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1   Introduction

Following the email discussion [POST113bis-e][506][R17 IIoT] Enhancements based on QoS (CATT), captured in R2-2104897, the following agreements were made at RAN2#114-e (May 2021):

Agreement:

1. RAN2 does not consider the Burst Spread parameter in RAN

2. The Burst End Time parameter in RAN is out of scope for Rel-17 IIoT WI.

3. No specific enhancements in support of Survival Time in UCE will be studied in R17, but we should aim for solutions for Survival time that also work in UCE 

4. When Survival Time information is provided in TSC AI, RAN action (gNB and/or UE) can utilize it to improve the associated link reliability so that the survival time requirement is met

5. Study fast mechanisms for survival time handling and the need

Following a subsequent offline discussion (captured in R2-2106558) during RAN2#114-e, the following additional agreements were made:

Agreements:

1
RAN2 takes the performance requirements of the top 3 rows of Table 5.2-1 from TS 22.104 (transfer interval = survival time = 0.5/1/2ms)

2
Survival Time triggered proactively based on Sequence Number is deprioritized

3
UE-based reactive solution based on RLC-NACK is not pursued

4
RAN2 will work/study UE-based reactive solutions to address survival time on top of gNB implementation.   RAN2 assumes that gNB implementation solutions on their own are not sufficient.  

It was additionally agreed to hold a post-meeting discussion as captured in the following description, to progress the discussion further, in light of the agreements made:

· [Post114-e][511][URLLC/IIoT] QoS Solutions (Samsung)
Scope:  Identification on UE based solutions, technical discussion on solutions, and aim to down-select

Intended outcome: CR ready to be endorsed in RAN2115-e

Deadline: Long

As per the agreements above, RAN2 assumes that that gNB implementation solutions on their own are not sufficient. RAN2 additionally agreed to work on UE-based, reactive solutions to address survival time (ST) on top of gNB implementation. This discussion (as captured in the present tdoc) focuses therefore on UE-based reactive solutions (specifically two options already identified in previous discussions).

	Company
	Name
	email address

	Fujitsu
	Ohta Yoshiaki
	ohta.yoshiaki@fujitsu.com

	Nokia
	Ping-Heng Wallace Kuo
	Ping-Heng.Kuo@nokia.com

	Lenovo
	Joachim Löhr
	jlohr@lenovo.com

	CATT
	Pierre Bertrand
	pierrebertrand@catt.cn

	LG Electronics
	SeungJune Yi
	seungjune.yi@lge.com

	Qualcomm
	Sherif ElAzzouni
	selazzou@qti.qualcomm.com

	ZTE
	Ting Lu
	lu.ting@zte.com.cn

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Tao Cai
	tao.cai@huawei.com

	OPPO
	Zhe Fu
	fuzhe@OPPO.com

	Sony
	Yassin Awad
	Yassin.Awad@sony.com

	III
	Grace Liu
	graceliu@iii.org.tw

	Futurewei
	Yunsong Yang
	yyang1@futurewei.com

	Sequans
	Olivier Marco
	omarco at sequans.com

	vivo
	Boubacar
	kimba@vivo.com

	Apple
	Ralf Rossbach
	rrossbach@apple.com

	xiaomi
	Yumin Wu
	wuyumin@xiaomi.com

	Intel
	Rafia Malik
	Rafia.malik@intel.com

	Samsung
	Milos Tesanovic
	m.tesanovic@samsung.com

	Ericsson
	Zhenhua Zou
	zhenhua.zou@ericsson.com

	InterDigital
	Dylan Watts
	Dylan.watts@interdigital.com

	TCL
	Hejun Wang
	hejun.wang@tcl.com


2   Phase-I: Collecting input on outstanding issues

2.1   UE-based reactive solution based on HARQ-NACK triggering

As per previous discussion, in its simplest form this option comprises entering ST mode of operation when the UE experiences N consecutive UL transmission failures for the flow/DRB/LCH configured with ST. Transmission failures are detected by receiving HARQ-NACK. In its simplest form, N = 1 and the ST mode is entered (i.e. ST operation is triggered) upon receiving a HARQ NACK.

Q1-1. Do you believe any additional conditions are needed for this type of ST operation (e.g. counting the number of HARQ-NACKs before entering survival time, …)?

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	Yes.  

This triggering condition can be generalized to that UE enters a survival time mode when some existing L1 signals (with some conditions) are received. But, for the ST operation itself, the below aspects are missing: 

1. UE must know what to do when such L1 signals (e.g., HARQ-NACK) are received, e.g., if it is only HARQ-NACK, then network must pre-configure resources to be used during the survival time, since HARQ-NACK itself does not indicate resources.

[CATT] Correct, but this is rather part of the “configuration” of survival time. We understand Q1-1 to only focus on the trigger condition, which only needs to be the reception of a L1 signal indicating HARQ NACK for a HARQ process. 

2. A packet can be segmented into multiple TBs. How could the network configure the number N here?

[CATT] Per agreement 1, the application message size we focus on is in the 20-50 bytes range. The need for multiple TBs is very unlikely. In this rare event, it can anyways be considered that as soon as one TB fails, ST is triggered. That would be harmless.
[Ericsson] Even for low TBS, segmentation may be needed, given also the very low expected MCS in lower SINR ranges to achieve the required reliability.
3. Suppose UE is already configured with PDCP duplication for normal operation. If one RLC packet is delivered, then there is no need to enter the survival time. It is not clear how this solution would work in this case, given that the conditions seem to be related to TB delivery only. 

[CATT] In its simplest form, this solution assumes R15 duplication configuration with two legs, where duplication is not initially activated, but it is activated by the UE upon ST trigger. Then it would be strange indeed that NW activates duplication outside ST, but that wouldn’t hurt either and ST trigger would have no effect.
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But of course this does not rule out any extension where the DRB is configured with more than two legs and duplication is already activated on a subset of legs. Then, entering ST could e.g. trigger duplication activation on some/all of the remaining legs. 
[Ericsson] The point is that further details need to be discussed for “HARQ-NACK”-based solutions, while there are better alternatives that follow the same principle (i.e., fast PDCP duplication via PHY signalling), e.g., CG activation/de-activation DCI command to activate/de-activate an associated RLC entity for PDCP duplication.
4. What if N is not equal 1? Is the HARQ NACK counting related with the HARQ process ID or a particular LCH data in any HARQ process? Further, is it expected that gNB configures more resources when the HARQ NACK counting is equal N?

[CATT] We don’t see any reason/motivation for supporting N>1.
[Ericsson] This is restricted for gNB implementation. For a transfer interval of 2 milliseconds, gNB can choose to use one HARQ retransmission to reach the latency target of 2 milliseconds, which is more spectrum efficient than one-shot transmission. 

	Fujitsu
	Yes

Some additional conditions have been pointed out in the email discussion of R2-2104897.

(1) The UE may receive multiple L1 NACKs (i.e. PDCCH indicating retransmission) in case of PDCP duplication by using multiple legs. In such case, quad counting causes too early transition to ST mode, which is improper.

(2) Similarly, if MAC PDU is segmented into multiple TBs, multiple HARQ-NACK of TBs may cause ST mode even if there is still enough time for the MAC PDU to reach survival time.

(3) If the retransmission interval or RTT become long depending on the gNB’s retransmission scheduling, it may delay the transition to ST mode.

(4) NACK feedback is not available in unlicensed band.

	Nokia
	First of all, there is no “HARQ-NACK” in uplink so the terminology may not be correct. We should use “retransmission grant” instead.

We basically agree with the points raised by Ericsson above.

	Lenovo
	We agree with Nokia that the intention is that a retransmission grant, i.e. DCI with non-toggled NDI, indicates that a previous transmission was not acknowledged (NACK). 
Regarding the additional conditions, we think that for any solution that will be adopted, obviously some details/conditions need to be specified. This is simply due to the fact that currently there is no way to activate PDCP duplication via PHY signalling. Therefore, there are solutions proposed where the activation of PDCP duplication is coupled with some other L1 signalling like HARQ-NACK/retransmission grant or CG activation/deactivation. We think that a simple and low standardization-impact solution can be specified for the “HARQ-NACK” based triggering solution as already discussed at length during the various email discussions.

	CATT
	No. Nothing else is needed (we understand this question to only focus on the trigger condition). In its minimum design, the HARQ-NACK trigger can be a dynamic grant for a retransmission of a MAC PDU multiplexing a logical channel which associated DRB is configured with survivalTimeSupport. Such dynamic grant for retransmission already exists and can be reused as is (e.g. PDCCH to CS-RNTI). RAN2 can of course discuss alternate approaches, if needed, with another L1 signal, with RAN1 consulting.

We think the case N=1 is sufficient; there is no need to count for multiple HARQ-NACKs.

We also address Ericsson’s concerns above.
[Ericsson] We don’t agree with CATT’s comments and please see our further comments above.

	LG
	Yes.

1. If a CG transmission fails for a MAC PDU, the network does not know which RB’s data is included in the MAC PDU. Then, after providing HARQ-NACK, the network has to prepare for duplication reception for all CGs associated with the RBs that can be transmitted on the failed CG. This will cause unnecessary radio resource waste.

[ZTE] We think this may not be the issue, both UE and network can know that only the configured CG resources would use PDCP duplication.
2. If the MAC PDU includes data from multiple RBs, the HARQ-NACK will trigger ST for multiple RBs in the UE. However, the network cannot know which RBs data are multiplexed in the MAC PDU, and cannot know which CG resource (associated with each RB) will be used. Thus, the network has to prepare for duplication reception for all CGs associated with the RBs that can be transmitted on the failed CG. This will cause unnecessary radio resource waste.

[ZTE] We also think this may not be the issue. RBs multiplexing has no impact on determine the packet reception status.

3. If a PDCP SDU (and corresponding RLC SDU) is segmented into multiple RLC PDUs, the transmission failure of a MAC PDU including first RLC SDU segment will trigger PDCP duplication. However, as the RLC SDU is already segmented, the next RLC SDU segment will not be duplicated. The problem is that the network does not know UE’s segmentation and the network should prepare for duplication reception from the next transmission. This will cause unnecessary radio resource waste. 

[ZTE] Generally we think it’s no need to consider such segmentation. But if it’s considered, we tend to agree this issue exists for the HARQ-NACK based option. But such issue doesn’t exist for Tx-side timer based option as the AN-PDB based timer is in PDCP layer, it can be easy to coordinate with PDCP duplication and handle the multiple RLC PDUs case.

4. HARQ-NACK is provided for a current MAC PDU (packet A), and the UE will trigger PDCP duplication only after HARQ-NACK is received. If the next packet (packet B) arrives before receiving HARQ-NACK, the UE may already process the PDCP SDU (packet B) and delivered to RLC. Then, even if the PDCP duplication is activated, it is only applied to second next PDCP SDU (packet C). If the transmission of next packet (packet B) fails, it already violates ST requirements. In addition, same problem of radio resource waste explained in 3 (i.e. the network does not know from which transmission duplication is applied) should be considered.

[ZTE] As transmission delay of HARQ-NACK is related to gNB scheduling and radio link quality, we tend to agree that this issue may happen for HARQ-NACK based option. That means the UE fails to enter ST state timely in such scenario that time interval between packets is too small. But we think such issue doesn’t exist for Tx-side timer option as we assume the configured PDB should match the time interval between packets.

	Qualcomm
	We support the general framework presented in this solution but propose not an additional condition but an alternate condition,

An explicit HARQ-NACK feedback is not available in the licensed band. It was mentioned in the last email discussion that “HARQ-NACK” can also mean a DCI retransmission grant with NDI not toggled, which in our view would be the appropriate way of triggering survival mode in licensed band. It is unclear if this understanding carries over in this email discussion. In any case, it should not be assumed that HARQ-NACK is always available (since this issue will have RAN1 implications).

 To avoid confusion, we prefer modifying the proposal to something like “Survival state/mode is entered when N consecutive retransmissions are triggered at the UE for PDUs carrying survival time communication service”. The exact wording can be worked out, but the point is that the reactive trigger should be the UE’s realization of a failure or multiple failures, not a mandated HARQ-NACK. 

This behavior would of course be configured by the network via RRC, e.g., when configuring the CG. This gives a simple clear procedure for the UE to follow upon a HARQ failure for a CG carrying a ST flow (or multiple HARQ failures for PDUs carrying ST flow) to enter survival state and activate PDCP duplication for example.

As for counting consecutive HARQ failures, we are fine with always setting N=1 as a conservative choice (since this feature is expected to be configured for stringent survival flows only) or configuring N according to the survival time constraint. In case of configurable N failure, then consecutive retransmissions at the UE would need to be counted.

	ZTE
	Yes.

We agree with Nokia and Qualcomm that for this HARQ-NACK based option, re-transmission grant (ReTx grant) can be used instead of HARQ-NACK. However, we think using ReTx grant as trigger for entering ST state has the reliability issue. As transmission failure generally occurs when radio condition deteriorates, such ReTx grant may not be successfully sent to UE. If the ReTx grant keeps being lost, the UE cannot enter ST state timely. Moreover, another issue is the uncertainty on the arrival of “HARQ-NACK”. As it’s related to gNB scheduling, it may arrive later than the allowed range of Survival time.

For “N”, we also think a single “HARQ-NACK” (no counting) for triggering link reliability would be too aggressive. It may cause that UE enters ST state too early and cause unnecessary increased link reliability for the retransmission of current packet (this may be improper as we assume that survival time is not meant to improve retransmission reliability, but rather subsequent transmission reliability). Therefore, we agree some above comments that counting N failures would be needed. However, as mentioned in previous email discussion, we think it may be improper to just simply count N consecutive retransmissions at the UE, or in other word, it may be not easy for network to configure a suitable N. As the duration between retransmissions may be variable, e.g., depending on the gNB scheduling, such N counting may not be matched with the expected survival time for a packet. 

