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Introduction
This meeting has setup an email discussion on dynamic control of PDCP duplication which is specified as below,

CB: # 97_Email097-IIoT_PDCPdup_dyn_ctrl
-  note LS (0094); take into account RAN2 agreements
…
- assistance info per leg (i.e. status quo)?
- hosting vs. assisting node performs duplication?
- partial vs. full coordination?
- CP vs. UP solution?
- once above 4 questions are addressed, attempt to converge on minimum agreeable set; if so, revise/merge as needed
(CMCC)
Summary of offline disc R3-201179

In this email discussion, we try to converge on minimum agreeable set on this topic for both DL and UL duplication, and companies are welcome to provide feedback.
Discussion
This email discussion is based on clues given by descriptions of Email097, and tries to cover most of opinions obtained from all contributions submitted to this AI.
Please note that this email discussion is planned to be carried out with 2 phases:
Phase 1: From the beginning of the meeting – Feb. 26th 1p.m. CET time. This phase aims at having consensus on agreeable items, and hopefully on controversial but essential items. If there’s time left, we can have primary discussion on other items.
Phase 2: From Feb. 26th 2p.m. CET time-Feb. 28th 1p.m. CET time (before CB slot for online meeting). This phase aims at providing corresponding TPs for those agreed items.

NOTE:
1. Whether to make a down selection in Proposal 4&5 also depends on the progress of discussion in Email096, in which we believe is the most urgent and essential issue in both Emial096 & Email097.
2. We’ve figured out proposals which are probable to achieve agreed TPs.

ASSISTANCE INFORMATION
Background
In current version of  TS38.425 [13], there’re two parameters that are related to DL duplication: ‘PDCP Duplication Indication’ and ‘PDCP Duplication Activation suggestion’.
As indicated by Nokia [5]: ‘…Currently Assistant Information Data (PDU Type 2) can be provided by Assisting Node to aid Hosting Node in the user plane management and optimization procedures of PDCP duplication. However, such Assistance Information Data (comprising average CQI, average HARQ failure, average HARQ Retransmissions, DL radio quality index, UL radio quality index, and power headroom report) is specified to be provided per DRB only i.e. not per RLC entity...’

Opinions from contributions
Nokia’s proposal [5] -- Proposal 3: Assistance Information Data to be provided with respect to each RLC entity associated at the Assisting Node.
Qualcomm’s proposal [7] -- Proposal 2: Clarify in TS 38.425 that ‘UL Radio Quality Index’ is a numerical index expressing the radio quality of the RLC entity of the data radio bearer in UL when PDCP duplication is configured for the data radio bearer.
CMCC’s proposal [9] -- Proposal 1: Enhance the ASSISTANCE INFORMATION in 38.425 to indicate the duplication activation suggestion and radio quality assistance information for each RLC entity.
Ericsson’s proposal [10] -- Proposal 1: RAN3 to discuss if assistance information for dynamic control should be per leg as today.
Huawei & CMCC’s proposals [11] – 
1. To assist the DL PDCP duplication, the PDCP duplication activation suggestion can be sent per RLC entity. 
To assist the DL PDCP duplication, the corresponding node may signal the radio quality assistance information towards each RLC entity. 
Huawei’s proposal [12] -- Proposal 3:  Reuse the PDCP Duplication Activation Suggestion and add ‘UL PDCP Dupl. Ind’ in the ASSISTANCE INFORMATION DATA (PDU Type 2) ; while add the PDCP Duplication Activation Suggestion in the DL USER DATA (PDU Type 0).

