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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 has discussed the capability signaling design for TEI16 on “Aperiodic CSI-RS Triggering for UE reporting beamSwitchTiming values of sym224 and sym336”. RAN2 has introduced a new capability signaling for beamSwitchTiming-r16 values of sym224 and sym336 (i.e. Rel-16 capability). Based on RAN2 understanding, 
1. For Rel-15 UEs, 
· if the UE indicates a value from the set {14, 28, 48} in Rel-15 capability signaling, the reported value is used for all cases, including CSI-RS with repetition is configured and set to “ON” or “OFF”. 
· if the UE indicates a value from the set {224, 336} in Rel-15 capability signaling,  


there is no specified beahviour for value of 224 and 336. 
· If the Rel-15 capability signaling (beamSwitchTiming) is not included, the beam switch timing is up to 48 OFDM symbols for each supported sub-carrier spacing.
2. For Rel-16 UEs, the UE signals beamSwitchTiming and beamSwitchTiming-r16. The first one, i.e., the Rel-15 capability signaling from the set {14, 28, 48}, is always signaled (if this capability needs to be reported
).

 The second one, i.e., the newly introduced Rel-16 capability signaling from the set {224, 336}, is optional. 
· If the UE doesn’t include the Rel-16 capability, it behaves in all respects as the Rel-15 UEs above.
· If the UE does include the Rel-16 capability, then, the UE may or may not receive configured parameter enableBeamSwitchTiming-r16 in the RRC configuration:
· If the UE doesn’t receive parameter enableBeamSwitchTiming-r16, it behaves in all respect as the Rel-15 UE above. 
· If the UE receives parameter enableBeamSwitchTiming-r16, then, the UE does the following: 
· Question A:

 For CSI-RS configured 

with repetition and set to “ON”, whether the UE indicates switch time that is the same as the signalled value from the set {224, 336} in Rel-16 capability signaling or the default value of 48?
· Question B: For CSI-RS configured with repetition and set to “OFF” (a.k.a. regular CSI-RS), whether the UE indicates switch time of 48 (even if it signaled < 48 in the Rel-15 capability), or the signalled value in Rel-15 capability signaling?
· Question C: For CSI-RS configured without repetition, whether the UE indicates switch time of 48 (even if it signaled < 48 in the Rel-15 capability), or the signalled value in Rel-15 capability signaling? 





2. Actions:

To RAN WG1
RAN2 kindly requests RAN1 to:

1. Confirm whether the above RAN2 understanding is correct or not.
2. Provide response to the above Questions. 
3. 

3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:

TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #112e

2 – 13 Nov. 2020



e-Meeting 
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #113

12 – 16 Feb. 2021



e-Meeting (TBD)
�Not sure if this judgement is needed, or we only need to highlight there is no specified behavior?


�Share the same view with OPPO, prefer to remove this sentence.


�Agree to remove it.


�This capability is Optional. 


�Not sure if it is needed, since it is RAN1 who define the Prerequisite feature groups


�We prefer to keep it, as we need to prevent the use case that only Rel-16 capability is reported, which is not valid. 


�Please Masato and Lian to confirm whether we need ask this question, or we can conclude to “48” in this case. 


�After further checking with RAN1, we really need to check with RAN1, as it is also not clear in RAN1 specification. 


�CSI-RS? To align with Question B


�Yes. Thanks. 


�There are following cases in our understanding:


with repetition = on


with repetition = off


without repetition





For the case “without repetition”, do we need to also confirm with RAN1 for this case? In our understanding, UE assumes switch time is the signalled value in Rel-15 capability signaling. Not sure if it is also the understanding from other companies.


�It is a very good point, vivo has the same understanding as Huawei. Let’s add this part to confirm with RAN1. Companies are invited to provide views on whether this should be asked as a question. 


�After further checking with RAN1, there may be another understanding that 48 should be assumed in this case. So I think we can ask this question.


�We do not think this aspect is needed, which is purely RAN1 aspect w/o RAN2 spec impact.


�Vivo is fine to remove it. But during the email discussion, some companies are not sure whether this is the correction intention from RAN1, and want to check with Ran1. Let’s see more companies’ view. 


�We are also fine to remove it. 


�Rapporteur: OK, let’s remove it. 


�Please check whether this action is needed or not?


�We do not think this part is needed, since RAN2 always rely on the feature list to discuss and decide on the part to capture.


�Vivo is fine to remove it. But during the email discussion, some companies would like to further check with RAN1, as some behaviors are not captured in RAN1 specification, like the questions above. Let’s see more companies’ view. 


�We also think that it is not reasonable to ask it to RAN1. 


�Rapporteur: OK, let’s remove it.





