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During RAN#94e, a new WID for Rel-18 MIMO evolution for DL and UL was agreed.  The highlighted Part of objective 7 is relevant for this AI:
7. Study, and if justified, specify the following 
· Two TAs for UL multi-DCI for multi-TRP operation 
· Power control for UL single DCI for multi-TRP operation where unified TCI framework extension in objective 2 is assumed.
For the case of simultaneous UL transmission from multiple panels, the operation will only be limited to the objective 6 scenarios.


In this summary, proposals and views expressed on the proposals are summarized.


Issue 4	Handling of overlapping UL transmissions

In RAN1#112, the following agreement was made:

	Agreement
For multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, for the case when the UE does not support UL STxMP transmission, down-select at least one of the following in RAN1#112bis-e:
· Alt 1:  Introducing a time gap X between two UL transmissions associated with two different TA values
· E.g., X symbols in the slot(s) corresponding to the two UL transmission remain unused
· FFS: How X is determined
· Alt 2:  Reduce the overlapping duration of one of the two UL transmissions
· Alt 3:  Scheduling restriction is applied such that the UE does not expect the two UL transmissions to overlap
· Other alternatives are not precluded
TBD: how to capture the downselected alternative(s) in the specifications in case specification impact is deemed needed.





The following is are revised proposal after round 0 discussion:

Proposal 4.2
For multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, for the case when the UE does not support UL STxMP transmission,
· for the baseline feature, the UE does not expect the two UL transmissions to overlap (i.e., scheduling restriction is applied to avoid overlap between the two UL transmissions)
· as an optional feature, the overlapping duration of the later of the two UL transmissions is reduced.
· FFS: for the optional feature, whether or not the overlapping duration needs to be specified as 1 (in case 2) or 2 (in case 1) OFDM symbols where
· Case 1: UE is capable of supporting MRTD > CP, SCS=60 kHz and frequency range is FR1.
·  Case 2: otherwise
Support Proposal [20]:  Samsung, vivo, Spreadtrum, OPPO, FGI, Sharp, Xiaomi, Apple, ETRI, Ericsson, ZTE,  Qualcomm, Intel, Google, NTT Docomo, Lenovo, CATT, TCL, Transsion, Huawei/HiSi, [NEC]

Please provide your comments on Proposal 4.1:
	Company
	Comments

	NTT Docomo
	Given the majority support, we are fine to accept it. 

	Samsung
	Support

	QC
	Ok.

	ETRI
	Support Proposal 4.1.

	Lenovo
	Support 

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Do not support if the overlapping duration is not clarified. Let’s take an example.
Assuming gNB schedules 10 UL symbols of a slot for data transmission. UE drops 2 of the 10 symbols, but gNB doesn’t know this since gNB doesn’t know the exactly length of overlapping duration. How can gNB receive the data correctly?
[Moderator]  Whether the overlapping duration needs to be explicitly configured or not needs further discussion.  Given only one company proposes this, the best we can do is list it as a point for further discussion (see yellow text above).  

	ZTE
	OK.

	CATT
	support

	TCL
	Support.

	Transsion
	Support Proposal 4.1.

	Xiaomi
	Support Proposal 4.1.

	Moderator
	Seems the proposal is agreeable to most companies.  Regarding the question from Huawei/HiSi, I have added the following subbullet.  We can discuss this further in next meeting.
· [for the optional feature, whether or not the overlapping duration needs to be explicitly configured to the UE can be further discussed]
Hope this is acceptable to other companies.


	Huawei, Hisilicon
	We’d like to clarify more on the importance of specifying the value of the overlapping duration in Alt 2.
For example, gNB schedules two PUSCH in two consecutive slots. UE drops signal on the first 2 symbols of the latter slot. 
If the gNB knows the first 2 symbols are dropped, in decoding of PUSCH, gNB can set the LLR of the RE on the 2 symbols to 0, to avoid introducing the noise and interference on these RE. Otherwise, gNB will take the signal (which is noise and interference) on the REs of the 2 symbols for decoding, which degrades the performance of decoding.

Without specifying the length of overlapping duration, the performance of Alt 2 is worse than Alt 1. Then, we still prefer Alt 1.

