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1		Information
In Rel 16, RAN2 has specified the MAC CE handling that related to the PDCP duplication:
	The Duplication RLC Activation/Deactivation MAC CE is identified by a MAC subheader with eLCID as specified in Table 6.2.1-1b. It has a fixed size and consists of a single octet defined as follows (Figure 6.1.3.32-1).
-	DRB ID: This field indicates the identity of DRB for which the MAC CE applies. The length of the field is 5 bits;
-	RLCi: This field indicates the activation/deactivation status of PDCP duplication for the RLC entity i where i is ascending order of logical channel ID of secondary RLC entities in the order of MCG and SCG, for the DRB. The RLCi field is set to 1 to indicate that the PDCP duplication for the RLC entity i shall be activated. The RLCi field is set to 0 to indicate that the PDCP duplication for the RLC entity i shall be deactivated.


Figure 6.1.3.32-1: Duplication RLC Activation/Deactivation MAC CE



In RAN3, the inter node coordination for PDCP duplication is not agreed due to it is consider to be not feasible to introduce timing inter node coordination. 
2		Discussion
In Rel-16, PDCP duplication is enhanced to support more than two links and up to four links. DC-based and CA-based duplication may be used together, or CA-based duplication with more than two carriers are considered, example shows in below:
[image: ]
As there is no inter node coordination related to MAC CE defined, the MAC entity would have difficulty to use the Rel 16 MAC CE as it does not have the information to activate/deactive for the RLC entities reside in another node.
However, in some of the PDCP duplication configurations, it is possible that the one MAC entity can decide and use the Rel 16 MAC CE. It is thus beneficial to allow the PDCP entity to indicate when and which MAC entity could take the control.
[bookmark: _Hlk78370278]Proposal 1: RAN3 to discuss and agree that PDCP entity to indicate when the assisting node can use the Rel 16 MAC CE.
The submitted CRs timplement the proposal over control plan XnAP and F1AP.
The discussion is on Rel 17. We would like to also propose to cosinder to introduce the correction in Rel 16, so the Rel 16 NR IIoT can be complete.
Proposal 2: RAN3 to discuss and approve to introduce the correction in Rel 16 specification.
At RAN3#113-e [3], some company brought up a concern that the proposed solution in [4] and [5] may cause backwards compatibility issue.
This is based on the misunderstanding of the solution.
According to the current specification, the MAC entity is free to make own decision of the UL PDCP duplication activation and deactivation for all the RLC legs, including the RLC legs reside in another NG-RAN node. So the operation is totally blind and would cause issue.
The solution in [4] and [5] provide the control on MAC layer. If the network does not want to improve and wants to stick to the “blind” MAC CE operation, it could simply not implement the control. This is implicity supported.
We have refined the solution and included in the CRs [1] and [2] a third code point “not-relevant”, which allows the PDCP entity to choose not to indicate any MAC CE control. This bring an explicit support that either PDCP entity:
1. allows the MAC entity to control UL PDCP dupliation;
2. not allow the MAC entity to control UL PDCP duplication;
3. does not provide any impact on MAC entity, i.e. legacy.

The explicit indication would remove any ambiguity related to the how to indicate if the PDCP entity does not want to appoint the MAC control.
About the Backwards Compatibility issue, we have the view that:
1. There is no real backwards compatibility issue, thus no special handling is needed. The assigned criticality could set to “ignore”. The current behavior is each MAC entity makes the own desicsion. If the PDCP entity implements the feature, but the assistant node does not, it ignores the comment and proceed as in legacy, there is no change. The PDCP entity, when it has made a decision to allow or disallow the assisting node, it could continue as if the request is accept. The situation will not be worse.
2. If we would like to make the feature robust, the assigned criticality could set to “reject”. It is used to indicate to the assisting node to reject when it does not supporting/comprehending the feature. There is some drawback in this approach: if the node hosting PDCP entity implement the feature byt the assisting node doesn’t , there would be more failure in the setup, which could be seens as a degradation. However in real deployment, such issue can be avoided.
3. If we do wisht to have a solution that is robust and no drawback at all, an indication can be sent from the assisting node to the node hosting PDCP entity that the MAC CE Control is received. An example to implement this in [3].

With the above analysis, we could conclude that the solution to let the PDCP entity sending MAC CE control to the assisting Node would not cause backwards compatibility. 

Proposal 3: RAN3 to agree that the solution in [1] and [2].  The CRs implement to set the Assigned Criticality as “reject”.
In our opinion, [3] is not needed, but it at least demonstrate that the NBC is not an issue and some companies concern can be relazed.
Proposal 4: RAN3 to discuss if [3] is needed.
Proposal 5: RAN3 to conclude that the solution would not cause any backwards compatibility issue.
3		Proposal
Proposal 1: RAN3 to discuss and agree that PDCP entity to indicate when the assisting node can use the Rel 16 MAC CE.
Proposal 2: RAN3 to discuss and approve to introduce the correction in Rel 16 specification.
Proposal 3: RAN3 to agree that the solution in [1] and [2] . The CRs implement to set the Assigned Criticality as “reject”.
Proposal 4: RAN3 to discuss if [3] is needed.
Proposal 5: RAN3 to conclude that the solution would not cause any backwards compatibility issue.
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