For the LG’s comments about multiplexing and segmentation, please see our some understandings above.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	For a general solution, we shall consider UE-based reactive solution which is triggered by N consecutive HARQ-NACK, or implicitly by DCI retransmission grant, thus we support Qualcomm’s modified proposal. 

However for the targeted performance requirements of the top 3 rows of Table 5.2-1, we would think N=1 should be configured. 

	OPPO
	Yes

Regarding L1 signals (e.g., HARQ-NACK), we also think it can be the existing re-scheduling DCI. What we want to mention is that sometimes L1 signals may not be sent to the UE timely and successfully, if DL LBT fails or DL channel quality is poor. 

Regarding segmentation, we think it may not be an issue, since the maximum message size in the top three rows of Table 5.2-1 from TS 22.104 is 50 bytes.

	Futurewei
	We agree that, in general, the UE-based reactive solution is triggered by N consecutive HARQ failures, which can be indicated by DCI carrying a retransmission grant.

	Sequans
	Yes, agree with Ericsson points. Especially, duplication may (should?) be already configured to reach the required reliability. It was specified in Rel-15 while this concept of ST was not even there.

	vivo
	Yes

The value of N is not easy to set considering the following cases:

1. A MAC PDU may  experience retransmission several times. Then UE will receive multiple HARQ NACKs(e.g retransmission grant) of a MAC PDU carrying PDCP data with survival time requirement.
2. Duplication can be activated for normal operation. Then UE will receive multiple HARQ NACKs of MAC PDUs carrying the same PDCP data which transmitted via multiple legs. 
If “N” is not set properly, it will make UE enter survival time too early or too late.

	Apple
	Yes. 

The solution should apply in a general way such that it can cover the top 3 rows of Table 5.2-1 from TS 22.104 for the most stringent performance requirement but also other types of services. 

The points mentioned by LG, Lenovo and other companies need to be addressed. 

	Xiaomi
	Yes. We agree with others that the HACK-NACK can be counted by using the retransmission grant indicated in the DCI. We should not mandate that the “N” is set to value “1”. The segmentation may not need to be considered, as the URLLC service should be carried in the configured grant providing the proper grant size without causing segmentation.

	Intel
	Yes. It should be clarified whether HARQ-NACK feedback is explicitly provided in this solution, as in NR-U, in which case specification changes would be required. If the solution is focusing on “implicit” HARQ-NACK, then the terminology can be updated to say retransmission grant. Since in the last RAN2 meeting #114e, it has been agreed to consider the top three rows from Table 5.2-1 in TS 22.104, it includes both stringent and non-stringent use-cases. For non-stringent use-cases it may be prudent to have retransmission rather than immediately considering message failure after initial transmission failure only, so some mechanism for counting N NACKS or similar concept may need to be adopted.

	Samsung
	We agree with clarifications suggested by Qualcomm, Intel, Huawei and others. “HARQ-NACK” was used in the context of previous email discussion, not in the sense of implying there is a physical NACK signal for every transmission on the uplink. We also agree this should be clarified.


Q1-2. Do you see any need for restrictions to be imposed on the network (e.g. specific carrier spacing, …) for this type of ST operation?

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	Yes.

Even if this is considered as a UE-based reaction solution, the network must pre-allocate resources for UE (e.g., to use for PDCP duplication). Those resources are a waste and cannot be used for other UEs. There were inputs in the last email discussion that this can be solved by gNB implementation to reclaim those resources. But, it was not concluded. Furthermore, as the network vendor, even if those solution may work, it would introduce a lot of and unnecessary restrictions, given there are better alternatives, see Section 2.3.

	Fujitsu
	Yes.

(1) PDCP duplication can be activated when the UE enters ST mode. For the UE to immediately activate PDCP duplication, UE autonomous duplication activation (i.e. proactive method) need to be considered, where activation command by MAC CE is omitted.

(2) Pre-allocation of PDCP duplication resources can be considered to boost reliability on Uu.

	Nokia
	Yes. 

Since Rel-16 we have up to 4 RLC entities per DRB, the gNB must pre-configure which set of RLC entities the UE should activate upon survival time state, as it does not make sense for the UE to select the RLC by itself and cause unexpected interferences. Also, we cannot expect the gNB should pre-allocate resources for carriers associated to all 4 RLC entities.

	Lenovo
	gNB needs to pre-allocate some CG resources. However, this would be common with the solution suggested by Ericsson. It’s clear that in order to provide some fast activation/deactivation of PDCP duplication CG resources needs to be already ready/allocated. 

	CATT
	Only one restriction: a DRB configured with survival time support should also be configured with duplication. And we agree with Ericsson that the network must pre-allocate resources. But we don't think they are wasted since minimal normative restrictions can be added to prevent UE to use them outside Survival Time, thus allowing gNB to allocate them to another UE. Since gNB knows when Survival Time is triggered in the ST-UE, it can then timely deactivate the twin resources (e.g. Type2-CG) at the other UE.

	LG
	Yes. There are quite many restrictions imposed.

Relating to the comments provided in Q1-1, following restrictions should be considered.
1. Each CG should be associated with only one RB.

2. Each MAC PDU should include data from only one RB (i.e. no MAC multiplexing)

3. RLC segmentation should not be allowed.

4. Pre-processing of PDCP SDU should not be allowed.

In addition, following restrictions should be considered.

5. Network should provide HARQ-NACK within a very small amount of time (much less than ST).

	Qualcomm
	No. The basic operation does not need network restrictions beyond configuration/implementation.

For issues such as carrier spacing restrictions (as suggested by the rapporteur), we tend to think of these as deployment issues that will highly depend on specific use case/implementation of the solutions being discussed, as well as the specifics of those solutions currently being worked out. 

We also do not agree with “pre-allocation of resources all the time”. As mentioned by CATT, the gNB knows when the UE would be entering Survival Mode (since it has to send a HARQ-NACK/DCI with non-toggled NDI to UE to trigger survival mode), it can also activate a type 2 CG in-time for SN in survival mode for duplication. Once survival mode is exited, the gNB is free to use these resources. That would be “opportunistic/just-in-time allocation for survival mode” rather than “all the time pre-allocation”.

	ZTE
	Yes.

For the restrictions mentioned by LG, we agree that restriction 5, e.g., network should provide HARQ-NACK quickly, exists for this HARQ-NACK based option.

Moreover, for clarification on CATT response, we think if only PDCP duplication is preconfigured, UE cannot use it immediately after activating PDCP duplication. In other word, after UE activates PDCP duplication, UE needs to be additionally configured with the corresponding uplink resources to send packets. So in order to avoid the delay introduced by configuring CG resources, we think the network needs to pre-allocate PDCP duplication and CG resources at the same time.

On the other hand, we think some above mentioned aspects, e.g., pre-allocation of PDCP duplication resources, are the corresponding processes in network for a workable solution, but not restrictions. We agree with CATT and Qualcomm that such pre-allocated resources can be reasonably handled by accurately exiting from the ST state and by gNB implementation, e.g., to prevent UE from using the resources outside Survival Time state and to allow gNB to allocate them to another UE.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree with Qualcomm, we don’t see obvious restrictions for the network. On the other hand, we are open to discuss the configuration/implementation details as LG proposed to make the ST mechanism work properly.  

	OPPO
	Yes

1.  If PDCP duplication is used for ST state, the network needs to pre-config the resources for duplication packet transmission. If the flexibility L1/L2 transmission mechanism is used for ST state, the network at least needs to set the adaptive L1/L2 parameter(s).

2.  It is required that L1 signals is send timely and successfully.

	Futurewei
	Any sensible network deployment would/should ensure that, when serving a QoS flow with ST requirement, the subcarrier spacing configuration and HARQ-NACK timing is set to meet the stringent timing requirement. However, we are not sure if this needs to be “imposed” on the network.

	Sequans
	Yes, agree with Ericsson points. If resources for duplication would be wasted, why just not leave duplication activated. If the gNB has time to use those resources for other UEs, it has also time to allocate the ST UE.

	vivo
	Yes. At least the following restriction should be considered:

1. NW must pre-allocate resource for UE. For the issue of resource waste, we have the same view with CATT that NW can allocate the resource to other UEs when the NW expects the pre-allocate resource will not be used(i.e. the UE is not in ST mode) . In addition, we wonder if the solution that allocating resource temporarily via type 2 CG activation command can work well. NW does not know which RB’s data is included in the MAC PDU. Then if a CG transmission fails, NW has to provide type 2 CG activation command for all CGs associated with the RBs that can be transmitted on the failed CG. As the current spec only support to activate type 2 CG configuration one by one, we are not sure if the correct type 2 CG can be activated in time.
2. NW should configured PDCP duplication in advance which will be activated when UE enters Survival time mode.
3. NW should configured the value of “N” if the value of N is not equal to 1 by default.

	Apple
	Some form of pre-configuration will be needed to be ensure resources are available on time and survival time can be entered fast enough. We do not think that these resources are wasted because the gNB needs to be aware when the UE has entered survival time. 

	Xiaomi
	Yes. We think that the configured grant needs to carry the whole packet of the periodic traffic to avoid the segmentation.

	Intel
	Yes, the network may pre-allocate resources for PDCP duplication, however, we agree with CATT that the resources are not wasted and can be used by the same or other UEs outside the survival time state. Some mechanism to count N NACKS may have to be introduced to make the solution more relevant to cases with survival time > 500us.

	Samsung
	We think that duplication resources need to be pre-allocated, although we do not agree with Ericsson that some kind of always-on pre-allocation is needed, nor do we agree the pre-allocation is wasteful. Essentially we share views from Qualcomm and CATT.


Q1-3. What impact on RAN2 work (e.g. spec impact/workload…) do you foresee for this type of ST operation?

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	At least the below points must be discussed. 

5. The details on this (non-existent) L1 signal HARQ-NACK.

6. The details to guarantee (if possible) that the pre-configured resources would not be used, when the survival time is not entered. 

7. HARQ-NACK is per PUSCH transmission and it is not clear how to link this to the flow/DRB/LCH.

8. What is the value of N, only equal to one or possibly to be configurable by the network?

The other important aspect is that the solutions should preferably be applicable beyond the survival time (which is an optional TSCI AI parameter).

	Fujitsu
	There are RAN1 and RAN2 specifications impact.
(1) RAN2 needs to look at TS38.321 on how to specify the timer handling, interaction between PHY and MAC, and ASN.1 on timer configuration.
(2) RAN1 needs to look at HARQ aspect.

	Nokia
	First of all, related to the triggering signal, we don’t see feasible to introduce a new L1 signal for the purposes of ST triggering, especially considering that RAN1 is not officially involved in this WI objective. Therefore, as also mentioned for Q1-1, we think we need to build on the existing retransmission grant signal and avoid RAN1 impact as much as possible.

Besides, we think the points below should be also discussed:

1. How should the UE identify the corresponding DRB that should enter the survival time state based on HARQ process ID of the retransmission grant? (Similar to Ericsson’s Point 3 above) 

2. How to provide to the UE the new set of radio resources and/or additional RLC entities to be used during ST state

3. How to ensure UE and gNB have the common understanding what RLC entities will be activated upon survival time state? (assuming Rel-16 PDCP duplication is the baseline)

	Lenovo
	We don’t think that we need to define a new L1 signal (NACK) but can use the existing retransmission grant for this type of solution. The RLC entities which UE should activate for PDCP duplication when entering ST could be preconfigured.  

	CATT
	1) RRC configuration of:

· The DRB supporting Survival Time (e.g. in PDCP_Config I.E.)

· The additional resources to be used during Survival Time

2) MAC behavior:

· Allowing UE to activate PDCP duplication upon receiving HARQ-NACK (e.g. upon receiving a dynamic grant for a retransmission of a MAC PDU multiplexing a logical channel which associated DRB is configured with survivalTimeSupport)

· Preventing the additional resources to be wasted outside Survival Time

The simplest solutions should be foreseen to minimize the above specification impacts and associated RAN2 workload. 

	LG
	Our comments to Q1-2 can be applied here.
1. Each CG should be associated with only one RB.

2. Each MAC PDU should include data from only one RB (i.e. no MAC multiplexing)

3. RLC segmentation should not be allowed.

4. Pre-processing of PDCP SDU should not be allowed.

5. Network should provide HARQ-NACK within a very small amount of time (much less than ST).

In addition, HARQ-NACK design also has the specification impact.

	Qualcomm
	RAN2 work would have to cover the following:

1. Details of UE behavior in survival mode, e.g., Spec details of UE autonomous PDCP duplication if agreed to by companies.

2. How the network can configure this behavior at the RRC-level in terms of signaling, configuration, etc.

3. Standardizing the specific triggers to enter survival time (e.g., N HARQ failures at the UE discussed in Q1-1) and the mechanism to exit survival state (e.g., autonomously vs signaled by the NW).

	ZTE
	Generally agree with more above thoughts on the RAN2 impacts.

Based on our understanding, the transmission failures can be detected by receiving DCI retransmission grant from the NW. The details of the L1 signal “HARQ-NACK” doesn’t need much discussion. 

The following issues still need to be paid attention to: 

1) What is the suitable N value configured by the network? A reasonable value is needed to avoid entering the ST state incorrectly. 

2) After UE enters the ST state and activates PDCP duplication, we need to consider how to exit ST and deactivate PDCP duplication. Can it be based on the successful re-transmission or the successful transmission of the next packet? And how?

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We suggest the following aspects to be considered: 

1. Triggering condition to enter ST state, as explained in Q1-1;

2. Triggering condition to exit ST state, either timer based method or network controlled exiting method;

3. On UE entering ST state/exiting ST state, we prefer simple/unified solution in R17, e.g. solution based on duplication activation/deactivation. 

	OPPO
	In our understanding, the following should be considered,

·  How to set “N” to enter ST state.

·  How to pre-configurate resources or adaptive L1/L2 parameter(s) used in ST state.

·  The detailed UE behavior upon entering ST state.

·  Whether to introduce an indication to trigger UE-based reactive solution.

