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1. Introduction
In [1], the test-related issue is summarized but there are still several remaining problems especially when power tolerance needs to be considered. In this contribution, we further discuss these issues.
2. Discussion
2.1 Power tolerance
In [2], we analyze that only the relative tolerance in power control needs to be considered in initial access beam correspondence verification, and the tolerance value depends on the higher layer parameter powerRampingStep which corresponds to ∆P in the following table:

	Power step ∆P (Up or down)
 (dB)
	All combinations of PUSCH and PUCCH, PUSCH/PUCCH and SRS transitions between sub-frames, PRACH (dB)

	ΔP < 2
	± 3.0

	2 ≤ ΔP < 3
	± 4.0

	3 ≤ ΔP < 4
	± 5.0

	4 ≤ ΔP < 10
	± 6.0

	10 ≤ ΔP < 15
	± 8.0

	15 ≤ ΔP
	± 9.0

	NOTE 1:	The requirements apply with ue-BeamLockFunction enabled.
NOTE 2:	For PUSCH to PUSCH transitions with the allocated resource blocks fixed in frequency and no transmission gaps other than those generated by downlink subframes, guard periods: for a power step ΔP = 1 dB, the relative power tolerance for transmission is ± 1.0 dB.



In our understanding, a smaller powerRampingStep can ensure that the tolerance is not so significant but may enlarge the whole test time, and powerRampingStep is also related to msg1 retransmission times which may also related to the testability. Considering these parameter configurations are closely related to how the test procedure will be designed, we think it is better not to define the detail parameter configurations in RAN4, but only inform RAN5 how these parameters will influence the requirement.

Observation 1: The higher layer parameter configuration is closely related to the test method design.

Proposal 1: The detailed configurations in initial access beam correspondence, e.g., powerRampingStep, depend on RAN5 decision, and RAN4 only needs clarify whether and how these parameters will influence the requirement that needs to be verified.
2.2   Test applicability
In the last meeting, most companies preferred the IABC should be an optional feature. However, the capability is useless when UE doesn’t access NW and TE cannot know whether a UE supports this feature or not if this feature is optional, so in our understanding, the only way is based on UE declaration. If UE declares it supports IABC feature, the related requirement needs to be verified.

Proposal 2: If the initial access beam correspondence is an optional feature, whether the related requirement needs to be verified depends on UE declaration.

3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide our views on remaining test related issues.
Observation 1: The higher layer parameter configuration is closely related to the test method design.

Proposal 1: The detailed configurations in initial access beam correspondence, e.g., powerRampingStep, depend on RAN5 decision, and RAN4 only needs clarify whether and how these parameters will influence the requirement that needs to be verified.

Proposal 2: If the initial access beam correspondence is an optional feature, whether the related requirement needs to be verified depends on UE declaration.
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