For specifying the overlapping duration, it is easy like:
Proposal 4.1 
For multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, for the case when the UE does not support UL STxMP transmission,
· for the baseline feature, the UE does not expect the two UL transmissions to overlap (i.e., scheduling restriction is applied to avoid overlap between the two UL transmissions)
· as an optional feature, the overlapping duration of the later of the two UL transmissions is reduced. The overlapping duration is 1 (in case 2) or 2 (in case 1) OFDM symbols.
· Case 1: UE is capable of supporting MRTD > CP, SCS=60 kHz and frequency range is FR1.
· Case 2: otherwise


	Moderator
	Updated proposal after some offline discussion.  Suggested text by Huawei/HiSi is added as FFS in Proposal 4.2 now.



Issue 5	PRACH triggering towards inactive additionalPCI

In RAN1#112bis-e, the following agreement was made:
	Agreement

For intercell multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, support indication of which PRACH configuration to be used in the RACH procedure in the PDCCH order.
· FFS: Whether additionalPCI or a generic identifier is indicated in PDCCH order
FFS: The detail of the indication in PDCCH order in terms of whether to support PRACH triggered for inactive additionalPCI.




One open issue is whether or not to support PRACH triggering towards an inactive additionalPCI.  The following views are expressed in TDocs submitted:
· Support [45]: Qualcomm, vivo, Huawei/HiSi, Ericsson, Samsung
· Do not support [810]:  ZTE, CATT (deprioritize), CMCC, OPPO, Nokia/NSB (deprioritize), LGE, NTT Docomo, Apple, TCL, Transsion
After round 0 discussion, the proponents of supporting PRACH triggering towards an inactive additionalPCI provided the following reasons :
· Proponent Comment 1:  “If not supported, configuring more than one additional PCI becomes useless as gNB needs to first activate one PCI, then send a PDCCH order, measure the TA, signal the absolute TA command, and only then UL can be transmitted. We do not think this latency is very different from RRC reconfiguration. Then, gNB should not even configure more than one additional PCI.”
· Proponent Comment 2:  “For mobility, the candidate cell is always inactive. If PRACH can be transmitted toward candidate cell, why it cannot be transmitted toward inactive PCI in our case (which is much simpler because frequency and SCS is the same in our case)?”
Can companies agree or disagree with the above two Proponent comment comments?  It would be helpful if you could elaborate your reason for agreement or disagreement.
	Company
	Comments

	Samsung
	There is no need to restrict the PDCCH order to active additional PCI. 

	Lenovo
	We prefer not to support PDCCH order to in-active additional PCI considering the UE complicity.

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Similar view as Samsung.
With the progress in R18-LTM, TA acquisition for more than one neighbor cell is already supported. In R18-LTM, the number of neighbor cell that UE can obtain TA is a UE capability. If UE are not capable to acquire TA for inactive additional PCI, it can report that it only supports TA acquisition for one neighbor cell, then gNB will not trigger PRACH for inactive additional PCI for the UE.

	ZTE
	It is not needed as we elaborated in the last round of discussion. We don’t repeat it herein.

	LGE
	As commented in the first round, PDCCH order to inactive additional PCI is not needed.
· The spirit of Rel-18 MIMO two TA is for acquiring/maintaining TRP-specific TA value when two CORESET pool is configured within a BWP. In case of inter-cell M-DCI case, acquiring/maintaining TA of serving cell + TA of active PCI is sufficient for two TA enhancement, and more than 2 TA is clearly out of scope. 

	TCL
	We do not think PRACH triggering towards an inactive additionalPCI can reduce latency. After PRACH triggering towards the inactive additionalPCI, this additionalPCI is also inactive and should perform active procedure again.

	Transsion
	We think PRACH triggering towards an inactive additionalPCI is not necessary. 

	QC
	There seems to be some confusion. Being able to transmit PRACH toward an inactive additional PCI does not mean more than 2 TAGs are needed for the CC. UE still maintains two TAGs corresponding to two active TRPs, but we do not understand why network needs to first activate a TRP before being able to acquire the timing through PDCCH-order based PRACH. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Issue 6	Indicator of PRACH configuration in PDCCH order

In RAN1#112bis-e, the following agreement was made:
	Agreement

For intercell multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, support indication of which PRACH configuration to be used in the RACH procedure in the PDCCH order.
· FFS: Whether additionalPCI or a generic identifier is indicated in PDCCH order
FFS: The detail of the indication in PDCCH order in terms of whether to support PRACH triggered for inactive additionalPCI.




