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Introduction
In the last RAN4 meeting, almost all RF requirement for PC5 has been concluded, except for beam correspondence requirement. This paper provides further proposal on PC5 beam correspondence requirement. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Discussion
Assume 4*4 antenna array for PC5 UE, the 3dB beam width is about 25o. PC5 only has 85% CDF spherical coverage requirement, we can calculate beam coverage area 15% is about +/-45 degree angle. From the calculation, 2~3 beams could cover the spherical requirement. Actually, less beam is needed considering 8dB difference between peak and spherical requirement. In the real deployment, FWA device is installed on the wall towards to gNB beam, there is no complex mobility requirement. Furthermore, FR2 FWA UE is currently commercialized in market without clear beam correspondence requirement. It seems, beam correspondence requirement for FWA UE is not critical on providing service and could leave to the market.
Observation 1: beam correspondence requirement for FWA UE is not critical on providing service and could leave to the market.
From UE signaling perspective, beam correspondence is mandatory to support regardless of power class. Bit 1 and Bit 0 signaling could further classify BC accuracy which is defined in TS 38.306 described as:
	beamCorrespondenceWithoutUL-BeamSweeping
Indicates how UE supports FR2 beam correspondence as specified in TS 38.101-2 [3], clause 6.6. The UE that fulfils the beam correspondence requirement without the uplink beam sweeping (as specified in TS 38.101-2 [3], clause 6.6) shall set the bit to 1. The UE that fulfils the beam correspondence requirement with the uplink beam sweeping (as specified in TS 38.101-2 [3], clause 6.6) shall set the bit to 0.
	Band
	Yes


This IE bit actually differentiate UE capability on whether UL beam sweeping is needed, RF requirement on bit 0 only reflects the transmission power degradation if UE is not configured with SRS. It is obviously not reasonable to only prohibit PC5 UE to indicate bit 0 while other power classes UE behavior are all up to implementation.
Observation 2: Beam correspondence UE capability is used to differentiate whether UL beam sweeping is needed, bit 1/0 is allowed to indicate regardless of UE power class.
From analysis above, we think the best solution on PC5 BC requirement is to leave it “not defined” in TS 38.101-2.
However, considering signaling definition in current TS 38.306, we are also OK to define both bit 1 and bit 0 RF requirement, it could follow BC requirement of PC3.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK149]Proposal 1: 2 options are provided for PC5 beam correspondence requirement:
Option 1: there is no BC requirement defined for PC5 in RAN4.
Option 2: Define both bit 0 and bit 1 beam correspondence requirement for the new FWA UE. The requirement follow BC requirement of PC3.
Conclusion
In this contribution we discussed on the open issues on FR2 PC5 RF requirement, according to the analysis, we have the following proposals: 
Observation 1: beam correspondence requirement for FWA UE is not critical on providing service and could leave to the market.
Observation 2: Beam correspondence UE capability is used to differentiate whether UL beam sweeping is needed, bit 1/0 is allowed to indicate regardless of UE power class.
Proposal 1: 2 options are provided for PC5 beam correspondence requirement:
Option 1: there is no BC requirement defined for PC5 in RAN4.
Option 2: Define both bit 0 and bit 1 beam correspondence requirement for the new FWA UE. The requirement follow BC requirement of PC3.
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