As a summary, Nokia [5], CMCC [9], Ericsson [10], HW & CMCC [11] proposes to provide ASSISTANCE INFORMATION as per RLC entity/leg, at least the ‘PDCP duplication Activation Suggestion’ should be provided as per RLC entity.
In addition, Qualcomm [7] propose to clarify that ‘UL Radio Quality Index’ in ASSISTANCE INFORMATION expresses the radio quality per RLC entity; while Huawei & CMCC [11] proposes both UL and DL radio quality index should be expressed in terms of per RLC entity.
Moreover, Ericsson [10] proposes to discuss if assistance information for dynamic control should be per leg instead of per RLC entity.
Furthermore, in the TP provided by Huawei [12], an UL PDCP Duplication Activation Suggestion mechanism is proposed which is similar to the existing DL mechanism (In fact, the proposal in [12] is not quite aligned with the TP given in [12], we may need more information from HW).

Recommendation
Based on proposals summarized, we would like to recommend that:
Agreeable items:
Proposal1: Agree to provide ASSISTANCE INFORMATION as per RLC entity/leg, at least ‘PDCP duplication Activation Suggestion’ should be provided as per RLC entity/leg.
Proposal 2: Agree to provide UL & DL Radio Quality Index in ASSISTANCE INFORMATION as per RLC entity/leg.
(For proposal 1&2, try to agree on TPs during e-meeting.)

[Summary]
Since there’s no objection, we recommend Proposal 1&2 to be captured as agreements, and listed in Conclusion part.

Controversial but essential item:
Q1: Companies are invited to offer opinions on difference(s) in ASSISTANCE INFORMATION between per leg and per RLC entity, if any.
	Company name
	Comments

	CMCC
	In our opinion, there’s little difference between per leg and per RLC entity. In other words, both wording are fine to us. What we need to focus on is which parameters in ASSISTANCE INFORMATION are better to be transmitted per RLC entity/leg.

	ZTE
	In general, we agree that the Assistance information is provided as per RLC entity, except one assisting information frame can contain all of RLC UL activation status of the CG to ensure that UL coordination can be carried out in an efficient and low-latency manner. Otherwise the Hosing node needs to wait to receive all the assisting information from each RLC entity of the CG one by one, and then informs another node to send the synchronized MAC CE contained the activation status of each RLC entity to UE to improve reliability of URLLC.

	CATT
	The leg and the RLC entity has same meanings. 

	Huawei
	We understand these two proposals apply to DL PDCP duplication? Add the following discusses the UL PDCP duplication scenario. 
Generally we are fine with two proposals. The naming of RLC entity is clearer than the leg. 

	Nokia
	Our analyses indicate that per-RLC information brings more benefits for the hosting node. Therefore, we insist that the assistance information is indeed provided per-RLC (isn’t it the way it works today for classic CA?). How exactly it is to be executed is up to further discussion. We proposed RLC identifier per existing frame, because it is the easiest solution.

	Ericsson
	Maybe we need to clarify what means per “leg” in RAN3 term?
Currently the assistance information is per DRB. Same principle should apply, i.e. should not be per RLC.
Assistance information can be per leg (CU and DU), to allow the CU to enable/disable duplication for different legs (different DUs).

	
	



[Summary]
All companies express the importance of adopting per RLC entity ASSISTANCE INFORMATION. One company points out that ‘How exactly it is to be executed is up to further discussion’, which we believe has impact on how stg3 TP is formulated. Thus, no agreed TP related to Proposal 1&2 will be pursued during this meeting.

Other Item:
Proposal 3: Discuss to adopt a UL PDCP Duplication Activation Suggestion mechanism similar to DL mechanism, FFS on details.
Q2: Do you think it is beneficial to introduce such UL duplication activation suggestion mechanism in R16?
	Company name
	Comments

	CMCC
	Yes. In our opinion, it could be an optimization for those modified DRBs when determining the initial activation/deactivation state for each leg over CP, by referring to the information provided by ‘UL PDCP duplication activation suggestion’ introduced in ASSISTANCE INFORMATION over UP.