	Futurewei
	The following can be considered:

· Triggering conditions to enter/exit ST state;

· UE behavior when triggering condition is met;

· Potential restrictions on the extra CG configured for reliability boosting during ST state. 

	Sequans
	Agree with Ericsson points 2/3/4 and Nokia points.

	vivo
	From the view of RAN2, the following issue should be discussed:
1. The detail on the interaction between MAC layer and PDCP layer, e.g.  how to trigger MAC to indicate PDCP layer to activate/deactivate PDCP duplication based on HARQ NACK or retx grant.
2. The detail on the condition that UE exits the survival time.
3. UE behavior when UE enters/exits survival time.
4. RRC configuration for supporting this type of ST operation.

	Apple
	At least following aspects need to be considered in RAN2: 

· Detailed behaviors of ST start and stop, and how to configure N

· DRB config

· Pre-configuration of RLC entities for duplication or pre-configuration of L1/L2 adaptive parameters.

· What to do if PDCP duplication is already activated, e.g., bump up the number of copies, apply an even stronger/alternative method to protect transmission of packets in survival time.

· Conditions to handle RLC segments

· How to handle multiple DRBs multiplexed in the same TB/CG

	Xiaomi
	RRC configuration: configured a counter to count the number of consecutive packet loss for a specific DRB.

MAC: 

· Use the retransmission grant as the HARQ-NACK to counter the packet loss.

· Allow the UE to autonomously activate the PDCP duplication when the COUNT exceeds a threshold.

· Allow the UE to autonomously deactivate the PDCP duplication. 

	Intel
	If explicit HARQ-NACK feedback is considered, we foresee RAN1 impact to introduce a feedback mechanism like CG-DFI for licensed band. Even for the case of “implicit” NACK feedback, we think UE behavior of when to enter survival time mode, or in the case of UE-autonomous PDCP duplication activation UE behavior needs to be specified. Configuration of counter for N needs to be defined.

	Samsung
	This solution has (or can be made to have) a comparatively small impact on the spec: configuring the timer and duplication, and allowing PDCP duplication to be triggered at the UE.


Q1-4. In your view, how does this type of ST operation meet/fail to meet the performance requirements of the top 3 rows of Table 5.2-1 from TS 22.104 (transfer interval = survival time = 0.5/1/2ms)?

	Company
	Answer 

	Ericsson
	This solution fails to properly utilize the survival time, i.e., more radio resources are opportunistically and only allocated to the UE when it is in the survival time mode.  It is in our understanding that the solutions require gNB to pre-allocate the resources even if UE is not in the survival time, and no conclusion yet if this can be avoided (e.g., resource reclaimed by gNB to use for other UEs).

	Fujitsu
	In case of ST is set to such a short time, this type of ST operation is still supposed to work but not sure if it is proper operation. Entering ST mode is supposed to be unusual situation, where radio conditions may not be so good. In such a situation, relaying fully on HARQ-NACK may not be so good since it may also be suffered from errors.

	Nokia
	It is extremely challenging and restrictive to enable timely HARQ feedback within 0.5ms.  In particular, it requires very specific TDD configurations and subcarrier spacing to make sure the retransmission grant can be sent within time interval as short as 0.5ms. We think it imposes too much restrictions to gNB implementation and applicable deployment scenarios.

	Lenovo
	As already mentioned during the previous email discussion, we think that this type of solution can meet the performance requirements.

	CATT
	This solution meets the performance requirements of the top 3 rows of Table 5.2-1 from TS 22.104 (transfer interval = survival time = 0.5/1/2ms) as long-time quantitatively demonstrated and never-challenged in R2-2100223/R2-2102726/R2-2104900.

	LG
	We believe this solution is not applicable to such a short ST case.

	Qualcomm
	We think that solution coupled with UE autonomous PDCP duplication properly implemented would be capable of meeting the performance requirements of the first three rows of Table 5.2-1. In particular, at the UE, L2 can take a HARQ indication to start duplicating within the next PUSCH for new Tx, which will fall within the performance requirements. 

	ZTE
	Generally, we think all the UE-based reactive solutions can meet the performance requirements of the top 3 rows of Table 5.2-1 from TS 22.104. 

But we also agree with Fujitsu that relying fully on “HARQ-NACK” may not be a good choice as it may be suffered from errors, especially in the bad radio conditions.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We believe, as commented for Q1-3, a simple/converged solution based on duplication activation/deactivation can meet those performance requirements. 

	OPPO
	If L1 signals can be obtained by the UE timely and successfully, this solution can meet the performance requirements.

	Futurewei
	This solution meets the performance requirements.

	Sequans
	Agree with Ericsson. Also we are not sure there was any proper analysis of performance requirements. E.g. what if the HARQ-NACK is lost too? Assuming TDD it would also be possible/likely. 

	vivo
	As we mentioned in Q-1, if the value of N is not set properly, it may make UE enters ST too late. From this point of view, we think this solution cannot meet the performance requirements.

	Xiaomi
	We think the solution can meet the performance requirements. 

	Intel
	We think the solution can meet the performance requirements from Table 5.2-1 from TS 22.104 however it should be modified to accommodate for retransmissions for relaxed use-cases e.g with survival time of 2ms e.g using N NACKs.

	Samsung
	As per previous (extensive) discussion, this solution can meet the performance requirements.


Q1-5. Taking into account your comments above, do you support the UE-based reactive solution based on HARQ-NACK triggering? (Ideally please just answer with a ‘yes’ or a ‘no’, as you will have already made comments on any additional assumptions/constraints.)

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	No.

Detail solutions remain unclear. Also, in general, efficiency/advantage over gNB based solution is not proven.

	Fujitsu
	No.

Our position has not been changed since the email discussion in the last meeting.

	Nokia
	No. However, we may accept some HARQ-NACK triggering based solutions, if simple / low standardization-impact solutions are identified.

	Lenovo
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes

	LG
	No.

This is not realistic solution, as explained in previous questions.

	Qualcomm
	Yes.

Agree with this solution in general with a preference for modifications suggested in Q1-1 regarding the phrasing of trigger condition.

	ZTE
	No.

We still prefer the UE-based reactive solution with Tx-side timer trigger.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes

	OPPO
	No, if L1 signals can not be obtained by the UE timely and successfully. In that case, we prefer UE-based reactive solution with Tx-side timer.

	III
	No strong view.

	Futurewei
	Yes

	Sequans
	No. Agree with Ericsson.

	vivo
	NO.

As we observe that this solution rely on the proper setting of N. if we set N=1 by default, it will bring much restriction on NW,e.g. NW cannot configure UE to activation PDCP duplication for normal operation.

	Apple
	Yes

	Xiaomi
	Yes

	Intel
	No.

We agree with solution concept in general, but some details need to be clarified as mentioned in earlier comments, and some modifications (counter details etc) need to be added.

	Samsung
	Yes


2.2   UE-based reactive solution based on Tx-side timer

As per previous discussion, the triggering timer is (re)started e.g. upon receiving ACK for the previous packet and stopped upon receiving ACK for ongoing transmission. Survival Time is triggered when such timer expires and optionally also upon receiving NACK.

Q2-1. Do you believe any additional conditions are needed for this type of ST operation?

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	Yes.

The followings are not at all clear: the timer starting/stopping condition, and the UE actions when timer expires. 

For example, in one version, the timer starts when the packet arrives at the UE side, and it has the same duration as the PDB. When timer expires, then the UE enters the survival time mode. Thus, at least the start of the timer is not related with the packet reception status (like HARQ-ACK) and so it should not restart when the HARQ-ACK is received.

[ZTE]: As mentioned in R2-2104897, we have the following clarifications:

Timer start: We confirm Ericsson’s understanding that the Tx-side Timer is with the value of one AN PDB and started at the reception of the packet in PDCP. Yes, the start of the timer is not related with the packet reception status.

Timer expires: If the Tx-side timer expires, UE can determine that the packet is not sent successfully and then enter ST state. Such process doesn’t rely on feedback from network and therefore no delay issue.

Timer stop: If the packet is sent successfully before the Tx-side timer expires, UE can stop the Tx-side timer without entering ST state. E.g.:

· During running of Tx-side timer, if UE receives initial Tx grant, the UE can assume implicit ACK for previous packet transmission and stop the timer; 

· If neither initial Tx grant nor ReTx grant is received during the whole Tx-side timer, the UE can also assume implicit ACK for previous packet transmission and stop the timer;
[Ericsson] Not sure if I understand. If neither initial Tx grant nor ReTx grant is received for the Tx side timer period, the timer is expired. By the comments from ZTE, the timer is stopped too, and thus the UE action is ambiguous.
· If one or more ReTx grant have been received, an explicit ACK would be needed from gNB to UE if gNB finally successfully receives the packet. Such ACK can be transmitted on PDCCH. As we assume such explicit ACK would be only for a few packets (not each packet), the resource waste would be limited. If no such explicit ACK can be introduced, in a few cases the Tx-side timer would unnecessary expire and trigger UE to enter ST state. But we think this is harmless.

The above are mainly focus on how to trigger UE to enter ST state. Moreover, After entering ST state, UE can immediately trigger reliability enhancement of the subsequent link transmission (e.g., activate PDCP duplication) in the most stringent case. UE also can wait for some more time (e.g., according to another Survival Time timer) to activate PDCP duplication a bit late in other less stringent cases.

	Fujitsu
	Yes.

The value of the timer length needs to be discussed.

[ZTE] For triggering UE to enter into ST state, such Tx-side timer is with the value of one AN PDB.

	Nokia
	Yes.

In our understanding, such timer requires fast/reliable  ACK/NACK feedback for every UL packet, so it knows when to start or stop the timer. But this is NOT supported by 5G NR. Therefore, introduction of such timer would bring significant impact to specification across different WGs.

[ZTE] No. Only upon expiration of Tx-side timer, UE would enter ST state. So for correctly entering ST state (when it’s necessary), it’s no need of fast/reliable ACK/NACK feedback for every UL packet. This is also an advantage of Tx-side timer-based option over the HARQ-NACK based option. As mentioned above, HARQ-NACK based option would rely on re-transmission grant (as implicit HARQ-NACK) to determine the packet transmission failure. But as re-transmission grant generally occurs when radio conditions deteriorate, such trigger would not be so reliable.

But yes, for correctly stopping the Tx-side timer, e.g., to avoid entering ST state when it’s unnecessary, we need implicit or explicit HARQ-ACK. But it should be clarified that Tx-side timer doesn’t mandate gNB to always send ACK for each successful transmission. Only if one or more ReTx grant have been received, an explicit ACK would be needed from gNB to UE if gNB finally successfully receives the packet. We assume the overhead caused by this process would be very small. Moreover, if unnecessary entering ST state in a very few cases can be tolerated (we think it’s harmless), it’s also no need to introduce such explicit HARQ-ACK.

	Lenovo
	Yes. 

We agree with others that some further details need to be clarified regarding the timer starting/stopping condition. 

[ZTE] Please see our further clarifications above.

	CATT
	Here again, we understand this question to only focus on the trigger condition. And it is our understanding that, if the ST traffic is served by a configured grant, it requires defining some kind of explicit HARQ-ACK signal.

[ZTE] Only upon expiration of Tx-side timer, UE would enter ST state. So for normally entering ST state (when it’s necessary), it’s no need of fast/reliable ACK/NACK feedback. This is main difference from HARQ-NACK based option. Moreover, if unnecessary entering ST state in a very few cases can be tolerated, it’s also no need to introduce explicit HARQ-ACK.

	LG
	Yes.

4. It is not clear whether the ST timer is configured per MAC PDU or PDCP SDU. We assume it is configured per PDCP SDU, but should be confirmed.

[ZTE]Yes.

2. It is not clear whether the ACK/NACK is HARQ feedback or PDCP feedback. We assume it is HARQ feedback, but should be confirmed.

[ZTE]Yes, the mentioned ACK/NACK is HARQ feedback. 

With the assumptions above, we have further comments.

5. All the comments provided in Q1-1 can be applied here.

[ZTE] Sorry, we disagree, please see our response in Q1-1.

6. If a PDCP SDU (and corresponding RLC SDU) is segmented into multiple RLC PDUs, the ST timer shall be stopped only when all RLC SDU segments are ACKed. Thus, the UE should carefully check whether all RLC SDU segments are correctly transmitted before stopping the ST timer.

[ZTE] We think such issue doesn’t exist for Tx-side timer based option as the AN-PDB based timer is in PDCP layer, it can be easy to coordinate with PDCP duplication, e.g., easy to know whether all RLC SDU segments are correctly transmitted.

7. For this ST operation, both ACK and NACK should be defined, but there is no HARQ feedback defined for UL transmission

[ZTE] There is no need of HARQ-NACK. And HARQ-ACK is also optionally needed.

	Qualcomm
	Yes

1. It is unclear to us what ACK/NACK means here. It was agreed last meeting that “UE-based reactive solution based on RLC-NACK is not pursued”, so assuming ACK here means a HARQ-ACK, then this solution assumes the presence of an explicit HARQ-ACK for CG. We note that this condition would have significant RAN1 implications. 

[ZTE] Yes, ACK here means a HARQ-ACK and introducing such HARQ-ACK has RAN1 impact. But the Tx-side timer option is also workable without such HARQ-ACK.

2. This type of operation requires the Survival Time for a bearer carrying Time-sensitive traffic to be signaled to the UE for the UE to configure the timer. 

[ZTE] Yes
3. It is unclear here the interplay between the timer, ACK and NACK. Assuming the availability of ACK, then is NACK available as well? If NACK is available then it seems that this solution implements the first solution as a branch (to interrupt the timer and trigger survival), but also has another branch that interprets silence of the network (lack of ACK) as a survival mode trigger. In this case one condition is to align the timer and ACK (and possible PDB) to ensure proper entry to survival mode.
[ZTE]Please see our above response to Ericsson’s comments. For triggering UE to enter ST state, neither HARQ-NACK nor a branch relying on HARQ-NACK is needed. This is main difference from or advantage over the HARQ-NACK based option.

