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1	Introduction
In legacy LTE, the transmit power for PUSCH during subframe  and cell  is given as:

The closed-loop parameter  is controlled by the eNB through the TPC command within the UL grant.  is indicated to a UE and consists of one cell-specific and one UE-specific component. Further,  is used to enable fractional power control. Also,  is set based on the chosen MCS; increases the transmit power for higher order modulation schemes and higher coding rates. 
Further, in legacy LTE, the SRS power is controlled via the PUSCH closed-loop parameter.
In this paper, we discuss power control for sPUSCH and sTTI SRS.
2	sPUSCH Power Control
As shown during the SI, due to its inferior channel estimation quality, sPUSCH is outperformed by a comparable PUSCH. For this reason, it makes sense to configure the sPUSCH open-loop power control parameters separately. Hence, we have:
Proposal 1: For sPUSCH, the open-loop power control parameters should be defined independent of those of the legacy LTE. 
Moreover, as mentioned above, the closed-loop power control parameter  is controlled via a TPC command sent in the UL grant, and is applied to the entire UL subframe. For sPUSCH, the new closed-loop power control parameter should be defined which is sent via sDCI, and is applied to the corresponding UL sTTI.
Proposal 2: The closed-loop power control parameter of sPUSCH is controlled via a TPC command within the UL grant, and is applied to the corresponding UL sTTI.
Another important issue to consider is power headroom reporting (PH) when both 1ms TTI and sTTI can be sent concurrently. If the sPUSCH power can change per sTTI over each subframe, PH reporting for 1ms TTI becomes challenging. Hence, it should be decided whether TPC command can be applied to each individual sTTI within a subframe or should only be applied once per subframe. The final design is also dependent on whether a dynamic power sharing across 1ms TTI and sTTI is adopted, or the maximum power can semi-statically be split between them.
Proposal 3: Further study whether the power of each sPUSCH within a subframe can be controlled independently via its associated grant or should the TPC be applied once per subframe.
Another aspect to look at is the power control for SRS transmission. In legacy LTE, the setting of the UE transmit power for the SRS during subframe  for serving cell  is defined as:

Similar to PUSCH versus sPUSCH power control, since the UE-specific SRS configurations may be different between 1ms SRS and shortened SRS, their open-loop power control parameters should be configured independently. Also, the closed-loop power adjustment for shortened SRS should be based on that of the sPUSCH.
Proposal 4: For sTTI SRS transmission, both the closed-loop as well as the open-loop power control parameters should be configured independent of those of the 1ms TTI. 
3	         Conclusions  
Proposal 1: For sPUSCH, the open-loop power control parameters should be defined independent of those of the legacy LTE. 
Proposal 2: The closed-loop power control parameter of sPUSCH is controlled via a TPC command within the UL grant, and is applied to the corresponding UL sTTI.
Proposal 3: Further study whether the power of each sPUSCH within a subframe can be controlled independently via its associated grant or should the TPC be applied once per subframe.
Proposal 4: For sTTI SRS transmission, both the closed-loop as well as the open-loop power control parameters should be configured independent of those of the 1ms TTI. 
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