	ZTE
	Yes. Furthermore, we think there is some different from DL and UL, for DL duplication, the pdcp makes the final decision and duplicate packets, so, the assisting node provides DL duplication suggestion. But for UL duplication, if Partial coordination solution is accepted and assisting node decides the exact RLC selection for its own cell group, the “UL duplication activation suggestion” should be changed to “RLC Activation Status For UL Duplication”, due to the decision of UL duplication and RLC selection for the concerned cell group already made by the assisting node.

	CATT
	Yes, it should follow the principle of R15 for DL. For UL, agree with ZTE’s view

	Huawei
	Yes, which is requested from RAN2. 

	Nokia
	We don’t think it is necessary, if the per-RLC Assistance Info is enabled. The hosting node may then decide if multiplication happens over MCG or SCG resources, and on how many RLCs.

	Ericsson
	For UL it is more complicated. We do not see the urgent in Rel 16. But if introduced, we think should be coordinated this in the same way as for DL, Not per RLC.

	
	



[Summary]
Three companies consider this question is related to the issue on ‘how to sync-up MAC CE information across both MCG and SCG’, for which the summary will be given in section 2.4. And other companies have no strong opinions. Since Proposal 3 can be covered by Proposals 6-8, we kindly suggest to keep Proposals 6-8 and delete Proposal 3.

Node to perform duplication
Background
This topic concentrates on DL duplication because only in DL, the base station is the transmitting side and performs duplication.
In R15, although not explicitly specified, since there are two UP tunnels established in both UL and DL, even in CA duplication case for disaggregated gNB scenario, the hosting node performs duplication and transmit data through two separate UP tunnels.
In R16, which node (hosting node vs. assisting node) to perform duplication is still unsolved. Especially when more legs and more scenario (DC+CA) for duplication are introduced, this topic becomes more controversial.

Last RAN3 meeting discussed the dynamic control of PDCP duplication, and an offline discussion [1] has been launched to solve the remaining issues on this topic.
The following open issues have been captured by the offline discussion:
· For data transfer for more than 2 RLCs: The motivation for separate tunnels in Rel-15 duplication shall be reminded before more tunnel endpoints are added.
· For coordination of DL duplication of more than 2 RLCs: Only no coordination or partial coordination is to be considered for coordination.

Opinions from contributions
In our opinion, the above-mentioned first bullet in yellow background, and the answer to the node to perform duplication are highly inter-dependent.
The motivation for separate tunnels in R15 is provided in ZTE [2], which quotes Samsung & KT [3] with following observations by comparing one-tunnel option with two-tunnel option in R15,
‘For UL packet duplication, the two F1-U tunnels can provide better reliability performance than one tunnel; 
For UL packet duplication, the one F1-U tunnel can delay the reception of the duplicated packets compared to two F1-U tunnels; 
For UL packet duplication, the one F1-U tunnel can further delay the reception of the duplicated packets compared to two F1-U tunnels if there is packet lost; 
For a DRB including both DL and UL traffics, the DL traffic will be delayed due to the latency increase of UL traffic by using one F1-U tunnel’.

ZTE’s observation & proposal [2] -- 
Observation1: Establishing separate tunnels(up to four tunnels)  is the most simple way to support duplication for more than 2 RLC entities, which also has better performance and least impacts on the standard compared with two tunnels solution. Furthermore, considering the future case that the configured RLC entities for duplication may locate at different DUs e.g. more than two DUs, the separate tunnels for each RLC entity locating at each DU should be setup.
Proposal 1: Up to four NR-U tunnels are establish over F1/E1/Xn interface to support PDCP duplication for more than two RLC entities.
Nokia’s proposal [5] -- Proposal 4: For DL PDCP Duplication based on NR-DC in combination with CA, the hosting node transfers only one copy of a packet to the assisting node and Assisting Node duplicates the packet to transfer the packet over multiple legs.
CMCC’s proposal [9] – 
Proposal 2: Select one of the following method for dynamic control of PDCP duplication:
-The hosting node performs duplication, and no coordination between nodes is required.
-The assisting node performs duplication, and partial coordination between nodes is required.