	ZTE
	In summary, such scheme with UE autonomously entering ST state and triggering link reliability can avoid the following issues:

· To avoid erroneous DL command (MAC CE for activating PDCP duplication) in bad radio condition in all the gNB-based schemes.

· To avoid erroneous “HARQ-NACK” in bad radio condition in HARQ-NACK based option. 

Specifically, in this Tx-side timer scheme, only ACK for a few packets would be optionally needed. If it’s available, as we assume at that time the link quality may be still good, the ACK transmission would be no issue and cause little overhead.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree with those comments questioning on how to determine ACK for the triggering of ST state, we believe it needs further study. 

	OPPO
	Generally, we share the similar view as ZTE on how to trigger UE entering ST state, including e.g. timer starts, timer expires and timer stops. Also, this solution can avoid the issue that L1 signals can not be obtained by the UE timely and successfully.

	Futurewei
	It is unclear how to handle of the case where a retransmission grant DCI is sent but not detected, if not receiving a retransmission grant DCI by AN PDB is used as an implicit HARQ-ACK.

	Sequans
	Unclear to us. It seems to complicate even more, especially if we introduce a new ACK.

	vivo
	Yes

The granularity and the start/stop condition of TX_side timer is not clear.

From our view, the TX_side timer is used to determine whether a PDCP packer is transmitted unsuccessfully. So this timer can be started when the packet arrives at PDCP and be stopped when it is transmitted successfully. If the transmission time of the corresponding packer exceed the maximum AN delay, UE can determine this packet transmission failed and then enter survival time mode.

	Apple
	Yes

	Xiaomi
	Yes. It is not clear to us how the solution count the consecutive packet loss. If the timer is started at the reception of one NACK, it seems that the timer starts too early when the application can tolerate more than one packet loss.

	Intel
	Yes.

We believe the details specified here do not comprehensively portray the solution. An ACK is not necessarily required e.g a duration x (related to PDB value) can be signalled in configuration for the DRB in RRC signalling to the UE and the UE may enter survival time state at a duration x after Burst Arrival Time. If a UE receives a negative acknowledgement from the gNB (implicit or explicit) and a duration of x has already elapsed, then UE may enter survival time state and no retransmission is necessary.

	Samsung
	Need for explicit HARQ-NACK (as opposed to the previous solution) and impact of this on RAN1 would need to be fully understood.


Q2-2. Do you see any need for restrictions to be imposed on the network (e.g. sending ACK or NACK for each packet, transmitting a PDCCH every 0.5 millisecond, …) for this type of ST operation?

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	Yes. 

4. There is a need to send HARQ-ACK for every packet (e.g., 0.5 millisecond) to stop the expiry of the timer, which triggers the survival time operation and needs more resources. 

[ZTE] No. If HARQ-ACK is available, it’s only needed in the case that one or more ReTx grant have been received. E.g., an explicit ACK would be needed from gNB to UE if gNB finally successfully receives the packet.

5. Even if this is considered as a UE-based reaction solution, the network must pre-allocate resources for UE (e.g., to use for PDCP duplication). Those resources are a waste and cannot be used for other UEs. There were inputs in the last email discussion that this can be solved by gNB implementation to reclaim those resources. But, it was not concluded. Furthermore, as the network vendor, even if those solution may work, it would introduce a lot of and unnecessary restrictions, given there are better alternatives, see Section 2.3.
[ZTE] We assume this is feasible for gNB implementation.

	Fujitsu
	Yes

As per the mechanism of timer mentioned above, HARQ-ACK and HARQ-NACK for each packet is needed.

[ZTE] No. Only HARQ-ACK is optionally needed for a few packets. It’s also workable without such HARQ-ACK.

	Nokia
	Yes,

First of all, a new ‘ACK’ signal per packet would need to be defined – this brings a lot of specification impacts that is extremely difficult (if not impossible) to conclude in Rel-17. Moreover, such new signal would need to be transmitted fast and very reliable to the UE after each successful packet reception (so we can rule out RLC ARQ directly from this point of view). 

Basically such scheme introduces a lot of control overhead and error- proneness, and may not bring any benefits at all. 

	Lenovo
	ACK/NACK feedback is required for every TB. 

	CATT
	We agree with Ericsson’s point 1.

	LG
	Similar to Q1-3, following restrictions should be considered.
1. Each CG should be associated with only one RB.

2. Each MAC PDU should include data from only one RB (i.e. no MAC multiplexing)

3. RLC segmentation should not be allowed.

4. Pre-processing of PDCP SDU should not be allowed.

5. Network should provide HARQ-ACK/NACK within a very small amount of time (much less than ST).

[ZTE] For comment #5, as clarified above, in this Tx-side timer based option, it’s no need for network to provide HARQ-ACK/NACK within a very small amount of time. Entering ST state doesn’t rely on packet reception status.  

	Qualcomm
	Yes

1. This solution as described here mandates a HARQ-ACK feedback for every packet, i.e., transmitting a PDCCH every Tx period (0.5 ms for the most stringent case).

2. UE has to implement a new timer and signal that capability to the network. The network is restricted from applying that mechanism unless the UE has explicitly signaled it has a survival timer.  
[ZTE] Please see above our clarifications. For issue#2, we think no matter which option, configurations from network is needed for UE autonomously PDCP duplication. Such timer can just be part of the configuration.

	ZTE
	Please see above our clarifications.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes, agree with rapporteur’s comments that ACK or NACK for each packet shall be transmitted.

	OPPO
	The network needs to consider how to pre-configure the resources for duplication packet transmission, or, how to configure the adaptive L1/L2 parameters.

	Futurewei
	It is unclear if the HARQ-ACK is implicit and explicit? If explicitly transmitted, how often? And how to handle the detection errors on explicitly transmitted HARQ-ACK or HARQ-NACK? 

	Sequans
	Unclear to us, but if an explicit ACK is needed, it seems an important restriction/change compared to existing behavior.

	vivo
	HARQ-ACK and HARQ-NACK for each packet is needed.

As our understanding, retransmission grant with NDI not toggled can be treated as HARQ-NACK. New grant with NDI toggled can be treated as HARQ-ACK. If  new grant with NDI toggled is not always available, new ACK singnaling needs to be introduced.

	Apple
	Yes. A clear definition of ACK/NACK provision will be needed including a method to do this very fast. In addition, adaptive L1/L2 parameters can be considered.

	Xiaomi
	It is unclear to us how the solution counts the consecutive packet loss.

	Intel
	We don’t think an ACK is required for every packet. Please see our comments above in Q2-1.

	Samsung
	Supportive of ZTE’s clarifications, although this solution does appear to have higher impact than the previous solution.


Q2-3. What impact on RAN2 work (e.g. spec impact/workload…) do you foresee for this type of ST operation?

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	Similar to the answer to Q1-3. At least the below points must be discussed. 

6. 
The clear definition of the timer (e.g., the starting point) and how it is supposed to work.

7. 
The details on what these (non-existent) L1 signal HARQ-ACK/HARQ-NACK are. 

8. 
The details to guarantee (if possible) that the pre-configured resources would not be used, when the survival time is not entered. 

9. 
HARQ-ACK is per PUSCH transmission and it is not clear how to link this to the flow/DRB/LCH.

[ZTE] Per our understanding, HARQ-ACK for a MAC PDU link to all the LCHs for the PUSCH transmission.
The other important aspect is that the solutions should preferably be applicable beyond the survival time (which is an optional TSCI AI parameter).

	Fujitsu
	There are RAN1 and RAN2 specifications impact.
(1) RAN2 needs to look at TS38.321 on how to specify the timer handling, interaction between PHY and MAC, and ASN.1 on timer configuration.

[ZTE] We assume such timer handling can be in PDCP layer and easily coordinate with PDCP duplication feature.

(2) RAN1 needs to look at HARQ aspect.

	Nokia
	As mentioned, a new ‘ACK’ signal would need to be defined, which would need to be transmitted fast and very reliable to the UE after each successful packet reception. As mentioned also for Q1-3, we think that RAN1 impact should be avoided as much as possible and thus we dislike this approach.

Besides, the following also needs to be discussed:

1. Starting/Stopping conditions of the timer – can anything other than HARQ feedback be considered ?

2. If duplication is already activated in the normal state (i.e. at least two RLC entities are activated for a DRB), how the timer starting/stopping conditions can be defined as two or more HARQ feedback on different carriers or even on different MAC entities (DC-based duplication) may be taken into account.

[ZTE] We assume this #2 concern applies to both of UE-based options (or even gNB-based option). We agree this scenario needs to be considered. We think in this scenario, it is easier for Tx-side timer based option to check multiple HARQ feedback in combination as the timer is maintained in PDCP layer. However, it may be infeasible for HARQ-NACK based option as different MAC entities check HARQ feedback independently.

	Lenovo
	We see some potential impact to RAN1, e.g. defining some HARQ feedback channel.

	CATT
	1) RRC configuration: same as Q1-3

2) MAC behavior:

· New timer and associated UE behavior

· Preventing the additional resources to be wasted outside Survival Time

3) HARQ-ACK signal specification?

Similar to Q1-3, the simplest solutions should be foreseen to minimize the above specification impacts and associated RAN2 workload.

	LG
	Our comments to Q2-2 can be applied here.
1. Each CG should be associated with only one RB.

2. Each MAC PDU should include data from only one RB (i.e. no MAC multiplexing)

3. RLC segmentation should not be allowed.

4. Pre-processing of PDCP SDU should not be allowed.

5. Network should provide HARQ-ACK/NACK within a very small amount of time (much less than ST).

In addition, following should be considered

6. Configuration of ST timer. Per MAC PDU or per PDCP SDU?

7. Start/stop condition of ST timer.

8. HARQ-ACK/NACK design.

	Qualcomm
	1. Details of UE behavior in survival mode, e.g., Spec details of UE autonomous PDCP duplication if agreed to by companies.

2. How the network can configure this behavior at the RRC-level in terms of signaling, configuration, setting up the timer, etc.

3. Standardized UE timer to track survival state.

4. Specific behavior of the timer regarding how/when to enable/disable increase in reliability i.e., starting and stopping conditions, how to deal with NACK, etc. 

5. Introducing HARQ ACK and/or NACK feedback signaling.

6. RRC level signaling to communicate the survival timer capability at the UE.

	ZTE
	We give some brief responses to above mentioned impacts. As we think there is still ambiguity in companies understanding for this Tx-side timer based option, the specification impacts may need re-consideration.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	1. On triggering condition to enter ST state, as for last question, we believe further study is needed on determining ACK. 

2. On triggering condition to exit ST state, we need to consider how to determine ACK for a packet as well. 

3. We think currently no explicit or implicit signaling could be reused as ACK. The workload seems to be very high if we try to introduce new L1/L2 signaling for this purpose.

	OPPO
	In our understanding, the following should be considered,

·  Configure/use Tx-side timer in PDCP layer.

·  How to pre-configurate resources or adaptive L1/L2 parameter(s) used in ST state.

·  The detailed UE behavior upon entering ST state.

·  Whether to introduce an indication to trigger UE-based reactive solution.

	Futurewei
	HARQ-ACK or HARQ-NACK signaling. 

	Sequans
	Agree with Ericsson/Nokia/Fujitsu points.

	vivo
	From the view of RAN2, the following issue should be discussed:
1. The detail on the start/stop condition of TX_side timer.
2. UE behavior when TX_side timer expires.
3. UE behavior when UE enters/exits survival time mode.
4. RRC configuration for supporting this type of ST operation.

	Apple
	1. Similar points as listed by Qualcomm above.

2. Fast HARQ-ACK design.

3. How to pre-configure resources including a definition as to when L1/L2 adaptive mechanisms can be applied, if any.

	Xiaomi
	RRC configuration: Configuration of a timer per DRB, which starts “upon receiving ACK for the previous packet and stopped upon receiving ACK for ongoing transmission”.

PDCP/MAC: The timer should start at the PDCP SDU arrival. The MAC should provide the HARQ feedbacks (ACK/NACK) to the PDCP to control the start/stop of the timer. 

	Intel
	The gNB needs to signal the x value (related to PDB and gNB side processing time) to the UE and also the details for explicit/implicit NACK need to be specified. UE behavior in the case of survival state needs to be specified, and in the case of UE-autonomous PDCP duplication, pre-allocation of resources by the gNB needs to be performed. A timer mechanism at the UE needs to be defined to keep track of elapsed time, where such timer can be defined as a fraction of CG periodicity since survival time is also related to transfer interval (or equivalently to periodicity).

	Samsung
	Similar understanding as Intel (although we do not see any show-stoppers).


Q2-4. In your view, how does this type of ST operation meet/fail to meet the performance requirements of the top 3 rows of Table 5.2-1 from TS 22.104 (transfer interval = survival time = 0.5/1/2ms)?

	Company
	Answer 

	Ericsson
	The same as the answer to Q1-4, i.e., this solution fails to properly utilize the survival time, i.e., more radio resources are opportunistically and only allocated to the UE when it is in the survival time mode. It is in our understanding that the solutions require gNB to pre-allocate the resources even if UE is not in the survival time, and no conclusion yet if this can be avoided (e.g., resource reclaimed by gNB to use for other UEs).

Additionally, it introduces a PDCCH overhead every 0.5 millisecond, as described in Q2-2.

	Fujitsu
	In case of ST is set to such a short time, this type of ST operation is still supposed to work but not sure if it is proper operation. Entering ST mode is supposed to be unusual situation, where radio conditions may not be so good. In such a situation, relaying fully on HARQ-ACK to (re)start Tx-side timer may not be so good since it may also be suffered from errors.

	Nokia
	We can’t envision how this scheme would work without introducing new per packet ACK/NACK signal for UL, which has to be fast enough. 

	Lenovo
	In general this type of scheme could also meet the performance requirements. However we see the need of introducing some HARQ feedback 
ignaling, e.g. like DFI. 

