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Introduction
RAN4 LS to RAN1 in R1-2200896/R4-2202602 was discussed in RAN1#108 and again in RAN1#109 in context of PUCCH SCell activation. TS38.213 defines the UE to use SSB as the path loss reference RS for uplink power control if no path loss RS has been configured to it. RAN1 specifications have been written with PCell mindset, and the SSB to pick as the reference RS is defined to be the SSB used to obtain the MIB:
…the UE calculates [image: ] using a RS resource from an SS/PBCH block with same SS/PBCH block index as the one the UE uses to obtain MIB
The main intention of this part of the specificaiton is to instruct the UE to use the SSB it is currently synchronized to as the PL-RS on the cell in which it is to transmit the uplink, but the reference to MIB is problemtic for SCells where the UE is not required to read the MIB. 
The scenario where path loss reference RS is not confiugred is valid as indicated in TS 38.331.
It has now became eviedent that the issue is larger than the RAN4 LS context of PUCCH SCell activation, and is related more generally to uplink CA power control regardless of whether the SCell has PUCCH present.
Proposal is to Defie that for SCells, when path loss reference is not configured to the UE, the UE should use the SCell’s SS/PBCH block the UE is synchronized to as the PL-RS for PUSCH, PUCCH and SRS.
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Discussion
Round #1

Please provide your views on the issue described in the CR and in the introduction section of this document to the table below:
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia, NSB
	In our view the CR is necessary for the UE and the gNB to have the same understanding on how UL power control works in absence of PL-RS configuration for the SCell.

If the current specification is taken literally, it should be understood so that the UE shall read the MIB in each SCell, as it is logically incorrect to consider any other cell to provide the PL-RS for the SCell. The requirement to read MIB just for PL-RS to apply is of course nonsensical, and thus it would be better to clarify that in case of SCell the MIB reading is not applied, but SCell default PL-RS should be used in order to avoid possible misunderstanding that PCell SSB should be used for PL-RS for SCell UL.

	MTK
	We understand the intention to use SCell’s SS/PBCH block as PL RS for UL PC. However, current spec is written in a say that UE may need to use PCell’s SSB for SCell UL PC in some scenarios as illustrated by the moderator (which is strange, we agree). The proposal hence becomes more like an ehhancement to current spec as this paragraph of spec has been there for a long time. We are open to hear views from other companies while for now we prefer to take it as a R18 TEI.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Agree with the direction that Nokia/NSB proposes in principle. 

While we understand and have some sympathy with MTK’s point for the procedure, we are hoping to go with this direction without relying on another procedure than CR (e.g., TEI).  

	ZTE
	We support the further clarification for SCell UL, and clearly, current spec is incomplete if there is no SSB configuration in the SCell.

	vivo  
	As mentioned, this issue was already discussed in R1-2202938.zip in RAN1#108, no RAN1 consensus was reached. According to current spec., when PL RSs are not configured, the RS for SCell UL PC is the SSB the UE tried to obtain MIB during initial access in PCell, which is clear enough. There’s no need to discuss this again.

	Ericsson1
	We support to have CR to fix this issue and agree with direction of change proposed in R1-2309898.




Summary for Round #1
In addition to the proponent, 5 companies provided comments.
· A total of  4 companies think that the correction along the lines proposed is useful
· Two companies think the current specification is clear and good enough
· 1 company sees the proposal as an enhancement that could be a TEI18 item
· 1 company does not see the need to discuss the point any further

Moderator proposal: Agree to the CR in R1-2309898
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