Nokia [5] proposes the assisting node to perform duplication. CMCC [9] proposes to consider either hosting node or assisting node to perform duplication. ZTE [2] does not propose which node to perform duplication, but provides the motivation to adopt two tunnels other than one tunnel in R15 and propose to use 4 tunnels other than 2 tunnels in R16.
Apparently this topic is not converged till now, and in our opinion, it is the most urgent issue that should be discussed in both Email Discussions 096 and 097.

Recommendation
To move a step forward, we narrow down the scope of all combinations and propose two potential options with the number of UP tunnels to establish,
Option 1: The hosting node performs duplication, and one UP tunnel per leg (up to 4 UP tunnels)
Option 2: The assisting node performs duplication, and one UP tunnel per assisting node (up to 2 UP tunnels)

Summarizing opinions from ZTE [2], Nokia [5] and CMCC [9], the following table gives pros and cons for above-mentioned two options,
	
	Option 1
	Option 2

	Compatible with future extension [2]
	Yes (Pro)
	No (Con)

	Additional tunnels [5] [9]
	Yes (Con)
	No (Pro)

	Standardization work [2] [9]
	Less (Pro)
	More (Con)

	Unified method as in R15 [2] [9]
	Yes (Pro)
	No (Con)

	Overhead on interfaces [5] [9]
	More (Con)
	Less (Pro)

	Reliability on F1 and Xn [2] [9]
	More (Pro)
	Less (Con)




Agreeable item:
Proposal 4: Agree to focus on the following two options:
-The hosting node performs duplication, and one UP tunnel per leg (up to 4 UP tunnels)
-The assisting node performs duplication, and one UP tunnel per assisting node (up to 2 UP tunnels)

Controversial but essential item:
Q3: Which option do you prefer? Please give details if the reason is not listed in the Table above.
	Company name
	Comments

	CMCC
	Option1, i.e. the hosting node performs duplication by following the same principle as in R15.
For more information, in RAN3#97, following agreements were achieved:
-gNB-CU manages PDCP duplication
-For intra-DU CA, two F1-U tunnels are set up to distinguish duplicated PDCP PDUs belonging to the same DRB (FFS for UL).
And the above RAN3 agreements are based on the agreement from RAN2-NR-AH meeting in Jan. 2017, when there was a discussion on PDCP duplication for URLLC in multi-connectivity:
1:  Packet duplication is supported for user plane and control plane in NR-PDCP
As agreed by RAN2, NR-PDCP, which commonly resides in the hosting node, performs duplication in R15. And we prefer to keep this basic principle unchanged in R16.

	ZTE
	Option 1. We agree with CMCC’s analysis, especially for one CU controlling multiple DU deployment, option 2 cannot work. 

	CATT
	Option1 is preferred to be selected because the WI goes to close. Option2 has some advantage on the traffic saving on the F1/Xn backhaul

	Huawei
	This is discussed in another CB. 
Option 1 is preferred. 

	Nokia
	For DL, we did not see any technical reason to have multiple tunnels over X2/Xn. For UL, it may be slightly more beneficial, so that the Assistance info is identified with the tunnel. However, this is not storng enough argument – some RLC ID can be added to the Assistance Info frame, as proposed above. Please note, having a single tunnel in UL does not require that the assisting node performs selection of the multiplied PDUs – it can still forward all received PDUs in the same tunnel (wasn’t it a solution we had in LWA, where the DRB ID in UL was not always known?).

	Ericsson
	This is covered by CB# 96.

	
	



[Summary]
Based on above discussion, the issue on which node to perform DL duplication is still controversial, which should be FFS. However, to make the question more specific, we kindly suggest that the discussion for next meeting should focus on two options provided in Proposal 4. Since Proposal 4 is covered by Proposal 5, we prefer to keep Proposal 5 and delete Proposal 4.