	CATT
	This solution should meet the requirements of the top 3 rows of Table 5.2-1 from TS 22.104 (transfer interval = survival time = 0.5/1/2ms) if the timer is configured appropriately.

	LG
	We believe this solution is not applicable to such a short ST case.

	Qualcomm
	There are some variables regarding the exact behavior of the timer that will determine that, but at face value, we do not expect this option to cover any scenarios not covered by the first HARQ-NACK option.

	ZTE
	Please refer to our clarifications in Q2-1. 

Generally, we think all the UE-based reactive solutions can meet the performance requirements of the top 3 rows of Table 5.2-1 from TS 22.104. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	If we use a simple solution, we believe the performance requirements could be met. 

	OPPO
	Yes, it can meet the performance requirements.

	Futurewei
	It depends. Need more details on how often the explicit signaling of HARQ-ACK/NACK is transmitted and how detection errors are handled.

	Sequans
	Same comments as 2-1.

	vivo
	From our understanding, this type of scheme could meet the performance requirements even if new HARQ-NACK/ACK signaling is not introduced.

	Xiaomi
	We think the solution can meet the performance requirements. 

	Intel
	Yes, this solution can meet the performance requirements in Table 5.2-1 from TS 22.104, however missing solution details need to be specified as we have mentioned in our earlier comments.

	Samsung
	It can meet the requirements, at the cost of higher spec impact than the first solution, and especially a higher impact on RAN1.


Q2-5. Taking into account your comments above, do you support the UE-based reactive solution based on Tx-side timer? (Ideally please just answer with a ‘yes’ or a ‘no’, as you will have already made comments on any additional assumptions/constraints.)

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	No. 

Detail solutions remain unclear. Also, in general, efficiency/advantage over gNB based implementation is not proven.

	Fujitsu
	No.

Our position has not been changed since the email discussion in the last meeting.

	Nokia
	No

	Lenovo
	Our preference would be the “HARQ-NACK” based solution. 

	CATT
	No.

We prefer the HARQ-NACK based approach as it does not require the permanent HARQ-ACK feedback from gNB.

	LG
	No.

This is not realistic solution, as explained in previous questions.

	Qualcomm
	No

We do not support introducing a new timer at the UE with no clear benefits over the simpler first option as we mentioned in Q2-1, thus, first proposal is preferable to us.

	ZTE

	Yes.

This Tx-side timer based option define a more reasonable trigger for entering ST state. It’s no need of HARQ-NACK and also be acceptable without HARQ-ACK. 

Moreover, it can overcome the unreliable issue and uncertain issue of arrival of “HARQ-NACK” in the HARQ-NACK based option. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No. Our concern is mainly on the signaling aspect and the needed standardization effort, as explained for Q2-3. 

	OPPO
	Yes.

Tx-side timer-based solution is better since, for this solution, L1 signals issue mentioned in Section 2.1 seems not a bottleneck.

	III
	No.

	Futurewei
	No for now. But open to more study on this approach.

	Sequans
	No.

	vivo
	Yes

	Apple
	Yes. Slightly prefer the HARQ-NACK approach for simplicity. We are also open to study more to clarify details.

	Xiaomi
	Yes, but the timer-based solution needs to be clarified how the consecutive packet loss is considered in the solution.

	Intel
	Yes, we support this solution, however it should be clarified that an ACK feedback is not required for every transmission.

	Samsung
	Yes. But would give preference to first solution / deprioritize this solution.


2.3   Other UE-based reactive solutions

Q3-1. Do you support any other UE-based reactive solutions in addition to the two approaches discussed above? Please provide details.

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	UE-based reactive solution based on “CG type 2 DCI (de)-activation command”. This is in principle similar to the solutions in section 2.1 and with more details on how it is supposed to work. 

Upon reception of a L1 CG activation/deactivation command, UE does not only activate/de-activate the indicated configured grant but also activates/de-activates PDCP duplication for a RLC entity. The RLC entity, for which to be activated/de-activated by the CG activation/de-activation command, is configured by RRC, e.g., the logical channel config for the RLC entity contains a CG index. If this CG is activated, then this RLC entity for duplication is activated. 

This solution addresses all Ericsson’s concern for the UE-based reactive solution based on HARQ-NACK triggering: 

1. The DCI command is the existing CG-type 2 (de)-activation command. No need to introduce a new DCI command. 

2. The resources are allocated by CG-type 2 activation and only upon UE entering survival time mode, i.e., there is no need for pre-configuration.

3. The CG activation command can link (via RRC configuration) to the LCH/RLC entity.

4. The solution is general and can be utilized in other cases where there is a need for quick PDCP duplication activation by DCI command.

Note that, this is a spec enhancement beyond the gNB based solution proposed by Ericsson before in R2-2106413 to address various concerns raised in the email discussion R2-2106558.

	Fujitsu
	It is assumed that the UE enters the ST mode in case of data transmission fails on CG. The retransmission is assumed to be performed by DG, for which PDCCH indicating retransmission is issued to the UE.

The PDCCH indicating retransmission could be used for UE-based reactive solution. The most important reaction is PDCP duplication activation to boost the reliability. The PDCP duplication would be activated autonomously without any signaling from gNB including PDCCH command and MAC CE. This is because there could be some radio problems in the ST mode, where the amount of signaling would be reduced.

	Nokia
	If we really have to introduce any UE-based reactive method, in our view it makes more sense to use a mechanism to gauge whether a packet is late or missing on arrival from the upper layer given that the expected arrival time of each packet of deterministic traffics should be known. This allows the 5G RAN to handle situations where a packet is lost or significantly delayed in the upstream. 

This cannot take air-interface failure into account, but we think it is a good complementary scheme on top of whatever scheme we will introduce for air interface failure.

	Lenovo
	We think that the solution addressed by Ericsson is similar to the “HARQ-NACK” based solution. gNB basically triggers fast PDCP duplication activation by 
ignaling a retransmission grant respectively PDCCH CG activation. Therefore we don’t think that there is a difference in terms of CG resource allocation usage. In both schemes the CG resources which UE is supposed to used when PDCP duplication is enabled are preconfigured and explicitly enabled by gNB by means of L1 signalling, e.g. either retransmission grant or CG activation grant. In the solution proposed by Ericssson, some additional L1 signalling would be required, PDCCH based CG activation/deactivation is sent in addition to retransmission grant. 
[Ericsson] To clarify, for the solution proposed by Ericsson above,
1. CG resources (except periodicity, CG index, HARQ process pool) are allocated by DCI. It simply follows what is possible in the CG activation command, like allocating radio resources and MCS. For HARQ-NACK based solution, all these resources have to be pre-configured, which is inflexible and poses challenges to gNB scheduler implementation. 
2. There is no need to transmit a retransmission grant, as there is no requirement that a packet that triggers survival time needs to be delivered. Only the subsequent packet needs to be delivered within the survival time. 

	LG
	We think if ST is very short, no solution can meet the ST requirements. In this case, the UE should be configured with PDCP duplication from the beginning. The dynamic control of PDCP duplication is achieved by already defined PDCP duplication activation/deactivation MAC CE.

	Qualcomm
	We support the first proposal, but we prefer modifying the proposal to something like ““Survival state/mode is entered when N consecutive retransmissions are triggered at the UE for PDUs carrying survival time communication service”. The exact wording can be worked out, but the point is that the reactive trigger should be the UE’s realization of a PDU failure (or multiple failures), not a mandated HARQ-NACK. 

This behavior would be configured by the network via RRC. This gives a simple clear procedure for the UE to follow upon 1/N HARQ failure(s) for a CG carrying a ST flow to enter survival state. 

Note that our proposed wording allows the UE to infer a HARQ failure from a DCI with the NDI not toggled for the HPN carrying a TSC PDU (identified by a specific bearer). Thus, it does not mandate explicit HARQ-NACK feedback, which is a big change to the current standard that can have RAN1 impact and needs new L1 signaling.

	ZTE
	Till now we cannot change our mind and cannot accept the above Ericsson’s proposed solution. We think it has similar issue as HARQ-NACK based option, e.g. the issue of low reliability in bad radio condition.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No other solutions. We’d propose to focus on solution(s) that certain understanding/consensus have been built up. 

	OPPO
	If the solutions in Section 2.1 and 2.2 are precluded, we can go back to other solution(s).

	Sequans
	We are still not convinced a solution is needed. 

If the problem is fast activation of PDCP duplication, then let's just define a proper way to do it via DCI, rather than using NACK or reusing an existing DCI.

	Apple
	We think that L1/L2 adaptive mechanisms can provide a flexible way to boost reliability during survival time. Multiple options are possible here and some details can be found in R2-2107611.

	Intel
	Below we provide a UE-based reactive solution which is similar to the solutions in 2.1 and 2.2, however, it has some key differences.

The gNB can signal a duration [image: image3.png]


 based on the PDB duration to the UE in configuration for the DRB in RRC signalling to the UE. Upon receiving an implicit or explicit NACK from the gNB, the UE can decide based on the [image: image5.png]


 value whether there is sufficient time to perform HARQ retransmission (for e.g in relaxed usecase where survival time >= 1ms), that is, if the time elapsed since the Burst Arrival Time (BAT) is less than [image: image7.png]


, the UE performs retransmission, otherwise UE enters survival time state. Note that this duration [image: image9.png]


 is based on the PDB value, where the UE may perform any N number of retransmissions before entering survival time state, based on the use-case requirements. A key point to note here is that while it is possible to miss/lose intermediate NACKs (implicit/explicit) from the gNB, it is only critical for the UE to receive the last NACK (where duration [image: image11.png]


 has passed) from the gNB which shall trigger entering the survival time state.

This solution does not require an ACK transmission for every packet. Rather, only in the case of failed transmission does the gNB provide implicit/explicit NACK which can help UE decide whether to enter survival time state or perform HARQ retransmission based on the configured [image: image13.png]


 value. 

To track the elapsed time duration, a simplified timer can be configured in terms of fractions of CG periodicity value, since survival time itself is indicated for any use-case in terms of its relation to transfer interval (or equivalently the periodicity).

Upon entering survival time state, UE autonomous PDCP duplication can be activated for the next transmission only.

	Samsung
	No.


2.4   UE-based, non-reactive solutions

Q4-1. RAN agreed to focus on UE-based reactive solutions. Do you support any other UE-based solutions? (As a reminder, solutions based solely on gNB implementation are off the table as per RAN2 assumptions.)

	Company
	Answer

	Nokia
	We believe proactive method based on PDCP PDU SN is still more appropriate to handle use cases with stringent requirements. 

It was de-prioritized because companies think it has low spectral efficiency issue. However, we must note it can be implemented in ways where spectral efficiency is not affected, for examples:

· We can send all odd-indexed packets to FR1 and all even-indexed packets to FR2, to avoid consecutive error caused by beam blockage in FR2.

· We can cyclically change the RLC entities set for duplication, e,g. Packet 1 on RLC1 & RLC2, Packet 2 on RLC3 & RLC4, and so on, to average out the probability of consecutive error

All these schemes do not require boosting additional radio resource as compare to normal mode. More importantly, these schemes are also much simpler and less error-prone than e.g. Tx-side timer based solutions discussed above.

	LG
	The HARQ-NACK based solution and Tx-side timer solution cannot meet the tight ST requirement, and causes radio resource waste as explained in previous questions. The Nokia’s proposal is much better than those two solutions.

	Qualcomm
	No. We prefer keeping the agreement “Survival Time triggered proactively based on Sequence Number is deprioritized” and focusing on reactive solutions for now.

	ZTE
	No. Agree with Qualcomm.

	OPPO
	At least till now, we share the similar view as Qualcomm and ZTE.

	Intel
	No. Agree with other companies to keep the agreement in last RAN2 meeting.

	Samsung
	No,


2.5   Any additional comments

Q5-1. Do you have any additional comments to make on handling of ST in the RAN not covered by questions above, and/or any additional issues to introduce? (Please do take into account the agreements and assumptions already made by RAN2, and the multiple previous discussions which were held on this topic as referenced in the introductory section.)

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	It is necessary to discuss the UE actions upon entering survival time mode, e.g., PDCP duplication or other L2 adaptive transmission mechanisms.

	Fujitsu
	Some aspect of the email discussion of R2-2104897 in the email discussion have not been discussed in the last meeting. Those aspect include:

(1) Link reliability increase mechanisms

a. Duplication activation

b. L1/L2 configuration adaptation

c. gNB scheduling

(2) ST recovery mechanism

a. Survival Time timer

b. Return to normal state

	Nokia
	If PDCP duplication is to be adopted as the way to boost reliability, this is important to make sure that the gNB knows which RLC entity will be activated by the UE when entering the survival time state.

From our point of view, the simplest way is to configure two Duplication States in PDCP via RRC:

· Default duplication state – indicates the RLC entities that should be activated by default (This already exists in Rel-16)

· Survival time duplication state – indicates the RLC entities that should be activated when entering survival time state.

So essentially, the UE switches the duplication state from a default one to a conditional one when survival time is triggered.

	Lenovo
	Agree with Nokia, that RLC entities which are to be activated for duplication when entering ST state could be preconfigured. 

	LG
	We think if ST is very short, no solution can meet the ST requirements. In this case, the UE should be configured with PDCP duplication from the beginning. The dynamic control of PDCP duplication is achieved by already defined PDCP duplication activation/deactivation MAC CE.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Ericsson. We propose discussing PDCP duplication as the standard behavior in survival state, since this option was supported by a lot of companies. We will need to specify what the UE is doing in survival mode so that we can answer Q1-4/Q2-4.

	ZTE
	Agree with some above comments that the following aspects need further discussion:

· UE actions upon entering ST state

· Recovery/exiting from ST state

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree with the comments that we can discuss the UE actions upon entering survival time mode, as well as we can discuss UE behavior on exiting ST state. 

	OPPO
	Maybe the following can be considered,

·  UE actions upon entering ST state, e.g., PDCP duplication or the flexibility L1/L2 transmission mechanism.