The following two cases were discussed in the round 0:
· Case 1:  PRACH triggering towards inactive additionalPCI is supported => support indicating additionalPCI indicator (3 bits) in PDCCH order
· Case 2:  PRACH triggering towards inactive additionalPCI is not supported => support a one bit indicator in PDCCH order which indicates whether PRACH is triggered towards the active additionalPCI or the serving cell PCI.
The following is a summary of views expressed:
Support Case 1 [7]: Qualcomm, Samsung, vivo, Huawei/HiSi, FGI, ETRI, Ericsson
Support Case 2 [5]: ZTE, OPPO, LGE, NTT Docomo, Apple, Lenovo 
May depend on outcome of Issue 5 [2]: Nokia/NSB, Spreadtrum 

Please check if your views are captured correctly above.  Also, indicate if you have a second preference.
	Company
	Comments

	Lenovo
	We prefer Case2

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Support Case 1. It is more consistent with R-18 LTM which has more than one bit for PRACH indication. Otherwise, the may be some coexistence issue between mTRP and LTM.

	LGE
	We also think it depends on outcome of Issue 5.

	TCL
	We think this issue depends on issue 5.

	Transsion
	We also think it depends on outcome of Issue 5.

	Xiaomi
	We also think it depends on outcome of Issue 5.

	OPPO
	If Case 2 is supported for two TAs, we don’t see there is co-existence issue with LTM. That’s totally different design. Two TAs is initiated by PDCCH order while LTM relies on cell switch command. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




Issue 7	TAG ID indication

In RAN1#113, the following agreement was made:
Proposal 7.0
For intra-cell multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, down-select one of the following alternatives:
· Alt 1:  indicate TAG ID as part of TA command in RAR
· Alt 3:  divide SSBs into two groups, one for each TRP.    If a SSB associated to a RACH procedure belongs to the nth group (n=1,2), then the TA obtained via the RACH procedure corresponds to the nth TRP.



Majority of the companies prefer Alt 1.  Hence, the following is proposed:

Proposal 7.1
For intra-cell multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, support the following:
· Alt 1:  indicate TAG ID as part of TA command in RAR

Support [15]:  Qualcomm, CATT, CMCC, Sharp, NTT Docomo, Xiaomi, Lenovo, Nokia/NSB, vivo, Spreadtrum, Ericsson, Intel, FGI, Apple, LGE,  
Concern [5]:  Samsung, ETRI, Huawei/HiSi, ZTE, Transsion

Could companies accept Alt 1 given the majority?
	Company
	Comments

	Samsung
	Don’t support. We support Alt3.

	QC
	Only support Alt1.

	Lenovo
	Support the Proposal.

	ETRI
	We don’t support Proposal 7.1. In a sense that it is sufficient to support only two TAs, Alt 3 having a demerit of hard-partitioned SSBs is somewhat preferred to Alt 1 having a demerit of consuming reserved bit(s). Also, if we compare Alt 1 with Alt 3 in terms of power control efficiency of PRACH for setting up the connection of the 2nd link, Alt 1 may not be efficient. As we know, the transmit (Tx) power of PRACH preamble is determined mainly based on the downlink Tx power from TRP and the receive (Rx) power at UE. Consider the case when there are two TRPs as shown in Figs. 1 and 2. At Alt 1 in Fig. 1, since both UE and TRP1 (1st link) don't know whether the second link is for TRP2 (Fig. 1(a)) or for another link (e.g., reflection or multipath) belonging to TRP1 (Fig. 1(b)), UE is not able to be aware of downlink Tx power for the second link. 
[image: ]

[image: ]

On the other hand, at Alt 3 in Fig. 2, since both UE and TRP1 (1st link) know whether the second link is for TRP2 (Fig. 2(a)) or for another link (e.g., reflection or multipath) belonging to TRP1 (Fig. 2(b)), UE is able to be clearly aware of downlink Tx power for the second link.

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Don’t support. No need to waste one bit since there is a way that don’t that bit.

	ZTE
	Do not support Alt1, we support Alt 3.
Again, Alt3 needs an LS to RAN2 to assess the compatibility of MAC RAR change.