No vs. Partial vs. Full coordination
2.3.1 DL duplication
Background
As mentioned above, last RAN3 meeting discussed the dynamic control of PDCP duplication, and an offline discussion [1] has been launched to solve the remaining issues on this topic.
The following open issues have been captured by the offline discussion:
· For data transfer for more than 2 RLCs: The motivation for separate tunnels in Rel-15 duplication shall be reminded before more tunnel endpoints are added.
· For coordination of DL duplication of more than 2 RLCs: Only no coordination or partial coordination is to be considered for coordination.
The second bullet indicates that only no coordination or partial coordination is considered for DL duplication.

Opinions from contributions
Nokia’s proposals [5] – 
Proposal 1: For DL and UL PDCP Duplication based on NR-DC in combination with CA, Hosting Node has partial control over the number of copies to be transmitted by Assisting Node, whereas Assisting Node can select the RLC entities for the actual transmissions.
[bookmark: _Hlk30766232]Proposal 2: For DL and UL PDCP Duplication based on NR-DC in combination with CA, the hosting node indicates to the assisting node the minimum and maximum number of copies to be transmitted by the latter (assisting node), whereas the latter can select the RLC entities for the actual transmission. 

CMCC’s proposal [9] – 
Proposal 2: Select one of the following methods for dynamic control of PDCP duplication:
-The hosting node performs duplication, and no coordination between nodes is required.
-The assisting node performs duplication, and partial coordination between nodes is required.

Focusing on DL duplication, Nokia [5] proposes to use partial coordination for DL duplication; while CMCC [9] proposes to discuss this topic under two options.

Recommendation
As a summary, in our opinion, the type of coordination for DL duplication is dependent on which node to perform duplication
As discussed in [9],
‘For Option 1, since up to four tunnels has already been established, and the hosting node will transmit the duplicated packet to the corresponding tunnel as suggested by ASSISTANCE INFORMATION, no coordination between nodes is enough, as in R15.
For Option 2, with the aid of the ASSISTANCE INFORMATION, both no coordination and partial coordination will work, considering the fact that no coordination may cause resource-inefficiency for Option 2, partial coordination is preferable.’

Agreeable item:
Proposal 5: As an extension to Proposal 4, agree to focus on following two options for DL duplication:
-Option 1: The hosting node performs duplication, one UP tunnel per leg (up to 4 UP tunnels), and no coordination between hosting and assisting node
-Option 2: The assisting node performs duplication, one UP tunnel per assisting node (up to 2 UP tunnels), and partial coordination between hosting and assisting node
Huawei:  This is discussed in another CB. 

[Summary]
We agree the number of supported tunnels is better to be discussed in CB#96. But the node to perform duplication and the type of coordination should be discussed in this CB. And we believe these questions are inter-dependent. In order to stay more focus for the next meeting, we kindly suggest to FFS and focus on two options described in Proposal 5.
In addition, since companies point out that the number of tunnel discussion is overlapped with another CB, the tunnel descriptions in above two options are deleted.

2.3.2 UL duplication
Opinions from contributions
For UL duplication, there are also three types of coordination: No, Partial and Full
Nokia’s proposal [5] – 
Proposal 1: For DL and UL PDCP Duplication based on NR-DC in combination with CA, Hosting Node has partial control over the number of copies to be transmitted by Assisting Node, whereas Assisting Node can select the RLC entities for the actual transmissions.
Proposal 2: For DL and UL PDCP Duplication based on NR-DC in combination with CA, the hosting node indicates to the assisting node the minimum and maximum number of copies to be transmitted by the latter (assisting node), whereas the latter can select the RLC entities for the actual transmission.
ZTE’s proposal [6] -- Proposal1: In order to ensure that UL coordination can be carried out in an efficient and low-latency manner, Partial coordination solution shall be selected for UL coordination, that is the maximum/minimum number of activated RLC entities used for PDCP UL duplication shall be pre-configured for each node, and each node may decide the exact RLC selection for its own cell group.
Qualcomm’s proposal [7] -- Proposal 1: For a split DRB, node hosting PDCP shall be able to indicate the minimum number of active RLC entities that need to be maintained by the other node.

