed to find a motivation to additional support new DCI format (Alt.4).

	Nokia/NSB
	Proposal 2.1: we are fine with it
Proposal 2.2 We are, in general, fine with it.  Our preference is Alt1 or Alt2
Proposal 2.3:  We prefer the option3. We like to support Alt1 or Alt2


	Spreadtrum
	Proposal 2.1: Support
Proposal 2.2: We are fine with either Alt1 or Alt 2.
Proposal 2.3: We are fine with option 3, alt 1.

	Ericsson
	Proposal 2.1
We support
Proposal 2.2
We support
Updated Proposal 2.3
One general question: If type B is enhanced with alt1, i.e., add one additional TPC command to a block. In this case, the Rel-19 type B has a block size of 6 bits, while the legacy type B has a block size of 4 bits. Is it possible to configure legacy UEs with type B and Rel-19 UEs with rel-19 type B in the same DCI format 2_3? In our view, this enhancement should imply a new type X.

Option 5: enhance the legacy DCI format 2_3 by introducing a new Type for higher layer parameter srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group ;


	Mod
	Update proposal 2.3 according to the comments of Ericsson

	Ericsson
	Thanks FL for capturing our comment! 
In addition, we’d like to emphasis that not all UEs support DCI format 2_3. Dedicated DCI format for SRS power control shall be considered. 
FFS: Indicate TPC command for SRS in dedicated DCI format.


	Lenovo
	Proposal 2.1: Support
Proposal 2.2: Support. Our preference is Alt 3.
Updated proposal 2.3: Support. Of the 4 alternatives we support Alt 2 and Alt4.


	Mod
	Update the option 4 in Proposal 2.3 according to the comment of Ericsson

	Sony
	Proposal 2.1: Support.
Proposal 2.2: Fine.
Updated Proposal 2.3: As we mentioned in FL Summary Round 1, We support Option 3 and Alt 2.

	Docomo
	Proposal 2.1: Support
Proposal 2.2: Support. Our preference is Alt 1, which is simple extension.
Updated proposal 2.3: Support. If Option 4 is added, we’d like to change “down-select one or multiple” because we don’t believe only Opt4 will be supported. Note there is typo in Alt.1 (TCP command).

	MediaTek
	Proposal 2.1: Support.
Proposal 2.2: Support.
Updated Proposal 2.3: Support

	LG
	Proposal 2.1: Support
Proposal 2.2: suggest to remove Alt 4 that no company supports. 


	CATT
	Proposal 2.1: Support.
Proposal 2.3: We are ok to either workable option. We prefer to support Alt1 or Alt2


	TCL
	Proposal 2.1: Support.
Proposal 2.2: Support.
Proposal 2.3: Prefer Option3 and Alt 1, Alt 2 and Alt 3.

	CMCC
	Second part of Proposal 2.3: Fine with the proposal with preference on Alt2. 

	China Telecom
	Proposal 2.1: Support.
Proposal 2.2: Support. And our preference is Alt1 in 1st round, but we are also open to consider Alt2.
Proposal 2.3: Support. We are open to Option 1/2/3/5 and prefer Alt2.

	Xiaomi
	Proposal2.1: support
Proposal2.2: we prefer Alt.1 or Alt.2.
Proposal2.3: open to option 3/4/5/6. We can support alt.1 or alt.2.




Other Issues
FL: From round 1 discussion, we have the views on 3.1:
· Support: SS, DOCOMO, OPPO, China Telecom, Xiaomi (needs revision of WID), Ericsson, MTK, Sony, Intel (ok with main bullet and FFS on the sub-bullet)
· No: Fujitsu (but ok for discussion if majority are interested), vivo, 

Updated Proposal 3.1: To facilitate the asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios, support extending 2TA to single-DCI based mTRP and sTRP:
· FFS specification change to support this, for example, the function of Rel-18 two TA for multi-DCI based mTRP is reused with removing the restriction that coresetpoolIndex needs to be configured.
· FFS: further study the timing synchronization error
 


Table 3-2: Company input for Issues 3.x
	Company 
	Comments

	Mod00
	Please share your views on the issue/proposal

	Samsung
	Support this feature to have complete solution for asymmetric MTRP scenario, we understand this is out-of-scope though.

	OPPO
	Support the updated Proposal 3.1. 
From our understanding, to support 2 TA for S-DCI MTRP, we only need to remove the CORESETPoolIndex restriction which is only applicable for M-DCI MTRP supported with 2TA in Rel-18.  

	Nokia/NSB
	We also support proposal 3.1 without extending the TUs.

	Spreadtrum
	It is out of scope, and confirmed by Chair on Monday online session. If people want to extend the scope, it should be discussed in RAN plenary, not RAN1.

	Ericsson
	We support proposal 3.1.

	Lenovo
	Do not support. We can support PRACH transmission to UL only TRP to obtain the TA to this TRP, but 2 TA is out of scope for the WID.

	Sony
	Updated Proposal 3.1: Support.

	Docomo
	Support without extending the TUs.

	MediaTek
	Support without extending the TUs.

	CATT
	Not support. It is out of scope.