	LGE
	Support Alt 1.

	CATT
	Support Alt1.

	Transsion
	We don’t support Proposal 7.1. We support Alt3.

	Xiaomi
	Support the proposal.

	QC
	Support.

	OPPO
	Not support. 
Alt.3 can work without additional signalling. NW could deploy SSBs into two group. Each group associates with a TRP. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Issue 8	Intra-cell cross-TRP PDCCH order

In RAN1#112bis-e, the following working assumption was made:
Working Assumption
For intra-cell multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, support the case where a PDCCH order sent by TRPX triggers RACH procedure towards either TRPX or TRPY. 
· FFS: details of PRACH power control


A very large majority of companies propose to confirm the working assumption.  Hence, the following is proposed:
Proposal 8.0
Confirm the following working assumption:
“For intra-cell multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, support the case where a PDCCH order sent by TRPX triggers RACH procedure towards either TRPX or TRPY.”
Confirm [1316]:  Nokia/NSB, ZTE, Lenovo, OPPO, NEC, Huawei/HiSi, FGI, LGE, Sharp, NTT Docomo, Xiaomi, Apple, Ericsson, CATT, TCL, Transsion, 
Defer Confirmation [3]:  Qualcomm, Samsung, vivo, 
This proposal has majority support.  We can have some discussion on this offline.
	Company
	Comments

	Samsung
	We prefer to defer confirmation until more progress is made on other design details.

	QC
	Same view as Samsung.

	Lenovo
	Support to confirm.

	LGE
	Support to confirm. We are just trying to agree on the already agreed feature for inter-cell case. Also, the other design details can also be applicable to intra-cell case so there is no harm.

	CATT
	Support to confirm.

	TCL
	Support.

	Transsion
	Support to confirm.

	Xiaomi
	Support to confirm.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Issue 9	RAR-less TA indication

In RAN1#112bis-e, the following agreement was made:
Agreement
For multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, support at least RAR-based solution where RAR is only received from a TRP that is associated with Type 1 CSS
· RAR based
· FFS: RAR-less solution reusing the solution agreed in Rel-18 Mobility Enh


On whether RAR-less TA indication is needed, the following are the company views:
For multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, on whether RAR-less TA indication is supported by reusing the mechanisms agreed in the mobility agenda
· The existing absolute TA command MAC-CE is reused for RAR-less solution.
Support:  Qualcomm, IDC, Huawei/HiSi, Sharp, Ericsson
Do not support:  Nokia/NSB, Samsung, ZTE, Lenovo, vivo, OPPO, FGI, LGE, NTT Docomo, Apple (deprioritize), CATT, Xiaomi
We can have some offline discussion on this proposal before concluding this.
	Company
	Comments

	Lenovo
	Do not support RACH-less TA indication.

	LGE
	Not needed.

	CATT
	Do not support.

	Xiaomi
	Not needed.
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Issue 10	PRACH Power Control

In RAN1#112bis-e, the following working assumption was made:
Agreement
For multi-DCI based inter-cell multi-TRP and intra-cell multi-TRP operation with two TAGs configured in a CC, for a CFRA based PDCCH order from one TRP triggering PRACH towards another TRP, study whether and, if needed, how to determine the transmit power of the triggered PRACH preamble


The following is the updated proposal after round 0:
Proposal 10.2
For multi-DCI based inter-cell multi-TRP [and intra-cell multi-TRP] operation with two TAGs configured in a CC, when a PDCCH order sent by TRPX triggers RACH procedure towards TRPY (X≠Y), the SSB indicated in the CFRA based PDCCH order is used as the PL-RS for determining the transmit power of the triggered PRACH transmission
Note:  the above applies to at least inter-cell multi-TRP case involving TRP associated with active Additional PCI
Note:  UE expects the SSB indicated has to a known PL-RS as defined in 38.133

Support [16]:  NTT Docomo, Samsung, Lenovo, Huawei/HiSi, ZTE, CATT, Transsion, Xiaomi, Nokia/NSB, vivo, OPPO, NEC, FGI, Sharp, Apple, Ericsson

Concern: [Qualcomm], [LGE], 
Companies are asked to comment on the above proposal and suggest revisions if needed.
	Company
	Comments

	NTT Docomo
	Support 

	Samsung
	We prefer to focus first on inter-cell case. For the inter-cell case, if the PDCCH order triggers RACH towards a non-serving cell, the PL-RS can be based on the SSB indicated in the PDCCH order. Else, follow legacy behaviour.  

