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Introduction 
[bookmark: _Hlk528770372]In RAN2#116-e online discussion [1], the following agreements was reached: 
Agreements
1. A RRC parameter is configured for a DRB with Survival Time support
2. MAC entity shall handle the determination of triggering survival state based on HARQ-NACK 
3. For the DRB configured with Survival Time support, the network can control the duplication state for the DRB via legacy activation/deactivation MAC CE. No specification change is foreseen.
4. For the issue that there may be packets already sent to RLC before the pre-configured PDCP duplication configuration is activated, following entry into the Survival Time state, it is up to gNB/UE implementation to handle and no need to specify extra behaviour
5. RAN2 not to consider the interaction between Survival Time solution and handover procedure in Rel-17
6. No specification enhancement will be pursued for CG activation command as Survival Time state trigger
7. The baseline mechanism for Survival Time support is “CG resources will be used for service with Survival Time requirements, such that the mapping relation between the service and the retransmission grant is commonly known to both gNB and UE, and CG retransmission scheduling (addressed by CS-RNTI) can be used for Survival Time state triggering”.  
a) FFS how UE identifies the corresponding DRB that should enter Survival Time state and other details (i.e. resource allocation)
b) FFS on unlicensed band
8. Deprioritize autonomous activation of PDCP duplication based on inputs other than retransmission grant.

Meanwhile, during the RAN2#116-e post e-mail discussion [2], issues relative to the CG resources associated to LCH/RLC entities for Survival Time support were mentioned and the utilization of dedicated CG resources were addressed. In this paper, we will discuss remaining open issues can be further elaborated in this meeting.
Discussion
During RAN2#116-e post e-mail discussion, CG resource for re-transmission of the critical message for survival time support are discussed. Issues of the amount of CG resource allocated for the UE to transmit the application message may be insufficient is raised. Majority of companies agree that it is up to gNB implementation to configure CG resources for survival time support after discussion. However, there are still some scheduling handling topics needed further discussion. It still may be possible that survival time operations with 0.5 ms constrains may not meet even though using the nearby available CG resource associated to the DRB with survival time support for re-transmission. One of reason is that there is a transmission bottleneck happened. To solve this problem, to schedule re-transmission packets with high priority to meet the survival time constrain is important. To meet the 0.5 ms constrain, the re-transmission packets for survival time support may require a higher priority than others. In R16, some priority handling mechanisms such as using phy-PriorityIndex for CG PUSCH collision is proposed to handle prioritization in the physical layer. The value of phy-PriorityIndex for configuration is only allowed to indicate two options by setting either a high or low priority. This may not provide adequate to the re-transmission for survival time support with the 0.5 ms constrain. If the existing R16 priority mechanism cannot fulfil the stringent survival time requirement, to enhance the existing R16 priority mechanism for urgent re-transmission packets shall also be taken into consideration for survival time support.
Proposal 1: Discuss whether the existing R16 priority mechanism provides adequate to scenarios with the stringent survival time constrain for the survival time support.
Conclusions
[bookmark: _GoBack]We discuss issues raised in the post RAN2#116-e email discussion and provide our viewpoint of leftover topics. As summarized, the existing R16 mechanism for collision avoidance may not handle re-transmission packets with the stringiest survival time constrain properly. Hence, the related proposal from above discussions is below:
Proposal 1: Discuss whether the existing R16 priority mechanism provides adequate to scenarios with the stringent survival time constrain for the survival time support.
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