As a summary, all of Nokia [5], ZTE [6] and Qualcomm [7] propose to choose partial coordination for UL duplication.
In addition, Nokia [5] proposes the hosting node indicates to the assisting node the minimum and maximum number of copies to be transmitted by the assisting node. ZTE [6] provides a similar proposal as Nokia [6]. Qualcomm [7] propose to indicate minimum number of active RLC entities.
Moreover, ZTE [2] [17] [18] give TPs on TS38.423, TS38.473 and TS38.463 on Xn, F1 and E1 interfaces, with CP solution for UL duplication. Nokia [16] gives TP for TS38.423 on Xn interface, with CP solution for UL duplication.

Recommendation
Agreeable item:
Proposal 6: Agree to use partial coordination with a CP solution on Xn, F1 and E1 for UL duplication.
Proposal 7: Agree that hosting node indicates both minimum and maximum number of copies to be transmitted by the assisting node for UL duplication.
(For proposal 6&7, try to agree on TPs during e-meeting.)
Huawei: It is not clear to us on the CP solution (minimum and maximum number of copies). We suggest these two proposals should be FFS. 

[Summary]
Since one company is still unclear on the CP solution, no agreed TP related to Proposal 6&7 will be pursued during this meeting.

CP vs. UP solution
Background
In the LS R3-200094, RAN2 gives the current progress on PDCP duplication enhancement, which is described as below,
‘For uplink PDCP duplication enhancement, RAN2 has decided to support up to 4 legs for a DRB with possibility of DC+CA architecture, wherein the 4 legs configured for a DRB could be distributed across both MCG and SCG, so the number of RLC entities corresponding to one CG could be 1, 2, or 3 under this framework.
Additionally, RAN2 has also agreed to introduce a new MAC control element (MAC CE) that allows the network to dynamically control the activation state of up to 3 RLC entities configured for a DRB, that are distributed across two nodes in cases of DC+CA architecture. Therefore, for a gNB to construct and issue such MAC CE in such situations, some information exchange relating to the RLC entities between the two gNBs may be needed, especially when the other gNB has 2 or more RLC entities for this DRB.
· 
In light of this, RAN2 made the following agreement:
· Network coordination is beneficial for PDCP duplication in the uplink in NR-DC/CA architectures.
RAN2 would like to request RAN3 to take the above agreement into consideration.’

As a summary, this LS indicates two potential coordination for UL duplication,
· Coordination is needed to sync up the information for MAC CE across both MCG and SCG.
· Coordination is needed to help the hosting node to perform UL duplication with a resource-efficient way.
For the second potential coordination, we’ve discussed CP solution with partial coordination for UL duplication in section 2.3.2; therefore, this section mainly focuses on the first potential coordination.

Opinions from contributions
To sync up the information for MAC CE across both MCG and SCG,
ZTE’s proposal [6]: Proposal3: It is proposed to exchange RLC selection information for UL duplication between two nodes for the purpose of making better RLC selection and constructing the MAC CE for UE at both nodes to improve reliability. UP method for exchanging such RLC selection information is preferred to ensure low-latency coordination.
CATT’s proposals [8]:
Proposal 1: Two nodes may exchange the activation/deactivation operation information for the PDCP duplication status sync.
Proposal 2: Both control plane solution and User Plane solution can be used for the information exchange.
Proposal 3: Capture the user plane solution for UL PDCP duplication activation / deactivation information exchange
Huawei’s observation and proposal [12]: 
Observation 1:	 The full cooperation (i.e. to exchange the exact MAC CEs in between) may deteriorate the URLLC performance instead.
Proposal 1:	Further downselect the UL assistance information/UL suggestion per RLC entity or per DRB used for UL PDCP duplication coordination.

