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Introduction
LS[1] was sent to RAN4, it requires for the consideration on beam correspondence requirement for SDT under RRC_inactive state.
This paper provides proposed answer on BC requirement under inactive state. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Discussion
In the LS, it is said: “In current NR specification the UE Tx beam determination for both msg1 and msg3 in RACH procedure (in all RRC states) are up to UE implementation. Meantime, RAN1 understanding is that RAN4 beam correspondence requirements currently apply to RRC_CONNECTED state only.” From the discussions on BC RF requirements in RAN4, we have some different views provided below.
Firstly, all RF requirements, including Tx and Rx, defined in TS 38.101 are for all physical channels that is possibly in Idle, Inactive or connected state. However, considering most RF requirements are defined in average approach with at least 1ms, RAN4 specify the RMC(reference measurement channel) under connected state for requirement verification. So now, almost all RF requirements are verified under RRC_connected state, it doesn’t mean these RF requirements are not serve for other states and configurations.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK49]Secondly, beam correspondence requirement is used to describe the UE ability to maintain the UL beam direction corresponding to DL beam selection, which is generally decided by UL and DL RF matching/correspondence design. It actually has little relation with which RRC state the UE is in. It means one verification test under a typical configuration(RMC) is enough to cover other cases when UE is required to select Tx beam by Beam correspondence.
Observation 1: For beam correspondence requirement, one verification test under a typical configuration(RMC) is enough to cover other cases when UE is required to select Tx beam by Beam correspondence.
Thirdly, since it is RAN1 understanding that UE Tx beam determination for RACH procedure is up to UE implementation, there is no description in RAN1 spec that how UE deal with the Tx beam. Thus it is not a standard procedure that UE will utilize beam correspondence during RACH procedure for msg1 and msg3. Without RAN1 specification on the UE behaviour or specific procedure, it is not reasonable to define RF requirement for it. 
For Random access SDT, there is no agreement in RAN1 on how UE decide the Tx beam for the msg1 and msg3(or msgA for 2 step RACH) as discussed before. And there is also no conclusion in RAN1 how UE decide the beam for DCI transfer and subsequent data transmission. 
Observation 1:  There is no conclusion in RAN1 on how UE decide the Tx beam for random access SDT during rach procedure and subsequent data transmission.
So we can get the following proposal:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK38]Proposal 1: there is no need to define beam correspondence requirement for Random Access SDT in RRC_inactive state.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK46]Additionally, for configured grant SDT, the related procedure for UE to decide the Tx beam are: RRCResumeRequest and SDT data transmission. According to the latest discussions in RAN1 and RAN2, the staged agreements are focused within how the CG resources associated with SSB and how UE select on the DL beam. So there is also no conclusion in RAN1 and RAN2 on how UE decide Tx beam for CG SDT for RRCResumeRequest and SDT data transmission.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK47]
Proposal 2: there is no need to define beam correspondence requirement for configured grant SDT in RRC_inactive state.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK48]Proposal 3: Send reply LS to RAN1(CC RAN2) with the answer:
It is RAN4 understanding that there is no need to define beam correspondence requirement for both RA SDT and CG SDT before RAN1 or RAN2 clearly specify how UE select the Tx beam during RACH procedure and data transmission for SDT.
Conclusion
In this contribution we discussed on the open issues on beam correspondence requirement, according to the analysis, we have the following proposals: 
Observation 1:  There is no conclusion in RAN1 on how UE decide the Tx beam for random access SDT during rach procedure and subsequent data transmission.
Proposal 1: there is no need to define beam correspondence requirement for Random Access SDT in RRC_inactive state.
Proposal 2: there is no need to define beam correspondence requirement for configured grant SDT in RRC_inactive state.
Proposal 3: Send reply LS to RAN1(CC RAN2) with the answer:
It is RAN4 understanding that there is no need to define beam correspondence requirement for both RA SDT and CG SDT before RAN1 or RAN2 clearly specify how UE select the Tx beam during RACH procedure and data transmission for SDT.
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