·  ST timer and return to normal state.

	Sony
	We think RAN2 should consider this point from previous email discussion:

(1) Link reliability increase mechanisms

     (L1/L2 configuration adaptation

	III
	Agree with some comments mentioned above. We can discuss both the UE actions upon entering ST mode, such as PDCP duplication or other L1/L2 adaptive transmission mechanisms, and the UE actions upon existing ST mode. 

	Futurewei
	Triggering condition and UE behavior on exiting ST state.

	Apple
	Agree with comments from other companies above. Plus, adaptive L1/L2 configuration methods need to be considered. 

	Intel
	Agree with other companies that the reliability boosting mechanism which is to be adopted in the case when UE enters survival time state needs to be discussed. Also, the condition for the UE to return to normal configuration needs to be specified.


3   Phase-II: reviewing Proposals based on Phase-I input, and collecting some additional input

Based on input received in Phase-I, rapporteur has compiled a list of Proposals for further discussion (please see Section 3.1 below). Proposals are followed by 4 additional questions (Section 3.2), to collect input not collected in Phase-I. 

For each of the Proposals, ideally please just indicate if you support the proposal, or not; you may provide a brief explanation or raise a concern (if absolutely essential), but please bear in mind that companies have already expressed their views at length, so please first refer to companies’ input to Phase-I, as answers to many questions may be found there.

3.1   Proposals based on Phase-I input

We first need to clarify the meaning of “HARQ-NACK” (P1), and then capture the reluctance/refusal on the part of the majority of companies to mandate explicit HARQ-NACK feedback (P2).

Proposal 1: Survival Time state is entered upon reception of a signal indicating / implying N>=1 consecutive "HARQ NACK"s for an ongoing HARQ process.
	Company
	Agree/disagree

	Ericsson
	Disagree. 

For activation of higher layer survival time feature (for subsequent packets) there is no need to couple the activation to lower layer HARQ NACK. It would come with several complexities as outlined in Phase I (e.g. segmentation, association to DRB, how to count N, how to work with PDCP duplication already used for normal operation, how to allocate the resources in the survival time mode, etc). 

By the similar principle of using an existing PHY signal, we propose to use the CG DCI activation command as the signal to indicate that the survival time state is entered, since this solution is much cleaner without any issues mentioned above and has a small specification impact. Any comments/feedbacks on this solution would be appreciated. 

	Nokia
	Agree as a working assumption

Honestly, we are still doubtful about such approach, but for the sake of progress we are willing to proceed by assuming so.

	LG
	Disagree
HARQ-NACK is provided for a current MAC PDU (packet A), and the UE will trigger PDCP duplication only after HARQ-NACK is received. If the next packet (packet B) arrives before receiving HARQ-NACK, the UE may already process the PDCP SDU (packet B) and delivered to RLC. Then, even if the PDCP duplication is activated, it is only applied to second next PDCP SDU (packet C). If the transmission of next packet (packet B) fails, it already violates ST requirements. 

In addition, reliability of “HARQ NACK” is also questionable. If HARQ NACK is lost or mis-detected by UE, the UE will not perform duplicate transmission, and it leads to ST requirement violation.

	Xiaomi
	Agree with Proposal 1. We think the proposal 1 reflects the survival time requirements. The signalling details (e.g. retransmission DCI) of “HARQ NACK” can be discussed further in the next step.

	ZTE
	Disagree. 
Reception of a signal indicating N>=1 consecutive "HARQ NACK"s for an ongoing HARQ process cannot reliably trigger the UE enters into ST state. 
On the other hand, expiration of a Tx-side timer can reliably trigger the UE enters into ST state. 

1) Below is a schematic figure for normal process of Tx-side timer based option:
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Figure 1

2) For comparison, we assume below is schematic figure for the normal process of "HARQ NACK" based option (here N=1). It’s easy to see increasing reliability for ReTx of #2 is unnecessary.

Moreover, here in Figure 2a we think it’s also possible for "HARQ NACK" based option to maintain ST state in PDCP layer and there is also interaction between MAC and PDCP. In Figure 2b the maintainance of ST state is assumed to be in MAC layer. 

We think Figure 2a is kind of simiar as Tx-side timer based option. It may be easier to handle the multiplexing and segamentation issues mentioned in LG’s comments.
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Figure 2a

[image: image16.emf]Activate PDCP 

duplication

Enter ST state 

based on 

“

NACK

”

Exit from 

ST state

PDCP layer

MAC layer

Arrival of 

#2 packet

Tx grant for 

other packet

Arrival of 

#1 packet

ReTx grant for 

#2 packet

ReTx grant for 

#2 packet

Arrival of 

#3 packet

Tx with PDCP 

duplication

Tx grant for 

other packet

Tx with PDCP 

duplication

MAC ind

to PDCP


Figure 2b
3) We assume below is schematic figure for one of the abnormal process of "HARQ NACK" based option. Due to loss of ReTx grant, UE cannot enter ST state:
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Figure 3a
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Figure 3b
4) We assume below is schematic figure for another special process of "HARQ NACK" based option. Here N=3. The overall scheduling of 3 “HARQ-NACK”s may be larger than AN PDB. That may finally result that UE enters ST state too late. PDCP duplication cannot be applied to the transmission of #3 packet as expected:
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Figure 4a
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Figure 4b

In above figures, it’s easy to understand the reliablity of implicit HARQ-ACK (green arrow) is higher than implicit HARQ-NACK (red arrow).

	CATT
	Agree

	InterDigital
	Agree. However, for robustness, we don’t believe this should be the only way to enter ST state. A Tx-side timer can ensure that ST state is entered in the event NACK is not received by the UE.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree. We’d like to add a further clarification, that the ongoing HARQ process is a HARQ process transmitting a TB which contains packets from the specific radio bearer for the service configured with survival time. 

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	Futurewei
	Agree

	OPPO
	Disagree. 
As we mentioned before, it is not always possible to receive the signal indicating N>=1 consecutive "HARQ NACK"s, if DL LBT fails or DL channel quality is poor. In that case, it is hard to turn to the state of the reliable transmission to ensure ST. 
However, if it is the majority view and to move forward, we can compromise to this solution. For the intention of the robustness, we think the Tx-side timer should also be used to ensure ST state entering once HARQ NACK is not received by the UE.

	TCL
	Agree. But we are open with other approaches, e.g. the CG DCI activation command, a Tx-side timer, etc. as is mentioned by other companies, the details can be further studied. 

	Fujitsu
	We could accept this approach even if we have supported one of other options.

	Apple
	Agree as a working assumption. However, the solution is not very robust and we believe it needs to be accompanied with additional measures.

	Sequans
	Disagree.
Entering "survival time" which is supposed to solve consecutive failures on a CC based on a signal on that same CC seems unreliable. It cannot be assumed that DL and UL are uncorrelated especially for TDD.

	Intel
	Disagree. A Tx-side timer solution can have equivalent functionality as N-NACK solution, but at the same time Tx-side timer solution would be more robust towards loss of any of the N-1 NACKs.  

	Samsung
	Agree


Proposal 2: RAN2 does not assume that physical HARQ-NACK messages are always available, i.e. RAN2 will not mandate explicit HARQ-NACK feedback.

	Company
	Agree/disagree

	Ericsson
	Agree. Perhaps, a more useful assumption is that RAN2 would not introduce any HARQ-NACK feedback for UL data. 

	Nokia
	Agree

In fact, we don’t think any “explicit” HARQ-NACK should be introduced for licensed band uplink. Existing mechanism based on implication should be sufficient.

	LG
	Agree

	Xiaomi
	Agree

We would consider to use the retransmission DCI as the implicit indication of HARQ-NACK.

	ZTE
	For “HARQ NACK” based option, more companies understand that RAN2 will not mandate explicit HARQ-NACK feedback. Instead, retransmission grant would be used as implicit “HARQ NACK”.
But even retransmission grant would be acted as implicit HARQ-NACK, it’s cannot always available, especially in the bad radio condition. That will make triggering UE enter ST state unreliable.

	CATT
	Agree, we can leave with existing dynamic grant for retransmission of the failed packet playing the role of “HARQ-NACK” for R17, as proposed by P3.

	InterDigital
	Agree.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree. Mandating explicit HARQ feedback for the licensed band would likely also not be acceptable from RAN1 standpoint.

	Futurewei
	Agree

	OPPO
	Agree

	TCL
	Agree with proposal 2, explicit HARQ-NACK feedback should not be restricted to be the only choice, other approaches, e.g. tx-side timer, should be taken into account. 

	Fujitsu
	Agree

	Apple
	Agree

	Sequans
	Agree

	Intel
	Agree

	Samsung
	Agree


Based on input to Section 2.1 and specifically Q1-5, it would appear that, out of 18 respondents to that question, 8 companies support outright the ST state triggering based on retransmission grants, while additional 4 companies are either indifferent or support it on assumption certain clarifications are made / low-impact variants are identified. Therefore the companies who support this solution (outright, or with further clarifications which appear feasible) outnumber those who are objecting the solution outright, leading the rapporteur to propose the following (P3):

Proposal 3:  DCI carrying a retransmission grant (i.e. containing NDI which is not toggled) is adopted as indication of a “HARQ NACK” referred to in P1, and triggers entry into ST state.

	Company
	Agree/disagree

	Ericsson
	Disagree.

This question should be discussed together with P8 (i.e., the triggering condition and the actions afterwards). Other solutions, such as coupling CG activation with entering ST state seem more feasible, see comments to P1. 

One unavoidable complexity associated with this DCI-based indication would be that N = 1 is infeasible, i.e. we don’t want to enter ST state for each and every DCI with NDI not toggled. Thus, counting of N would need to be defined precisely, which is unclear at the moment. For example P2 assumes that there is not always the need to send this retransmission grant, how are those occasions then accounted for? 

	Nokia
	Agree as a working assumption

	LG
	Disagree

Same comments as in P1.

- DCI cannot be transmitted in a timely manner.

- DCI is not reliable.

	Xiaomi
	Agree.

	ZTE
	Agree if “HARQ-NACK” based option can be adopted.

	CATT
	Agree.

	InterDigital
	Agree. But as stated in our comments for Proposal 1, this should not preclude other triggers.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	Futurewei
	Agree

	OPPO
	Agree if P1 is approved.

	TCL
	Agree. But this should not preclude other triggers, as is pointed by InterDigital. 

	Fujitsu
	Could accept.

	Apple
	Agree. It should not preclude other triggers as commented by InterDigital.

	Sequans
	Disagree.

Same comment as P1.

	Intel
	This proposal should be postponed since it is dependent on the outcome of P1. The proposal is agreeable only if P1 is agreed.

	Samsung
	Agree


P4 and P5 that follow are meant to allay some concerns expressed by a minority of respondents:

Proposal 4:  N is configurable and is not limited to N = 1.

	Company
	Agree/disagree

	Ericsson
	Agree for solution based on DCI with NDI not toggled. No need to consider counting of N in other solutions, such as with CG activation.

	Nokia
	Disagree.

N = 1 is suffice for the most stringent cases. Other use cases do not need such “enhancements” and gNB implementation is preferred. It is much safer for the UE to enter the survival time state as soon as one error has been identified, regardless what is the maximum number of consecutive error that the application can tolerate. 

	LG
	Disagree.
If N>1, then it would be enough to rely on legacy “PDCP Duplication Activation/Deactivation MAC CE”.

	Xiaomi
	Agree

SA2 provided several use cases which would require N > 1. Mandating N = 1 would cause too early trigger of entering the survival state.

	ZTE
	Agree this is needed if “HARQ-NACK” based option can be adopted.

With reference to above Figure 4, it can be seen (and also mentioned by several companies during phase I) that the retransmission interval or RTT may be long depending on the gNB’s retransmission scheduling and it’s easy to occur that unsuitable N may delay the transition to ST mode.

	CATT
	Disagree for N counting the number of retransmission requests on a same leg. Agree for the case where duplication is already activated on a subset of the configured legs. In such case, it makes sense that ST is only triggered when packet failure occurs on all currently activated legs. In which case, entering ST would trigger duplication activation on the remaining legs. 

	InterDigital
	Agree

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree. Although we think that N=1 would satisfy the majority of UE reactive use cases (or N=1 per leg in case some activation was initially activated), however we are open to making N>1 configurable to handle the less stringent use cases.

	Futurewei
	Agree

	OPPO
	Agree if P1 is approved

	TCL
	Agree. N should be configurable.

	Fujitsu
	Agree

	III
	Agree.

	Apple
	Agree

	Sequans
	Disagree. It's better to avoid useless complexity and this configuration does not really seem required. 

	Intel
	Agree if P1 is agreed.

	Samsung
	Agree


Proposal 5: Given the application message size range under study, RAN2 will not optimize the ST design based on case of segmentation of message into multiple TBs.

	Company
	Agree/disagree

	Ericsson
	Disagree. 

We cannot only assume the minimum application message size discussed, but have to assume a range of sizes to support various use-cases and this way make this feature relevant. Even in a range of low TBS, segmentation may be needed, given also the very low expected MCS in lower SINR ranges to achieve the required reliability. 

	Nokia
	Agree.

We can limit our scope for Rel-17.

	LG
	It is not clear what this proposal means. Does this proposal propose not to allow RLC segmentation? Or limit the message size smaller than a configured threshold in order to avoid RLC segmentation?

	Xiaomi
	Agree

	ZTE
	Agree

	CATT
	Agree

	InterDigital
	Agree to ensure progress is made in the remaining time.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree.

RAN enhancements are necessary for scenarios where TSC traffic is with stringent transfer interval and survival time. However for most of such scenarios, the application message sizes are supposedly small, e.g. within the range of 10-100 bytes. We prefer not to consider optimization for the case with RLC segmentation.

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	Futurewei
	Agree

	OPPO
	Agree

	TCL
	Agree. We may leave such optimization to Rel-18. 