Summarizing from above, all companies adopt a UP solution. And Huawei [12], ZTE [19], CATT [20] provide different versions of TP on TS38.425 for a UP solution, all of which propose to define new defined indications in ASSISTANCE INFORMATION and DL USER DATA for MAC CE information sync up. In addition, Huawei [12] propose to also include newly defined UL assistance information such as UL radio quality in DL USER DATA frame.

Recommendation
Agreeable item:
Proposal 8: Agree to use a UP solution on TS38.425 for UL duplication MAC CE sync-up.
(For proposal 8, try to agree on TPs during e-meeting.)

Aiming for an agreed TP for UP solution, we would like to ask,
Q4: What parameters are necessary to be introduced on TS38.425 in order to achieve the basic operation of MAC CE sync-up?
	Company name
	Comments

	CMCC
	For UL duplication MAC CE info sync-up, one CG should be aware of the exact activation/deactivation decision per leg made by the other CG. And in our opinion, it is the only information needs to be coordinated between CGs. Considering the scenario of DC+CA with at most 3 RLC entity within one CG, one bit indication + three bits to indicate the activation/deactivation decision for each leg should be added on NR-U frames (DL USER DATA and ASSISTANCE INFORMATION) over UP.

	ZTE
	The RLC selection information e.g. RLC activation status for UL duplication is needed to be introduced on TS38.425, and one assisting information frame can contain all RLC UL activation status of the CG to ensure that UL coordination can be carried out in an efficient and low-latency manner. The node hosting the NR PDCP entity can includes such RLC selection information in DL user data frame to inform the corresponding node the information of the RLC legs of other node activated or not for PDCP UL duplication.

	CATT
	The RLC entities activation/deactivation status indication introduced in the DL USER DATA and ASSISTANCE INFORMATION frame inform the status each other. In one frame, carry the status for all the configured RLC entities 

	Huawei
	The “the Radio Quality Assistance Information” and “PDCP Duplication Activation Suggestion” designed for DL PDCP duplication could be reused for the UL PDCP duplication coordination, which is described in [R3-201049]. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Also the full coordination (exchanging the exact MAC CE in between) is excluded already at last meeting. 

	Nokia
	No strong opinion. To our understanding, it would be beneficial to indicate which RLCs are active, but this may be up to further discussion.

	Ericsson
	If anything is needed at all, it is enough to let the PDCP host determine the level of duplication in the hosting node, This should be discussed further.

	
	



[Summary]
Based on above discussion, it seems that all companies agree to use a UP solution to sync-up MAC CE information, but details are FFS (no agreed TP is pursued in this meeting).

Conclusion
In this email discussion, we collect opinions from all contributions, and provide following proposals:

Proposal 1: Agree in principle that a solution is needed for dynamic control, and RAN3 will work on a solution. Details on solutions are FFS.
Proposal 2: Agree that PDCP duplication Activation Suggestion, DL Radio Quality Index and UL Radio Quality Index in ASSISTANCE INFORMATION shall be provided per RLC entity/leg, FFS on per RLC entity or per leg.
Proposal 3: Agree to use a UP solution on information exchange relating to RLC entities between two gNBs for UL duplication, FFS on details.
Proposal 4: Focus on following two options for DL duplication FFS:
-Option 1: The hosting node performs duplication, and no coordination between hosting and assisting node
-Option 2: The assisting node performs duplication, and partial coordination between hosting and assisting node
Proposal 5: FFS on using partial coordination with a CP solution (minimum and maximum number of copies) for UL duplication on Xn, F1 and E1.

Regarding Conclusion 1, one company expresses the concern that:
I am not sure if we can conclude that something is to be done at the next meeting. Please note, that as far as I know, the WI is to be closed at the next plenary. Therefore, we shall have some conclusion concerning the control. If no conclusion, it means there will be no control of the multiplication.
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