	QC
	Not support
· For inactive additional PCI, a restriction is needed so that UE does not have to measure PL-RS for all SSBs and all PCIs
· For active additional PCI, the whole proposal is not needed because there is already an active working beam.
Hence, we suggest:

For inter-cell multi-DCI based multi-TRP operation with two TAGs in a CC:
· For cross-TRP PDCCH order when PRACH is toward an active TRP, the PRACH power control is based on the DL-RS of either the first indicated TCI state or the second indicated TCI state that is associated with the active TRP.
· [bookmark: _Hlk134175373]For cross-TRP PDCCH order when PRACH is toward an inactive PCI, the PRACH power control is based on the SSB index that is indicated by the PDCCH order DCI, 
· The UE expects the SSB index to be configured for periodic L1-RSRP report and is among the reported beams in the most recent L1-RSRP report.


	Lenovo
	Support it.

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	We don’t want to complicate the design. Suggest a simple and unified solution for all cases no matter it is inter-cell or inter-cell,  cross triggering or non-cross triggering.
In our view, taking the SSB associated with the PRACH is a general design.

	ZTE
	Support it and share Samsung’s comment. 
Furthermore,
· For the case of PRACH towards active additionalPCI, proposal 10.1 is in line with legacy rule that SSB is used for PL-RS of PRACH transmission.
· For the case of PRACH towards inactive additionalPCI, we do not support this case.

	LGE
	@Samsung, ZTE, legacy rule is that DL RS for DM-RS of PDCCH order is used for PL-RS of PRACH, which is also not workable for cross-TRP RACH triggering in case of intra-cell M-DCI. So, the proposal should include intra-cell case.

	CATT
	Support the proposal. 

	Transsion
	Support the proposal. 

	Xiaomi
	Support the proposal.

	Moderator
	We may need offline discussion for this proposal.

	Moderator
	Updated Proposal 10.2 after offline discussion

	ETRI
	We support the proposal.




Issue 11	QCL of PDCCH/PDSCH RAR

Several companies propose that PDCCH RAR and PDSCH RAR of a CFRA are both QCLed with the CORESET associated with the Type I CSS set.  The following is revised proposal after round 0:
Proposal 11.1
For inter-cell multi-DCI based multi-TRP operation with two TAGs configured in [a CC or Pcell], when the PDCCH order is transmitted from the TRP that is not associated with Type 1 CSS, PDCCH RAR and PDSCH RAR of a CFRA are both QCLed with the CORESET associated with the Type I CSS set

Support:  NTT Docomo, Qualcomm, Lenovo, Huawei/HiSi, ZTE, LGE, CATT, TCL, Xiaomi, OPPO 

Not Support:  Samsung
Companies are asked to comment on the above proposal and suggest revisions if needed.
	Company
	Comments

	NTT Docomo
	Support 

	Samsung
	Don’t support. We can use legacy behavior, where the QCL of RAR is determined by the PDCCH order.

	QC
	Support. Maybe good to clarify that “configured in a CC PCell” given the this is already the behavior for the SCell (nothing needs to change for SCell).
We do not understand the comment by Samsung. How can we use legacy when the TRP that sends the PDCCH order is not the same TRP as the one sending Type 1 CSS?

	Lenovo
	Support.

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Suggest a simple and unified solution for all cases with two TA no matter it is inter-cell or inter-cell,  cross triggering or non-cross triggering, Pcell or Scell.
Following the QCL of CORESET associated with type 1 CSS can always work. No need to differentiate too much cases. The legacy rule is already too complicated.

	ZTE
	Ok.
Besides, we have the same question as QC to Samsung (what we also asked in the last meeting).

	LGE
	As commented by QC, legacy QCL rule cannot be applicable if PDCCH ordering TRP and TRP associated with Type-1 CSS are different. So, we support the proposal 11.1.

	CATT
	Support the proposal. 

	TCL
	Support.