	Fujitsu
	Agree

	Apple
	Same concern as LG. RAN2 has only discussed application layer message segmentation (in R2#113e) so far.

	Sequans
	Agree

	Intel
	Agree

	Samsung
	Agree


P6 – P8 cover the pre-configuration and activation of PDCP duplication:

Proposal 6: The RLC entities which will be activated for duplication when entering ST state should be pre-configured. 

	Company
	Agree/disagree

	Ericsson
	Agree.

	Nokia
	Agree

	LG
	Agree

	Xiaomi
	Agree

	ZTE
	Agree

	CATT
	Agree

	InterDigital
	Agree

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	Futurewei
	Agree

	OPPO
	Does the RLC entities mentioned in P6 mean the RLC entities actually activated other than the ones configured for PDCP duplication, i.e. the subset of the RLC entities configured for duplication? 

In the case that up to 4-leg PDCP duplication is used, the RLC entities associated with PDCP duplication should be pre-configured. But, the activated RLC entities for ST state entering can be decided by the UE based on the link quality of the associated serving cell(s). Note that the link quality will be changed time by time, thus the channel quality associated with the RLC entities which is the pre-configured to be activated may not be good enough when the UE enters the ST state.

	TCL
	Agree. Details should be studied, e.g. the number of RCL entities supported. 

	Fujitsu
	Agree

	III
	Agree.

	Apple
	Agree

	Sequans
	Agree, assuming entering ST state will activate duplication (that was not agreed)

	Intel
	Agree

	Samsung
	Agree


Proposal 7: Following entry into the Survival Time state, the pre-configured PDCP duplication configuration is activated.

	Company
	Agree/disagree

	Ericsson 
	Agree. 

	Nokia
	Agree if we understand the proposal correctly; we think the “pre-configured PDCP duplication configuration” in the proposal is a bit vague.

We suggest change the proposal 7 wording to: 

The pre-configured subset of RLC entities corresponding to survival time state should be activated when entering the survival time state.

	LG
	Nokia’s text is fine.

	Xiaomi
	Agree

	ZTE
	Agree as baseline. See further comments for Proposal 8. 

We think Nokia’s text may be a bit too specific. Proposal 6 is related and general enough.

	CATT
	Agree with original text from Rapporteur.

	InterDigital
	Agree

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	Futurewei
	Agree

	OPPO
	Similar concern to P6. Does the pre-configured PDCP duplication configuration means the activated RLC entities used for ST state? If not, we are fine with P7.

	TCL
	Agree

	Fujitsu
	Agree

	III
	Agree.

	Apple
	Agree

	Sequans
	Disagree. We don’t think this feature is needed for ST. 

It seems what is looked for by companies is fast PDCP duplication activation (e.g. from DCI). This could be specified independently from that ST requirement, which would enable usage for any traffic.

	Intel
	Agree with the proposal in general and also Nokia’s rewording.

	Samsung
	Agree


Proposal 8: RAN2 to choose between following methods for activating the PDCP duplication:

- retransmission grant

- CG activation grant

- autonomous activation on the part of UE

	Company
	Agree/disagree (and preference)

	Ericsson 
	Agree and prefer CG activation grant. 

This is of advantage for periodical traffic, which we assume here in the ST discussion, since CG activates the needed resources for subsequent packets to which the ST feature applies, and a CG can already today be associated with an RLC entities activated for PDCP duplication. 

Other solutions, such as based on retransmission grant, would additionally require further signaling to radio resources available for subsequent packets. The solutions require gNB to pre-allocate the resources even if UE is not in the survival time, and no conclusion yet if whether resource waste can be avoided (e.g., resource reclaimed by gNB to use for other UEs).

	Nokia
	Agree

	LG
	We think neither retx grant nor CG activation grant can meet the ST requirement due to RTT latency and packet inter-arrival time. 
We are not clear how “autonomous activation” can be realized, but we think only this option can meet the ST requirement.

	Xiaomi
	Agree.

The “retransmission grant” option needs to be clarified that the UE may still need to count N>1 “retransmission grant” (i.e. implicit “HARQ_NACK”) so as to enter the survival time state.

	ZTE
	For “retransmission grant” here, we think it may make the solution a bit unnecessary complicated. For “HARQ-NACK” based option, we already assume (N>1) retransmission grant would be used for triggering UE to enter into ST state. Why there is thinking that it can also be used for activating the PDCP duplication? 

So we assume “autonomous activation on the part of UE” would be the straightforward way, e.g., after entering into ST state (based on retransmission grant), UE can immediately and autonomously activate PDCP duplication. Furthermore, in the non-stringent cases where more than one packets loss can be tolerable, UE can also wait for a bit of time (e.g., based on another timer and with the knowledge of survival time length) before actually activating PDCP duplication. 

For relying on “CG activation grant”, it may cause that PDCP duplication cannot be activated in time as expected (or even no PDCP duplication at all if “CG activation grant” is lost), e.g., it has similar risk as gNB-based options. 

	CATT
	Agree with the retransmission grant. This is a one-signal trigger which exactly addresses the ST problem brought-up by SA2. The CG activation grant method requires sending such activation grant for each CG configured to serve the RLC entity. Each such CG type 2 activation cmd will trigger a configured uplink grant confirmation, including a Multiple Entry Configured Grant Confirmation MAC CE. Such MAC CE will be multiplexed with the duplicated data in the next CG transmission, thus uselessly enlarging the payload. If it is felt needed that the configured CGs to be used for the duplicated legs should be deactivated outside ST, a similar implicit activation mechanism can be used with the retransmission grant approach where it is the duplication activation that implicitly triggers the associated CG activation, thus achieving the same behaviour without a need for a configured uplink grant confirmation. It is also more logical that duplication activation triggers associated CG configuration(s) activation than the other way around, for example, a CC can be configured to be served by two CG configurations, and activating the duplication in that CC can implicitly activate both CGs. Note such “grouping” of the duplication activation and the CG type-2 activation into one single command could be beneficial to other duplication activation scenarios.

	InterDigital
	Agree. Our preference would be to allow all three methods.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree. We prefer to use retransmission grant as the baseline.

	Qualcomm
	Agree. Clarification needed on how “autonomous activation on part of the UE” is different for the first two options. We think the first and third option would be fine for standardizing since the third may probably include the first one. We see complications in “CG activation grant” option, for example, UE may not be monitoring the secondary CC to save power (dormancy issues) and the interaction between an L1 signal on secondary CC and duplication in primary CC may be unnecessarily complex to capture in MAC. 

	Futurewei
	Agree. However, it is unclear to us as well whether option 3 can be a standalone method without involving any element of option 1 or option 2.  

	OPPO
	Agree. We prefer “autonomous activation on part of the UE”.

	TCL
	Agree and prefer UE autonomous activation, i.e. option 3. 

	Fujitsu
	Agree and prefer UE autonomous activation, i.e. option 3.

	III
	Agree.

	Apple
	Agree in general but without a full picture on the solution it’s very difficult to make a cut. In fact, all three methods are feasible. Probably a retransmission grant is straight-forward from specification point of view, but a CG activation grant could be extended to incorporate additional information, and UE autonomous activation might be based on pre-configuration and activation of ST and/or any other conditions for activation. 

	Sequans
	Disagree. It is generally assumed by RAN2 that links used by duplication would be independent (see e.g. R2-1816043 from RAN2). With such assumption, the CSA requirement can then already be achieved by alternating CG on each CC such that consecutive loss would occur with 10-8 probability. Without such assumption, i.e. if PDCP duplication is required, it can be pre-activated on top of alternating CG config, and used only opportunistically by the gNB with DG.

	Intel
	Agree. Our preference is autonomous activation by the UE.

	Samsung
	Agree but further discussion appears needed on the specific solution


P9 is to confirm a (presumably) obvious aspect of the use of ST timer:

Proposal 9: UE exits Survival Time state following expiration of ST timer. Other exit conditions FFS.

	Company
	Agree/disagree

	Ericsson
	Disagree. 
The operation related with the timer can be defined as P9, but there is no need to introduce such ST timer in the UE. There is no “rush” in deactivating ST methods, thus no need to have UE autonomous deactivation. Network can indicate with legacy signaling to stop certain methods (e.g. deactivate PDCP duplication).

	Nokia
	Disagree. 

The gNB may not know when exactly the timer is started (i.e. the exact arrival time of the packet from the upper layer at the UE side may be deviated). Thus, we do not think a timer-based exit condition is practical. Agree with Ericsson that exiting of Survival Time State can be controlled by the gNB.

	LG
	Disagree.

The timer may not be synchronized between UE and gNB. Thus, it would be better to leave the timer control to gNB, i.e. use legacy “PDCP Duplication Activation/Deactivation MAC CE”.

	Xiaomi
	Disagree

We share the same views as Ericsson and Nokia that the gNB by implementation can send the deactivation command for PDCP duplication.

	ZTE
	Open to discuss. We slightly prefer the below Alt1.

In our assumption, no matter for “HARQ NACK” based option or Tx-side timer based option, UE can rely on one successful packet transmission to exit from ST state (Alt1, also see above Figure 1 and Figure 2). That means after activating PDCP duplication and before exiting from ST state, at least one packet among several packets have been successfully transmitted. In other word, the loss of consecutive packets has been avoided. Therefore, UE can stop PDCP duplication and exit from ST state. 

We assume Proposal 9 as Alt2. We are not clear here the exact meaning of ST timer in the question and how long to set it. If it’s set by UE based on the knowledge of Survival time length, we guess it may be feasible. This may make PDCP duplication be applied a little longer, e.g., PDCP duplication is used for transmission of more than one packets. This Alt2 may have higher reliability but cause more network resources consumption, with comparison to Alt1. 

We have sympathy with some above comments that it’s also possible for gNB to deactivate/release PDCP duplication (Alt3) that can cause UE exits ST state. Different from activation, there is no requirement for “fast” deactivation.

	CATT
	Disagree, same view as Ericsson and Nokia.

	InterDigital
	Disagree. First we should clarify what is meant by “exiting” ST state. Does it mean returning to the less robust, less resource intensive state? If so, the timer functionality depends on ensuring at least one packet was delivered successfully. Otherwise does it mean that ST has elapsed without the required successful packet delivery?

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree. After the expiration of the survival timer, the network/UE shall go back to normal operation mode. If not, the handling shall be up to other “safety” entities of the industry system which are usually equipped, not RAN. 

	Qualcomm
	Disagree, we do not support adding a survival timer in the UE.

	Futurewei
	Disagree. From the question/proposal, it is unclear which state the UE moves to after exiting the ST state, i.e., whether to a Down state due to the violation of survival time or to the normal state after timely receiving some subsequent message(s).

If it is the former case, we think the communication service should continue to do its best to resume timely reception of subsequent messages, which means the ST state should be maintained over the communication link, even after the survival timer has been violated. However, when the application layer enters the Down state due to the violation of the survival time, the application layer may trigger a reset/restart of the communication link as a part of the recovery process, which is beyond RAN2 scope but should be supported by the current spec already.  
If it is the latter case, exiting the ST state should be based on the timely reception of some subsequent message(s) and is signalled by the gNB to the UE. The ST timer plays no role here.

	OPPO
	In our understanding, ST timer can be set as the length of survival time. When ST timer is running, the UE should turn to use a reliable transmission, to assure at least one successful transmission. When ST timer is expired or stopped, the UE can stop the reliable transmission and exit ST state.

	TCL
	Disagree.

Agree with other companies that there is no need to introduce such ST timer in the UE and gNB control the exiting of Survival Time State as baseline, but not preclude UE autonomous controlled mechanisms. 

	Fujitsu
	Disagree

RAN2 should first discuss if introduce ST timer.

	Apple
	Open to discuss. Probably we can try to address this question together with the general detection method for ST. One additional point of consideration may be whether it can be desirable to extend the exit condition to include application recovery time (or some extra margin or estimate) in the period of extended reliability, even though that’s not absolutely required - it’s just that it may increase application operation robustness. 

	Sequans
	Disagree, as we do not support the solution.

	Intel
	Disagree with the addition of a survival time timer.

	Samsung
	Agree – we support the introduction of the survival timer


And finally, based on input to Section 2.2 and specifically Q2-5, it would appear that, out of 18 respondents to that question, 7 companies support the ST state triggering based on retransmission grants, while 11 companies object the solution outright (although 1 of these 11 companies are open to further study, and 1 company prefers the first solution), leading the rapporteur to propose the following (P10):

Proposal 10: UE-based reactive solution based on Tx-side timer is not supported in R17.

	Company
	Agree/disagree

	Ericsson 
	Agree.

	Nokia
	Agree

	LG
	Agree

	Xiaomi
	Agree

	ZTE
	Disagree. We see similar number of support for “HARQ-NACK” based option and Tx-side timer based option.
Also, as indicated before, this Tx-side timer based option define a more reasonable trigger for entering ST state. It’s no need of HARQ-NACK and also workable without HARQ-ACK. Moreover, it can overcome the unreliable issue and uncertain issue of arrival of “HARQ-NACK” in the “HARQ-NACK” based option.
Here we re-clarify some common or additional concerns in Phase I:

Q1 (Ericsson, Nokia, CATT, Fujitsu ect.): Such timer requires explicit/fast/reliable ACK/NACK feedback for every UL packet. 
A1: For Tx-side timer option, the UE mainly rely on TX-side timer (value of AN-PDB) to decide packet transmission failure and enter ST state. ACK feedback is just used for avoiding unnecessary entering ST state. And we assume in more cases, implicit HARQ-ACK, e.g., initial transmission grant, can be reliably acquired. Therefore, explicit HARQ-ACK would be only needed in the other remaining (a few) cases. Even no any “HARQ-ACK” can be received, the worst case is that UE would always enter ST state after one AN-PDB timer expires. The feature is still workable and the only harm is a bit resources waste. But for “HARQ NACK” based option, it’s rely on “HARQ-NACK” to trigger UE to enter ST state. So in the worst case, the UE would be unable to acquire “HARQ-NACK” and cannot enter ST state. This is very risky and would make the feature almost infeasible.  
Q2 (Xiaomi): It is not clear to us how the solution count the consecutive packet loss.

