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1	Introduction
The configuration of allowedServingCells in case of duplication was discussed at RAN2#105 with R2-1901051 and R2-1901230. Since there was no consensus on possible restrictions, an email discussion was agreed to clarify the configuration of allowedServingCells in case of duplication.
2	Discussion
The issue to discuss is whether both the primary and secondary paths can be configured to exclude the SpCell. In other words, is it possible for the primary path to also exclude the SpCell? Let us consider DRBs and SRBs separately. For SRBs, RAN2 already agreed that “R2 assumes that for SRB with Cell restrictions, at least one leg should be configured on SpCell” [R2-1810775].
NOTE:	the agreed model in RAN2 distinguishes the primary path from the secondary one in 38.300, 38.323 and 38.331 and although it would be possible to map the SpCell to the secondary path in theory, it is the rapporteur view that it blurs the usefulness of the model without clear benefits as an equivalent can be achieved by switching the cells in the two paths and sticking to the agreed model. Besides, since only the secondary path can be deactivated, using the SpCell – which cannot be deactivated – for that path would seem odd.
	Question 1: For a duplicated SRB, should the SpCell always be configured for the primary path?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Nokia
	Yes
	As already agreed.

	Samsung
	No
	The agreed one was that SpCell should be configured for at least one leg. This leg does not need to be the primary leg.  Although we understand that the primary leg usually uses SpCell in most cases, the current text already allows the secondary leg using SpCell. We think the configuration is up to NW and it does not harm at all. So we prefer to keep the current text.

	vivo
	No
	The SRB does not require a primary leg, as the PDCP duplication for SRB is always activated. According to the current PDCP specification, the primary leg is used only for the DRB.
Thus the SRB would only needs the SpCell configured for at least one leg which can be any one of the two configured legs.

	Qualcomm
	No
	We don’t see there are problem to configure SpCell for either primary path or secondary path for SRB duplication. The configuration can be up to NW decision.

	OPPO
	Yes
	Since it is more of a network decision, we see benefit from UE vendor perspective if the possible configuration can be restricted. Furthermore, during duplication (de)configuration, RLC max re-transmission number of P-leg would cause different result, either RLF report via S-leg or RRC re-establishment, there might be inconsistency / ambiguity during the duplication (de)configuration procedure, which would be good to avoid in case SpCell is limited to P-leg.

	LG
	???
	There is no primary leg for SRBs because PDCP duplication is always activated once configured for SRBs. At least one leg should contain SpCell.

	ITL
	No
	We have a same understanding with Samsung and prefer to keep the current text. Also, when duplication is configured for an SRB, the state is always active. 

	 Huawei
	No?
	Same reason as Samsung. However, we may need to clarify the exact agreement “for SRB with Cell restrictions, at least one leg should be configured on SpCell” in the filed description of allowedServingCells.

	Ericsson
	No
	Our understanding is that PDCP duplication for SRBs when configured is always activated. Therefore, there is no need to signal the primary path.

	Intel
	No
	Our understanding is also that once PDCP duplication is configured for SRB, it is always activated. Therefore primary leg concept is not that useful for SRB although it is still configured in RRC.



For DRBs, RAN2 already agreed that “For a logical channel restricted to one or multiple SCell(s) (i.e. logical channel configured for duplication) UE reports the failure to the gNB (e.g. SCell-RLF) but no RRC re-establishment happens” [R2-170001]. RAN2 also just agreed that “in CA duplication, when the RLC entity restricted to only SCell(s) reaches the maximum number of retransmissions for a PDCP PDU, the UE informs the gNB but does not trigger RLF” [R2-1902681]. If one is to stick to the agreed wording, there can only be one RLC entity restricted to SCells, the entity handling the logical channel configured for duplication i.e. the secondary RLC entity.
	Question 2: For a duplicated DRB, should the SpCell always be configured for the primary path?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Nokia
	Yes
	Failure of RLC AM had always triggered RLF. The decision to not trigger RLF for the secondary leg was to avoid increasing the chances of RLF when duplication is configured. If a DRB is configured with duplication, it is because it needs to get through. The SpCell is always going to be the serving cell that is most reliable among the set of serving cells due to the very nature of CA. Therefore, a scenario where the primary leg of a DRB requiring duplication would not be mapped onto the SpCell makes little sense.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Failure of RLC AM had always triggered RLF. The decision to not trigger RLF for the secondary leg was to avoid increasing the chances of RLF when duplication is configured. If a DRB is configured with duplication, it is because it needs to get through. The SpCell is always going to be the serving cell that is most reliable among the set of serving cells due to the very nature of CA. Therefore, a scenario where the primary leg of a DRB requiring duplication would not be mapped onto the SpCell makes little sense.

	Samsung
	No
	Our understanding on this agreement is that there is no restriction that the SpCell is configured for the primary path, due to the following reasons:
· There is no explicit agreement on this restriction. 
· ASN.1 already allows the case that no SpCell is configured for any leg.
· In RAN2 AH-1807, RAN2 agreed only SRB part: “R2 assumes that for SRB with Cell restrictions, at least one leg should be configured on SpCell”, because DRB does not need such restriction. For SRB, if RLC max retransmission occurs and the problematic logical channel is restricted only for SCell, the uplink signalling (e.g. FailureInformation) cannot be sent via the broken cell. For DRB, the above statement is not valid.
· FailureInformation message includes LCID and cell group ID. If we agreed to use it only for the secondary leg, all those two IDs do not need to be reported.
One use case is that two SCells are used dedicated by URLLC service. In this case, the CA duplication bearer is mapped on only those two SCells. Even in non-duplication case, allowedServingCells can include only SCell(s).

	vivo
	No
	If both legs of a DRB are configured with only SCells, the UE reports the RLC failure to the network via the SRB which is configured at least with the SpCell.

	Qualcomm
	No
	RAN2 does not have explicit agreement on such restriction on DRB.  SpCell is usually for reliable and good coverage. For duplication DRB configuration, SpCell may not have the right numerology to achieve the low latency by URLLC. Furthermore, there is no problem that UE could report failure information through SRB to network if primary and secondary path of DRB are only in SCells.

	OPPO
	No
	As commented above.

	LG
	No
	According to the current specification, there is no such restriction for DRBs.

	ITL
	No
	No restriction is needed. The duplication for DRB can be configured with only SCells.

	Huawei
	No
	We can left that part to NW implementation, although SpCell may always be more reliable.

	Ericsson
	No
	According to the current specification, in case of DRBs two RLC entities may be mapped only to SCells. However, we don’t see an issue in this particular scenario as if an RLF happens (i.e., due to reaching the maximum number of RLC retransmission) then the FailureInformation message is sent anyway over the SRB mapped to the SpCell.

	Intel
	No
	We share the same view as other companies that there are no explicit RAN2 agreements on the restriction.


 
3	Conclusion
The large majority of companies who took part in this email discussion have expressed the view that no restrictions are needed for the configuration of allowedServingCells. As a result, no CR to 38.331 is required.