	China Telecom
	Support. 

	Xiaomi
	Support, but we think this is currently out of scope.



Proposals for Online Discussion
Update Proposal 1.1: 
For the asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios, support to associate a UL TCI state with a PL offset:
· When a UL TCI state associated with a PL offset is applied for the PUSCH/PUCCH/SRS transmission, the UE shall calculate the Tx power of the PUSCH/PUCCH/SRS based on the DL PL RS and PL offset associated with this UL TCI state.
· Reuse the legacy uplink power control formulation by replacing legacy PL with UL PL which is derived from the DL PL RS and the PL offset.
· FFS: The UE can update UL PL in a way that new UL PL = current UL PL + an update delta indicated by the NW.
· Note: it does not intend to increase the number of maintained PLs per cell.
· FFS: whether to support associating joint TCI state (if supported) with a PL offset.
Further study whether/how to apply a PL offset on PDCCH-order PRACH transmission too.
· FFS: how to determine the Tx beam of PRACH towards UL TRP 
· Note: this does not imply to support 2 TA for single-DCI based system.

Proposal 2.1: To facilitate the asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios, support configuring two closed-loop PC adjustment states for SRS in one CC, both of which are separate from that of the PUSCH.

Updated Proposal 2.3: Study how to indicate TPC command for those two SRS CLPC adjustment states through DCI when the UE is configured two SRS CLPC adjustment states, down-select from the following options:
· Option 1: enhance the legacy DCI format 2_3 of higher layer parameter srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group = typeA;
· Option 2: enhance the legacy DCI format 2_3 of higher layer parameter srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group = typeB;
· Option 3: enhance the legacy DCI format 2_3 of higher layer parameter srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group = typeA and typeB;
· Option 4: enhance DCI format 1_1 or 0_1 to indicate TPC for SRS CLPC adjustment states
· Option 5: enhance the legacy DCI format 2_3 by introducing a new Type for higher layer parameter srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group
· Option 6: new DCI format to indicate TPC for SRS CLPC adjustment states
· Other options are not precluded.
[For the Options1, 2, 3 and 5, consider and down-select from one from the following Alts:
· Alt1: In DCI format 2_3, add one additional TPC command for each CC configured with two SRS CLPC adjustment states, 
· the first TPC command is associated with the first SRS CLPC adjustment state and the second TPC command is associated with the second SRS CLPC adjustment state.
· Alt2: Introduce one 1-bit closed-loop-indicator field for each TPC command in DCI format 2_3 
· This 1-bit closed-loop-indicator indicates the first SRS CLPC adjustment state or the second SRS CLPC adjustment state. 
· Alt3: use two different TPC-SRS-RNTIs for DCI format 2_3: 
· DCI format 2_3 with CRC scrambled with the first TPC-SRS-RNTI and the second TPC-SRS-RNTI indicates the TPC command for the first and second SRS CLPC adjustment state, respectively. 
· Alt4: Implicit method: 
· DCI format 2_3 sent in even frame indicates the TPC command for the first SRS CLPC adjustment state and DCI format 2_3 sent in odd frame indicates the TPC command for the second SRS CLPC adjustment state]

Proposal 2.2: When one UE is configured with two SRS CLPC adjustment states, regarding how to configure one SRS CLPC adjustment state to SRS resource, down-select one from the following Alts:
· Alt1: Introduce one new value to the parameter srs-PowerControlAdjustmentStates in SRS resource set and this value indicate the 2nd SRS CLPC adjustment state
· Alt2: When the parameter srs-PowerControlAdjustmentStates is set to 'separateClosedLoop', closedLoopIndex-r17 in the TCI state indicates one of the SRS CLPC adjustment states: 
· value i0 indicates the 1st SRS CLPC adjustment state and 
· value i1 indicates the 2nd SRS CLPC adjustment state;
· Alt3: Add one extra parameter in P0AlphaSet-r17 of TCI state to indicate one of those two SRS CLPC adjustment states
· Alt4: the 2nd SRS CLPC adjustment state is configured to one SRS usage and all the SRS set of that SRS usage is associated with the 2nd SRS CLPC adjustment state, and the 1st SRS CLPC adjustment state is indicated to one SRS resource set per the legacy specification.

Updated Proposal 1.6: 
· For the asymmetric DL sTRP/UL mTRP deployment scenarios, separate TCI state mode of Rel-17/18 unified TCI framework can be configured.
· FFS: the following TCI state configuration case:
· Configure joint TCI state mode
· The gNB can indicate one pair of joint TCI state and UL TCI state to the UE.

Updated Proposal 1.4: Support updating PL offset through MAC CE.
· FFS: whether the TCI state activation MAC CE can realize the update of PL offset through update the TCI state 
· FFS the need of dynamic indication via DCI for FR2.
· FFS: the UE behaviour and solutions if NW cannot provide a valid pathloss offset
Support: SS, OPPO, Nokia/NSB, Spreadtrum, Ericsson, Lenovo, Sony, DOCOMO, MTK, LG, CATT, TCL, China Telecom, Xiaomi, 
Not support: Panasonic, HW
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