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1. Introduction
In [1], there are plenty of pending issues due to the complicated use case in the non-RRC_CONNECTED state, and in this contribution, we provide our views on these issues.
2. Discussion
2.1 RAR verification
In [1], we have the following options:

<Way forward>: It is further discussed whether RAR is included in BC requirement. Proponents of RAR test are encouraged to provide more analysis why spherical coverage used in RRC_CONNECTED is not sufficient and why RAR test complement the BC requirement in RRC_INACTIVE and initial access.
· Option 1: RAR is included.
· Option 2: RAR is not included.

In our understanding, the RAR test intends to compare the performance between Tx beam and Rx beam to verify the beam correspondence. The idea is good to match with the definition of beam correspondence, but this verification is only reasonable when the comparison is based on the same beam which is hard to be guaranteed during the test. Furthermore, it will be even meaningless to compare the Tx and Rx performance based on the CDF method because actually we have eliminated the direction information, and one example is shown below:



Figure 1 Tx beam and Rx mismatch

Observation 1: The RAR test will be meaningless if it is based on the CDF method. 

In addition, as we mentioned in the last meeting, incorporating Rx and Tx in the test will increase the test time and complexity significantly which is not preferred, so we think the RAR test is not needed and we can only follow the logic in the previous release, i.e., the corresponding beam can meet the Tx requirement autonomously to show the beam correspondence performance is enough.

Proposal 1: No need to introduce RAR verification for beam correspondence.
2.2 Msg3/MsgA and waveform
In [2], we analyze the impact factors of beam correspondence performance, which can be summarized as follows:

Table I Impact factors for beam correspondence

	Factors
	Hardware impairment
	RSRP measurement accuracy

	
	phase shifter error
	element gain difference
	

	
	· Hardware characteristics should be the same for Msg1/Msg3/MsgA.
· The premise is that the same beam type and waveform are used for all Msg.
· UE should work at maximum output power.
	· SSB measurement accuracy should be constant for UE




Observation 2: The Msg1/Msg3/MsgA can achieve similar beam correspondence performance by a suitable configuration during the test.

So, from our perspective, verifying Msg1/Msg3/MsgA one by one is redundant and if Msg1 can meet the requirement, other Msg can be considered to meet the requirement by default.

Proposal 2: Only msg1 beam correspondence performance needs to be verified, and once the msg1 passes the test, the msg3/msgA can be considered to meet the requirement by default.

2.3 Applicability of Rel-16 SSB BC requirement 
This issue is related to the beam type discussion. In the previous release, the beam correspondence is defined based on fine beam only because only the RRC_CONNECTED state is considered. Extend the requirement in RRC_CONNECTED to the RRC state is an easy way but doesn’t make sense if different beam types exist, so we think the requirement for the non-RRC_CONNECTED state should accommodate different beam type and the R16 SSB-only cannot be extended directly.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Observation 3: The R16 SSB-only BC requirement is defined based on the fine beam only but different beam type implementation exists during the non-RRC_CONNECTED state.

Proposal 3: The R16 SSB-only BC requirement cannot be extended to IA and SDT.

2.4 UE capability and requirement scenario
Another issue here is the UE capability, it is noted that the NW can only receive the UE capability information after initial access, so a capability for IA is meaningless.

Observation 4: A UE capability for IA is meaningless because the NW receives the UE capability information after IA.

Then whether a capability for SDT is needed? We think it depends on the requirement scenario, and several options are proposed in [1]: 

<Way forward>: It is further discussed whether initial access, RA-SDT and CG-SDT are all specified. Proponents of multiple tests are encouraged to provide more analysis why the requirements are different among these cases.
· Option 1: Core requirement is introduced to all cases, i.e., IA, RA-SDT, and CG-SDT
· Option 1a: Core requirement is the same for all cases and one set of requirements is appliable to all.
· Requirement is verified only in one case.
· Option 1b: Core requirement is specified for each case, IA, RA-SDT and CG-SDT.
· Requirement is verified for each case.
· Option 2: Core requirement is only introduced to initial access.
As we analyzed in section2.2, we think the beam correspondence performance should be the same for IA and SDT, and the only difference is test configuration and procedure, and if IA and SDT share the same requirement, the capability is not needed.

Proposal 4: No UE capability is needed for IA and SDT beam correspondence. 
· One set of requirements applies to both IA and SDT to accommodate different beam types.
· only IA needs to be verified.

2.5 BC tolerance 
The BC tolerance was discussed again in the last meeting:

<Way forward>: It is further discussed whether the BC tolerance is applied or not in RRC_INACTIVE and initial access.
· Option 1: BC tolerance is applicable.
· Option 1: The same as Rel-16. 
· Option 2: New tolerance is introduced.
· Option 2a: New tolerance for long/short DRX scenarios needs to be clear.
· Option 2: BC tolerance is not applicable.
We really don’t understand why this issue still exists even though almost all companies have been against this weird idea in the past two meetings. The R16 BC tolerance is defined based on the performance difference between with and without UL beam sweeping, and for this WI, we have already agreed that there is no UL beam sweeping and we can not obtain any tolerance here. As for the DRX, we think from the RF requirement perspective, the only difference is the test time and no need to be considered.

Proposal 5: The BC tolerance is not needed for IA or SDT, and no need to further discuss it.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide our views on requirement applicability, and the proposals are shown below:
Observation 1: The RAR test will be meaningless if it is based on the CDF method. 

Observation 2: The Msg1/Msg3/MsgA can achieve similar beam correspondence performance by a suitable configuration during the test.

Observation 3: The R16 SSB-only BC requirement is defined based on the fine beam only but different beam type implementation exists during the non-RRC_CONNECTED state.

Observation 4: A UE capability for IA is meaningless because the NW receives the UE capability information after IA.

Proposal 1: No need to introduce RAR verification for beam correspondence.

Proposal 2: Only msg1 beam correspondence performance needs to be verified, and once the msg1 passes the test, the msg3/msgA can be considered to meet the requirement by default.

Proposal 3: The R16 SSB-only BC requirement cannot be extended to IA and SDT.

Proposal 4: No UE capability is needed for IA and SDT beam correspondence. 
· One set of requirements applies to both IA and SDT to accommodate different beam types.
· only IA needs to be verified.

Proposal 5: The BC tolerance is not needed for IA or SDT, and no need to further discuss it.
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