A2: For Tx-side timer based option, entering into ST state occurs when UE detects ONE Packet transmission failure (this is different from “HARQ NACK” based option in which entering into ST state occurs when UE detects ONE MAC PDU transmission failure). 
Companies may think the above process a bit aggressive. As mentioned before, in order to avoid unnecessary PDCP duplication in some sub cases, e.g., in the non-stringent cases where more than one packets loss can be tolerable, even the UE enters ST state, it can also not activate PDCP duplication. It can wait for a bit more time and then perform the actually activation. We think by this way, it can implement PDCP duplication activation after several consecutive packet loss.

	CATT
	Agree

	InterDigital
	Disagree.

We believe that for robustness, the design should ensure that ST state can be entered even if the UE doesn’t receive NACK. The design should therefore assume NACK until shown otherwise. As such, a Tx-side timer should be interpreted as the time during which a UE may attempt to receive ACK feedback. Failure to receive it prior to expiration of the timer, indicates to the UE that the ST state should be entered.

We’d like to note that NR-U showed precedence for this type of UE 
ehaviour with the CGRT.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	Futurewei
	Agree

	OPPO
	Disagree.
If HARQ NACK can not be sent/received due to the reason of DL LBT failure or bad channel quality, the UE can not be triggered to enter ST state. Accordingly, ST requirement can not be fulfilled, which should be avoided. Thus, a Tx-side timer should be used at least to cover this case. Once no ACK/NACK is received before Tx-side timer expiry, the UE can enter ST state.

	TCL
	Disagree.

We share the same view with ZTE.

	Fujitsu
	Agree

	III
	Agree.

	Apple
	Disagree. We think that such a timer could be also configurable by the network, if a scenario requires it.

	Sequans
	Agree

	Intel
	Disagree. There is significant support for Tx-side timer solution and it should not be disregarded.

	Samsung
	Agree for sake of progress – although we do support further study of this solution once the baseline solution which has majority support (retransmission grant based triggering) is finalised.


3.2   Collecting some additional input
Additionally, the rapporteur would like to invite input to the following questions:

Q6-1. What action(s) should a UE perform upon exiting the ST state?

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	Should not be defined. Network can deactivate whatever ST feature by legacy signaling. This is not time-critical, so no new UE-based methods need to be defined for exiting ST state. 

	Nokia
	Return to the initial (default) PDCP duplication state of the DRB, or switch to the state corresponding to a Duplication Activation MAC CE sent by the gNB.

We prefer the latter as we think it is better for the gNB to control when the UE should exit the survival time state. See our response in Q6-2.

	LG
	No specific action is required. The UE just follows gNB control, indicated by “PDCP Duplication Activation/Deactivation MAC CE”.

	Xiaomi
	No extra standard effort is needed, as this is controlled by the legacy deactivation command of PDCP duplication.

	ZTE
	UE would deactivate PDCP duplication upon exiting the ST state.
Furthermore, if no any successful transmission during ST state (we assume this is possible if UE exits from ST state based on a timer as mentioned in Proposal 9), UE can also consider to perform cell reselection upon exiting the ST state.

	CATT
	For the sake of simplicity, we can leave it all under NW control.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	If the activation of PDCP duplication is adopted to boost transmission reliability when entering ST state, the UE shall deactivate the PDCP duplication or return to a previous or a default duplication state upon exiting ST state.

	Qualcomm
	Unless otherwise indicated/configured by the network, the UE can deactivate the extra RLC entities activated in survival mode and return to the default non-survival mode configuration.

	Futurewei
	The UE should follow the signalling received from the gNB to return or switch to a normal/default state, where less radio resource is consumed comparing to when in the ST state. We are open to whether the signalling is a L1 or L2 signalling. 

	OPPO
	The UE can stop the reliable transmission, e.g. deactivate PDCP duplication when exiting ST state.

	TCL
	The UE may deactivate the PDCP Duplication and return to the default non-survival mode configuration, or leave it to NW control. 

	Fujitsu
	The UE return to a previous or a default duplication state upon exiting ST state. Otherwise, we are ok to leave this to NW implementation.

	Apple
	Return to the default configuration state of the DRB or enter an application recovery period (optional).

	Sequans
	We should not define ST state. We should just consider possible new ways to activate/deactivate PDCP duplication, if required.

	Intel
	The UE may boost reliability upon entering survival time state for the transmission of next burst only, that is, it can autonomously activate PDCP duplication for the next Burst and resume normal configuration after that.


Q6-2. What ST state exit condition(s) (other than expiration of ST timer) do you advocate, if any?

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	None, neither ST expiration timer. 

	Nokia
	Because exiting is not time critical and gNB has the best up-to-date knowledge about UL performance and reliability, ST state exit should be gNB controlled. Hence, we think the UE should stay in ST state until some instruction from the gNB is received. In particular, the gNB may send a duplication activation MAC CE that instruct the UE to switch the set of RLC entities for the DRB.

	LG
	None

	Xiaomi
	No extra standard effort is needed. See comments for Q6-1.

	ZTE
	See our comments for Proposal 9.

	CATT
	None

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	None

	Qualcomm
	If UE autonomously exiting survival state is agreed to, then possibly counting N successful transmissions can be the condition for the UE to exit survival state.

	Futurewei
	Similar to P9, it is unclear to us whether we are talking about the survival time being violated or some subsequent message(s) has been timely received.
But in neither case, is the ST timer needed. The UE should simply follow the L1 signalling from the gNB that triggers the ST state until it receives another signalling from the gNB telling it to standdown or the application layer (on the UE side) triggers the reset/restart of the communication link as a part of the recovery process. 

	OPPO
	None

	TCL
	None

	Fujitsu
	RAN2 can consider that the UE enters ST state by N consecutive “HARQ-NACK” similar with which the UE can exit ST state by N successful transmissions. 

	Apple
	Ideally the exit condition could be reached without requiring additional gNB signalling for every survival time period.

	Sequans
	None, no ST state.

	Intel
	We do not advocate for ST timer.


Q6-3. What additional actions (other than PDCP duplication) should a UE perform while within the ST state (e.g. L1/L2 configuration adaptation)?

	Company
	Answer

	Ericsson
	It appears that other methods beside PDCP duplication could be activated by existing L1/2 signal sufficiently fast already.

Obviously, for PDCP duplicates further radio resources would need to be allocated by L1/2 signaling, ideally in the moment of duplication activation. With the proposed CG activation methods for ST state, these resources would be already provided. 

	Nokia
	In fact, we think we should generalize the UE action as “switching RLC entities activation state” rather than explicitly using the term PDCP duplication or L1/L2 configuration adaption. 

The UE simply switches from RLC subset 1 to RLC subset 2 for a DRB upon entry of survival time state, and such operation could cover either/both:

· Packet Duplication with more legs (i.e. RLC subset 2 is larger than RLC subset 1)

· L1/L2 configuration adaptation (e.g. different LCH configurations such as mapping restrictions for different RLC)

Based on such framework, this is totally up to gNB implementation to decide what resultant actions should kick in upon RLC subset switching. There could be cases where the gNB does not want the UE to increase the number of duplication legs (i.e. the size of RLC subset 1 and RLC subset 2 are equal) due to e.g. interference concerns but simply want the UE to switch carriers (e.g. from FR2 to FR1). Hence, from our point of view  “switching RLC entities activation state” is a more generalized and versatile term, that can accommodate any possible strategy for reliability boosting.

	LG
	We think it is enough to activate PDCP duplication. When the PDCP duplication is activated, the PDCP entity transmits PDCP PDUs to pre-configured set of RLC entities.

	Xiaomi
	We think that the LCP restriction should be changed to allow more transmission opportunities or more reliable transmission while the UE enters the survival time state

	ZTE
	If UE doesn’t support PDCP duplication or UE in cell centre, L1/L2 configuration adaptation can be performed after UE entering ST state.

	CATT
	We can check if further details are needed once the duplication activation method is finalized.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We prefer to take PDCP duplication as the baseline. We are open to discuss other actions including switching RLC legs or changing RLC configurations for the DRB when entering/exiting ST state.

	Qualcomm
	None aside from configuring additional RLC entities and having the UE reactively activating them as previously discussed. 

The network can always change L1/L2 configuration via existing signalling. We do not support changing LCP, LCH, MCS, power boosting, etc. dynamically to increase reliability on the fly because of two fundamental issues:
A.
Changing L1 parameters on the fly needs tight alignment between UE and gNB on the Tx parameters which is not a trivial task and can introduce further errors

B. Flows with ST constraints are already configured very conservatively in terms of MCS, LCP, etc. (expected to have the highest priority), and thus it is doubtful that there is any room to improve on that by “flexibly” changing any of those parameters.

	Futurewei
	Other than PDCP duplication, L1/L2 configuration adaptation is also possible, which can be supported using existing L1/L2 signalling.

	OPPO
	PDCP duplication can be taken as the baseline. We are also open to the solution, i.e. adaptive L1/L2 configuration. 

	TCL
	Besides PDCP Duplication, other L1/L2 enhancements can be considered for the UE entering ST state, e.g. LCP, MCS, HARQ retransmissions, etc. 

	Fujitsu
	We are supportive of “RLC reselection” mentioned by Nokia. In addition, relaxation of LCP restriction would be considered.

	Apple
	A number of other methods are conceivable to increase robustness and/or adjust the reliability during survival time, this can be depending on the specific reliability requirements of a DRB.

L1/L2 adaptive configuration based on pre-configuration could be used. For example, a CG or even a DG in survival time may be allowed to use an adaptive config.

· HARQ InitialTx and HARQ ReTx could use a (pre-defined) different level of protection for selected parameters applicable during survival time (for example, TB repetitions). Unacknowledged MAC PDUs sitting in the HARQ buffer can be retransmitted with more reliability while the TBS remains the same. 
· The gNB may pre-configure an alternative CG config as an overlay to the existing CG config (which uses the same CG config indices) to be used in survival time. 
· New LCP restrictions to link a set of ‘dormant’ CG resources of higher reliability. The ‘dormant’ CG remains unused unless the UE enters survival time. 
· LCH mapping restrictions for different RLC entities as mentioned by Nokia.
· Increase of output power. Etc.
If normal PDCP duplication is already configured for a DRB and higher reliability is required during survival time, the PDCP entity could increase the number of duplicated data packets submitted to lower layers during survival time.
In scenarios with long PDB and long survival times and regardless of how ST is triggered (e.g., MAC or PDCP), a connection can be pre-configured with shorter RLC retransmission intervals through e.g., two sets of values for RLC timers T-StatusProhibit and T-PollRetransmit, the second set of values is automatically applied during survival time. Alternatively, extensions to the PDCP data recovery procedure may be conceivable as well.

	Sequans
	None

	Intel
	Activation of PDCP duplication is sufficient.


Q6-4. Any final comments (at this stage) on this discussion, not already shared above?

	Company
	Answer

	
	

	
	

	
	


4   Conclusions

In Phase-I of the discussion, companies provided input to questions on various aspects of UE-based reactive solutions, building on previous extensive discussions on Survival Time. In Phase-II, companies provided their comments on proposals prepared by the rapporteur in response to companies’ input to Phase-I, as well as replies to some additional questions raised in Phase-I.
Two solutions (already previously identified) have reaffirmed themselves as main candidates: 
· retransmission grant based triggering of ST state entry, and 
· Tx-side timer based triggering. 
Due to several companies’ willingness to compromise in Phase-II, the former solution (retransmission grant based triggering) has emerged as clear contender for baseline solution going forward, with 2/3 of the respondents supporting it in Phase-II. The second solution above (Tx-side timer) should therefore be deprioritized in rapporteur’s opinion, although it can be kept  (in rapporteur’s view) for further study on a best-effort basis / once details of retransmission grant based triggering are ironed out.

The following are the proposals to be discussed at RAN2#115-e. Please note that the numbering below does not map directly to the proposal numbering used in Phase-II, and that there are some new proposals based on additional input to Phase-II. However, those proposals below which indicate level of support (x/y) are either identical to proposals from Phase-II or have undergone minor adjustments compared to Phase-II (but the numbering may be different).
Proposals for “easy” agreement:
I. RAN2 does not assume that physical HARQ-NACK messages are always available, i.e. RAN2 will not mandate explicit HARQ-NACK feedback. (17/17)
II. Given the application message size range under study, RAN2 will not optimize the ST design based on case of segmentation of message into multiple TBs. (This does not preclude the use of RLC segmentation; instead, it rules out optimizations for the case with RLC segmentation.) (14/17)
III. The RLC entities which will be activated for duplication when entering ST state should be pre-configured. FFS the number of supported RLC entities. (16/17)
IV. Following entry into the Survival Time state, the pre-configured PDCP duplication configuration is activated. (16/18)
Proposals for quick online discussion and confirmation:

V. Reception of N>=1 consecutive DCI messages carrying a retransmission grant (i.e. containing NDI which is not toggled) is adopted as indication of a “HARQ NACK”, and triggers entry into ST state. (11/17)
VI. N is configurable and is not limited to N = 1. (14/18)
VII. UE-based reactive solution based on Tx-side timer are deprioritized in R17. (12/18)
Proposals for further discussion:

VIII. RAN2 to discuss whether action(s) that a UE performs upon exiting the ST state are under network control, or include a normative aspect.

IX. RAN2 to discuss whether ST state exit should be gNB controlled or include a normative aspect (e.g. timer; counting successive successful transmissions).

X. RAN2 to discuss whether additional actions (other than duplication activation) should be supported for a UE in the ST state (e.g. relaxation of LCP restrictions; L1/L2 configuration adaptation), and whether any additional standardisation effort is needed for this.

XI. RAN2 to choose between following methods for activating the PDCP duplication:

- retransmission grant

- CG activation grant

- autonomous activation on the part of UE
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