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1 Introduction

CB: # 77_SurvivalTimeDeterministicApps

- RAN2 issue? If not:

- discuss preference for a definition; prefer def1?

- any other feedback for SA2?

- reply LS if agreeable

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-206930
draft reply LS (Nok) R3-206931
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Draft reply LS in R3-206931 is agreeable
Rev in R3-20xxxx final (tdoc # to be allocated and agreed online)
3 Discussion
Please provide your views by EOB Friday November 6th, so that they can be taken into account when preparing the draft reply LS.
In the LS from SA2 [1], SA2 requests RAN2 and RAN3 to provide feedback on:

1)
the preference of Survival Time definition of i) or ii) as defined in the LS; and

2)
whether receiving survival time is sufficient for NG-RAN to address the performance targets (same Survival Time but different communication service availability for different services) laid out by SA1 in Table 5.2-1 in TS 22.104.

Each of these two questions are discussed in the sub-sections below
3.1 Preference of Survival Time definition
According to [1]:

SMF determines TSCAI Survival Time and sends it to the NG-RAN. The Survival Time in TSCAI may be expressed, assuming cyclic traffic of the deterministic application:

i)
as a maximum time in units of “time” where each unit corresponds to the data burst periodicity defined in TSCAI in Rel-16; or

ii)
as a maximum number of consecutive data burst transmission failures, where a data burst corresponds to a single application message.

i) and ii) are intended to be equivalent in determining the application’s tolerance to loss. Note that, when survival time is provided, there is a single data burst per period. SA WG2 kindly requests 3GPP RAN WG2 to provide their preference of Survival Time definition i) or ii) as defined above.

Note: Survival Time is defined in TS 22.104 as follows:
survival time: the time that an application consuming a communication service may continue without an anticipated message.
Q1: Is SA2’s question about “preference of Survival Time definition” within RAN3 scope?

Please respond YES or NO, with optional comments.
	Company
	Response

	Nokia
	YES. SA2 considers the two definitions equivalent, and their question is only about signaling format over NG interface which is RAN3 scope.

	Samsung
	No. In our understanding, SA2’s intention is not just asking the format issue, but  asking the question more in performance point of view. It has some impact on the uplink scheduling, so the decision should be done by RAN2 first.

	ZTE
	NO. Although we also think that the two definitions are equivalent, the use of survival time in RAN is determined by RAN2. Therefore, we think that the definition of survival time should be chosen by RAN2.

	Huawei
	Yes, RAN3 can give its preference. 

	CATT
	RAN3 can discuss the answer for this question and give the preference. But RAN2 should be the owner of the usage of this  parameter 

	Ericsson
	We may give the preference between the two definitions from RAN3 pov. But RAN2 should decide.

	CMCC
	Share similar view with Samsung and ZTE.


Conclusion: 4 companies believe that RAN3 can discuss the Survival Time definition and give a preference, while 3 companies believe that it is RAN2 scope.
Q2: If answer to Q1 is YES, which definition do you prefer?

Please respond i) or ii), with optional comments.
	Company
	Response

	Nokia
	We prefer i), since it can be encoded easily and unambiguously with reference to the Periodicity IE which is already existing and mandatory within the TSC Assistance Information IE. It is also expressed in desired units of “time” (transfer interval).
Definition ii) is feasible but would require more specification effort to define how consecutive data burst transmission failures translates into time units and ensure that there are no ambiguities in the interpretation. There is no apparent advantage to ii) compared to i).

	Huawei
	We slightly prefer i) since its definition is more aligned with SA1 requirements and definition in TS 22.104. 

	CATT
	We prefer ii)

	Ericsson
	i) seems logic.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Conclusion: 3 companies prefer i), while 1 company prefers ii).
Proposal 1: For the first question, it is proposed to reply to SA2 as follows: 

 “Regarding RAN3 preference between Survival Time definition i) or ii) as defined in the SA2 LS, RAN3 intends to discuss this at RAN3#111-e (when the associated work item in RAN3 is initiated) and will take into account any preference expressed by RAN2.”
3.2 Whether receiving Survival Time is sufficient
According to [1]:

SA2 also discussed whether receiving Survival time over NGAP is sufficient assistance information for NG-RAN to address the performance targets laid out by SA1 in Table 5.2-1 in TS 22.104. 

Note that according to Table 5.2-1 in TS 22.104 different services may share the same survival time but very different communication service availability targets. 

In our understanding, this question is about whether any additional TSC assistance information (besides Survival Time) is considered needed over NGAP for NG-RAN to address the performance targets laid out by SA1.
Q3: Is SA2’s question about “whether receiving survival time is sufficient for NG-RAN to address the performance targets” within RAN3 scope? 
Please respond YES or NO, with optional comments.
	Company
	Response

	Nokia
	NO. The TSC Assistance Information is used by the NG-RAN scheduler which is RAN2 scope. The performance is also RAN2 scope.

	Samsung
	No. The performance targets is RAN2 scope.

	ZTE
	NO. Agree with Nokia, we think this issue falls within the scope of RAN2.

	Huawei
	No, this can be left to RAN2 to answer. 

	CATT
	NO. It is RAN2 scope

	Ericsson
	No, it is up to RAN2.

	CMCC
	No. Up to RAN2 to decide.


Conclusion: All companies agree that this belongs in RAN2 scope.
Proposal 2: For the second question, it is proposed to reply to SA2 as follows: 

“Regarding whether receiving survival time is sufficient for NG-RAN to address the performance targets (same Survival Time but different communication service availability for different services) laid out by SA1 in Table 5.2-1 in TS 22.104, RAN3 considers this to be RAN2 scope.”
Q4: If answer to Q3 is YES, what additional information may be needed?

	Company
	Response

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Conclusion: Not applicable.
4 Conclusion, Recommendations
Proposal 1: For the first question, it is proposed to reply to SA2 as follows: 

“Regarding RAN3 preference between Survival Time definition i) or ii) as defined in the SA2 LS, RAN3 intends to discuss this at RAN3#111-e (when the associated work item in RAN3 is initiated) and will take into account any preference expressed by RAN2.”
Proposal 2: For the second question, it is proposed to reply to SA2 as follows: 

“Regarding whether receiving survival time is sufficient for NG-RAN to address the performance targets (same Survival Time but different communication service availability for different services) laid out by SA1 in Table 5.2-1 in TS 22.104, RAN3 considers this to be RAN2 scope.”
The draft Reply LS is in R3-206931 [2].
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