	Transsion
	Suggest to add a note: when the PDCCH order is transmitted from the TRP that is associated with Type 1 CSS, the legacy behavior is reused.
In addition, we share the similar view as QC that “configured in a CC” can be modified as  “configured in PCell” .

	Xiaomi
	Support the proposal.

	Moderator
	We may need offline discussion for this proposal.

	OPPO
	 Support the proposal.

	
	





Proposals for online discussion

Proposal (offline consensus)
Proposed answer to Question Q1a in RAN2 LS R1-2304326:
Apart from the agreements RAN1 has sent in LS R1-2302226 to RAN2 before, RAN1 has not agreed to any further restrictions on the association of serving cells and/or TRPs to the TAGs at this point. If RAN1 agrees to such restrictions, RAN1 will inform RAN2.


Proposal (offline consensus)
Proposed answer to Question Q1b in RAN2 LS R1-2304326:
 RAN1 has not reached consensus to increase the current number of TAGs per cell group.


Proposal
Proposed answer to Question Q2 in RAN2 LS R1-2304326:
RAN1 confirms that when the TA timer expires for a TAG associated with a TCI state, UL or DL operation is impacted only towards that TRP. This further depends on PTAG/STAG definition, which is up to RAN2 to decide.
Which UL or DL operation is impacted have not been discussed in RAN1, and up to RAN2.


Proposal 4.2
For multi-DCI based Multi-TRP operation with two TA enhancement, for the case when the UE does not support UL STxMP transmission,
· for the baseline feature, the UE does not expect the two UL transmissions to overlap (i.e., scheduling restriction is applied to avoid overlap between the two UL transmissions)
· as an optional feature, the overlapping duration of the later of the two UL transmissions is reduced.
· FFS: for the optional feature, whether or not the overlapping duration needs to be specified as 1 (in case 2) or 2 (in case 1) OFDM symbols where
· Case 1: UE is capable of supporting MRTD > CP, SCS=60 kHz and frequency range is FR1.
·  Case 2: otherwise
Support Proposal [20]:  Samsung, vivo, Spreadtrum, OPPO, FGI, Sharp, Xiaomi, Apple, ETRI, Ericsson, ZTE,  Qualcomm, Intel, Google, NTT Docomo, Lenovo, CATT, TCL, Transsion, Huawei/HiSi, [NEC]

Proposal 10.2
For multi-DCI based inter-cell multi-TRP [and intra-cell multi-TRP] operation with two TAGs configured in a CC, when a PDCCH order sent by TRPX triggers RACH procedure towards TRPY (X≠Y), the SSB indicated in the CFRA based PDCCH order is used as the PL-RS for determining the transmit power of the triggered PRACH transmission
Note:  the above applies to at least inter-cell multi-TRP case involving TRP associated with active Additional PCI
Note:  UE expects the SSB indicated has to a known PL-RS as defined in 38.133

Support [16]:  NTT Docomo, Samsung, Lenovo, Huawei/HiSi, ZTE, CATT, Transsion, Xiaomi, Nokia/NSB, vivo, OPPO, NEC, FGI, Sharp, Apple, Ericsson

Concern: [Qualcomm], [LGE], 



To conclude Issue 2
note: we will quickly check if we can agree to either of the following.  If either one is not agreeable, there will be no consensus for supporting two TA enhancement for multi-DCI based multi-TRP operation under the Rel-15/16 spatial relation framework.
Proposal for Issue 2
For associating TAGs to target UL channels/signals for multi-DCI based multi-TRP operation under the Rel-15/16 spatial relation framework,
· Support the following for FR2
· Associate TAG ID with spatial relation 
· Support the following for FR1
· Associate TAG ID with CORESETPoolIndex
Support: Qualcomm, Apple, Nokia, LGE, Lenovo, OPPO, Spreadtrum, DOCOMO, FGI, IDC, ZTE
Concern: Samsung, Ericsson

Alternative proposal for Issue 2
For associating TAGs to target UL channels/signals for multi-DCI based multi-TRP operation under the Rel-15/16 spatial relation framework, support the following for both FR1 and FR2
· Associate TAG ID with spatial relation
· Introduce spatial relation for FR1 
· Note: spatial relation for FR1 will not be used for deriving spatial TX parameters
Support: Samsung, LGE, Google, Ericsson
Concern: Lenovo, Qualcomm
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